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Introduction

This study was undertaken by the Center for Urban and Regional Affairs
of the University of Minnesota at the request of the Housing and
Redevelopment Authority of the City of St. Paul. It is concerned with
1ife in 14 FHA 221(d)3 and 236 developments in Saint Paul. These
housing developments range in size from 40 to 286 housing units and
were completed between 1968 and 1974. They were built as part of the
largest subsidized housing program ever undertaken in the United
States and make up a significant part of the new multi-family housing
supply in St. Paul added during the period.

The report presents the feelings and attitudes of residents in fourteen
multi-family housing complexes in Saint Paul towards the people, the
management and the design and facilities of the developments in which
they Tive. It also expresses the thoughts of management personnel about
13 of the same developments. The developments studied are Tocated in
various parts of the city with the heaviest concentration in the general
Summit-University area.

The report is divided into three major sections:

Part I. General Findings

Part II. Management Considerations in Multi-Family Housing in
Saint Paul. o

Part III. Case Studies of 236 and 221(d)3 Developments in
Saint Paul.

The chief sources of information for the study were a questionnaire

- mailed to residents and detailed interviews of key management personnel.
The survey instrument and a discussion of methodology are included in
the appendix.

The FHA 236 program was brought to a halt in 1973 by action of the
Federal Administration although some projects for which commitments had
already been made were not completed and occupied until later.

Residents or potential residents of 236 developments were not consulted
about the demise of the program. Although opinions as to the relative
success or failure of the program and the many projects which made it
up were rife, no one could say how residents felt or why they felt that
way. This study makes an attempt to shed some 1ight on these questions
for a group of fourteen developments in Saint Paul. Hopefully it will
be helpful to the residents, owners and managers of these particular
developments and will also be of use to public and private agencies




concerned with housing either because they currently own and operate
multi-family housing or because they will be involved in its future
planning and development.

The study was made in the firm belief that the most important
indicators of the health of any housing development are the feelings
of the people who live in it. This is true not only and primarilly
because their comfort or discomfort in their homes will affect their
outlook and actions in all aspects of their lives, but also because
the attitudes .of residents are likely to be directly reflected in the
financial success of the development.

We assume that the self-respect and self-image of most people is
intimately connected with their home environment and with their own
perception of that environment. Further we believe that their
attitudes towards their home will influence their behavior in many
ways. A person who is dissatisfied with his living arrangements will

- act differently than one who is satisfied with them. His own feelings
about it may be reenforced by what others see in it and what he thinks
others believe about it. A home for which one is always apologizing
to oneself and to others does not contribute positively to ones self-
image. The child who is ashamed of his home starts with a serious
handicap. :

Claire Cooper, a leading student of multi-family housing, has
advanced some jdeas about the house as symbol of self:!” She states:

It seems possible then, that in perceiving the house as
a symbol of self, man sees its interior as self viewed
from within; it is his own created and changing symbol
reflecting the essence of self as viewed by self. And
he sees the exterior as the symbol of self which he
wishes to present to the outside world, or self as
viewed by others...the furniture we install the way we
arrange it, the pictures we hang, the plants we buy and
tend to, all are expressions of our image of ourselves,

~all are messages about ourselves that we want to convey
back to ourselves and to the few intimates that we
invite into this, our house.

‘Clearly for multi-family housing, if these ideas have substance, they
call for flexibility, the offering of alternatives and the maximum of
control by the individual consumer. The latter alone can know when a
house or an apartment affords him the comfort of presenting to the world
an exterior which satisfies his needs for a public self and an interior
ywith which he feels truly at home.

]Cooper, Claire. House as Symbol of Self, Berkeley, 1971.




Whether a house stands as a symbol for the self or performs the less
specific but important function of contributing to (or detracting from)
the individuals self-image and self-esteem, this study assumes that
where residents indicate satisfaction about various aspects of the
development, that development is playing a more positive role in the
lives of its occupants than when the opposite is true. Developments
where occupants are happy are better for them and for society than
developments which residents don't Tike.

We recognize that residents who are generally unhappy about their lives
may express specific dissatisfaction about aspects of development 1ife
with which generally happier people are satisfied. We do not know the
extent or the characteristics of any such general dissatisfaction
syndrome. Most people, however, seem to be able to differentiate
fairly clearly between aspects of the development which displease them
from those which please them and even though generally dissatisfied may
indicate things about their Tiving arrangements which satisfy them.

By its very nature this study is more descriptive than it is prescrip-
tive. It identifies far more issues than it provides resolutions to
problems. Questions asked indcate how widely opinions are held or
satisfaction or dissatisfaction is felt among the residents in each of
the complexes surveyed and among all of them taken together. They do
not reveal how important a problem is to a respondent except as he
classified it "somewhat serious" or "very serious" or expresses himself
as "satisfied" or "very satisfied," "dissatisfied" or "very dissatisfied."
A very real difficulty of analysis rises because there is no norm as

to when a problem can be considered important. Quite arbitrarilly we
have considered a problem to be significant if 20% or more of the resi-

" dents in a development indicate that it is serious or very serious.
Similarly anything which 20% or more of the respondents indicate they
are dissatistied or very dissatisfied with is considered. to be important
enough to note. A reader who feels this standard to be inappropriate
may establish his own. Table A gives the percentage of negative response
for each of the developments on each of the items on the questionnaire.
The tables accompanying the case studies compare the responses on each
question for the complex studied with the average for all respondents
and the responses in the most enthusiastic and the least enthusiastic
complexes.

Table B gives another comparison on selected questions. It compares
the percentage of dissatisfied respondents in all of the complexes
. surveyed with the percentage of dissatisfied respondents on similar
questions asked in a study of 25 housing projects in I11inois, Indiana,
Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Pennsylvania and Tennessee,
built under sections 221(d)3, 221(d)4 and 236 of the Federal Housing
Act. '

Many of the findings of this study may appear to be obvious. If no
outdoor storage space is provided, the lack of it will prove a nuisance
to those residents with things to store. Thin walls and noisy people
add up to discomfort for neighbors. Children with no "appropriate




place" to play will play where adults find them out of place and
uncontrolled. Yet these things are part of 1ife as we found it and
may go to increase or decrease the comfort of residents.

Perhaps the most general conclusion from the study is that these
developments and their people represent a great heterogeneity despite
the fact that they were all built in the same city and occupied in

the same six year period, 1968 to 1974 under the provisions of the same
or very similar program. Resident attitudes within and between
complexes vary dramatically on design and facilities, on management
and maintenance operations and on peoples behavior. We believe that
these differences are related to some degree to the surprising
heterogeneity of population among complexes and also to differences in
design, Tocation and management, though the study does not shed much
Tight on how these elements generally relate to each other.

Certain problems appear to stand out and on them the Housing Authority
may wish to take the initiative in seeking solutions. These include,
concern about crime, concern about fire, noise from adjacent apartments
and the behavior of uncontrolled children. These among others are the
subject of a series of general recommendations.




“I’ | ‘_iliie A, : 4"'

Percentages of Residents Responding Negatively to Se ected Questions in Each Housing Complex

All
Quest Respondents A B C D E F G H M
uestion S _

General Satisfaction '
2. Wish to move now (% wishing 13.4% 15.4% 3.0% 10.3% 25.0% 27.3% 14.6% 28.4% 24.4% 11

to move) 16.7 22.4 6.1 10.8 .1 52.4 9.8 26.7 .6
5e. Proud to call complex home. c
51. Would recommend complex to 14.1 13.8 1.5 21.6 .6 47.6 15.4 30.5 .5

friends. _
5m. Like better than last place 25.3  27.6 16,6 23,7 23.1 38,0 15.0 30.5 .

Tived. - _
5r. Happy living here. 13.0 12. . 5.3 . 30.0 14. 16.7

People and Behavior

. People 1iving in complex. 13. 30. . 2.8 . 22.7 . 14.2
. People in surrounding

community. 8. 9. . 5.4 . 15.0 0. 19.1
. Most residents would help

neighbors. o "~ 16. . . . 38.1 . 17.1
. Residents are less trust-

worthy than others (% agreeing) . . . . 16.7 ) 8.6
. Most people here are friendly. . . . . 28.6 . 11.1
i. There are residents I feel : ~

secure leaving child with. : ) . . . 25.0 . 16.4
j. Feel secure against crime in -~ ‘

home. _ . . . . 47.6 . 35.7
. Crime within complex. ' . . . . . 35.0 . 32.3
. Crime in neighborhood. - . "43. . . . 45.0 . 59.4
. Uncontrolled children. . . . . . 52.6 . 55.2
. Uncontrolled pets in complex. . . . . . 10.0 . 8.9
. Uncontrolled pets from

neighborhood.

Design Factors

1g. Parking arrangements for
residents. ‘

1h. Parking arrangements for
visitors.

Tk. Physical appearance of
complex.




'

Table A.

ATl Percentages of Residents Responding Negatively to Selected Questions in Each Housing Complex

lQuesti@n ‘ Respondents 4 B c D E F 6 H 1 v K L MmN R

Design Factors (cont.) .
7t. Amount of outdoor open space. 21.6% 19.9% . 33.3% . 29.4% 12.5% 16.2% 33.3%

lu. Location of outdoor open space. 19.9 21. 17. 14.7 35.0
5a. Complex is overcrowded{agree). 12.8 27. 9. 11. 19.5
'5b. Enough space for belongings. 25.7 16. 22. 19. 20.0
5¢c. Enough space for privacy. ' 20.9 15. 7.5 18.3 14.7
8a. Building entrance security. 19, 33, 30. 19.5

8b. Way keys work. 20. 13. 27. 12.2
8c. Heating. 7. 18. 44, 33.3

8d. Stove. 8. 5. 12. 17.1
8e. Refrigerator. 3. 7. 23, 14.3
8f. Kitchen layout. 11. 23. 13. 11.9
8g. Size of living room. 4. 23. 21. 11.9
8h. Size of bedroom. 19. 15. 21. 11.9
8i. Design of apartment. 10. 10. 21. 22.5
8j. Storage space in apartment. 20. 15. 26. 21.4
8k. Storage space outside apartment 14. 27. 20. 24.4
8n. Plumbing. 6. 10 10. 35.7
8p. Lighting outside building. 18. 12. 17. 17.1
8r. Air conditioning. 6. 10. 12. 5.1
8u. Public hall lighting. 9. 8. 5.

8w. Laundry facilities. 5. 48.

6a. Parking arrangement. 38.
6b. Noise from other apartments. 61.
6c. Noise from neighborhood. 29.

6% 24.0% '26.
.1 20.4 31.
4 4. 6.
0 23. 18.
.1 28.2  25.
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Location

11. Access to schools. A

Tm. Access to public transportation,

In. Access to shopping facilities.

lo. Access to medical facilities.

1p. Access to recreational
facilities for adults.

1q. Access to recreational
facilities for children.




Ta?}ﬁ_A. Percentages of Residents Responding Negatively to Selected Questions in Each Housing Complex

Question Respondents A B c D E F G H J K L M

Management & Maintenance '
Ta. Management in general. 13.8% 12.3% 6.3% 19.5% 27.0% 35.0% 20.5% 12.8% 34, .3% 12.0% 10.0% 10.6% 13.7% 18.
1b. Speed of management response. 21.6 24.6 17.2 23.7 32,5 42.2 33.3 27.3 42. .9 16.7 17.8 16.0 14.

lc. Way management handles
disruptive tenants. . 13.7 27. 1.6 13.5 22,0 28.5 7.3 17. 32. 7 8.
0 13.5 10.2 36.9 9.5 11. 13. .0 5,
0

1d. Way management handles tenant
disputes. 8.8 14.
le. Quality of management repairs
14. 31.6 33.4 36.5- 33.3 35. 43. 14,
11.
27.

-—
[00]
E~Y

7. 9.

N

3.
21.

8.
19.
10.

in home. 21.6 16.
1f. Quality of management repairs
outside home. 13.7
. 1i. Rules about changing inside
- of home. 21.1
1j. Rules about changing outside
of home.
5d. Housing complexes should have
resident associations.
" 5n. Management is friendly.
50. Maintenance people are courteous
5p. Management protects right to
peace and quiet.
5q. I feel well informed about
management rules.
81. Trash disposal.
8q. Maintenance outside building.
8s. Cleanliness of public halls.
8t. Maintenance of public areas.
8o. Snow removal.

-
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Table B. Comparison of Percentage of Respondents Expressing /
Dissatisfaction with Selected Aspects of Housing Environments in 14

St. Paul 236 and 221(d)3 Developments with those in 25 Developments*
Located in I1linoise, Indiana, M1ch1gan M1nnesota New York Ohio,

Pennsy]van1a and Tennessee.

Respondents in  Respondents in
14 St. Paul 25 Scattered
Developments Developments

Management 13.6% 24.4%
Other Residents in Development 14. 16.7
Appearance of this Development 13. 17.6

Recreational Facilities: Adults 20. 41.5

Children 19.

Parking Arrangements: Residents ‘ 10.
Visitors 11.

28.

32.
8.4
27.

Laundry Facilities 13.
Privacy from Others in Family 20.
Appearance of Grounds 15.

O O N ON NOY NN

*Derived from Anderson, Weideman, Chenowett and Francescata. Residents
Satisfaction: Criteria for the Evaluation of Housing for Low and
Moderate Income Families.




PART ONE

GENERAL FINDINGS -




Part I Gehera] Findings

This part of the report Tooks at the residents of the St. Paul multi-
family housing complexes as a whole and describes and contrasts
differences among them. Each complex is identified by a letter
designation A through N in order not to single out one or another
development unfairly by actual name. Each case study report which

is intended for distribution to the sponsors and management of the
-developments with which it deals discusses the development by name.

To a large extent this is a problem or issue oriented analysis. It

pays more attention to situations which.are identified as unsatisfac-
tory or as serious problems than it does to good points. Thus Table

A shows- the percentage of respondents giving negative responses on

the various items covered by the questionnaire. It uses a short

phrase to characterize a longer question in the questionnaire. However,
each item in Table A is keyed by question number and the complete
statement of the question can be found by reference to the questionnaire
a copy of which is included in the appendix.

Despite the concentration on problems, in each section satisfied
respondents are contrasted with dissatisfied respondents. Percentages
stating a particular situation are contrasted with people who don't
find it a problem.

Following a description of the resident population to the extent that
demographic data is included in the survey, this general section follows
the same format as the Case Studies with subsections dealing with
General Satisfaction, People and their Behavior, Design and Physical
Facilities, Location and Accessibility. Management operations are
covered in Part Two, Management Considerations in Multi-Family Housing
in Saint Paul.




1. General Recommendations

(General recommendations are summarized here. They are discussed in
more detail in appropriate places in the text.)

A. It is recommended that the Housing and Redevelopment Authority: '
together with other interested agencies and project residents and
managers take active steps to reassess the adequacy of programs and
facilities available to children in the 236 multi-family housing
developments north of the freeway in the Summit-University area.
These developments include, Lonnie Adk1ns Homes, Community Plaza,
Hanover and Jamestown.

B. It is recommended that the Housing and Redevelopment Authority
join with appropriate agencies and organ1zat1ons to assess the
programs and facilities available to children in Torre de San M1gue1
Vista Village and the surrounding Concord Terrace neighborhood.

C. It is recommended that the Housing and Redevelopment Authority
explore with the appropriate agencies and organizations in St. Paul

and interested departments at the University of Minnesota including the
Center for Urban and Regional Affairs the possibilities of developing

a workshop conference or institute on designing and managing multi-
family housing for children's occupancy.

D. It is recommended that the Housing and Redevelopment Authority
discuss with the Fire Department and interested sponsors of private
multi-family housing in St. Paul, the possibility of educational
programs for fire prevention in complexes where there is extensive
concern about fire safety.

E. It is recommended that the Housing and Redevelopment Authority take
~an active role in working with the Police Department, local neighborhood
organ1zat1ons and the sponsors and management of multi-family housing
in developing crime prevention programs particularly in the Summ1t-
University and West Seventh Street areas.

F. The Housing and Redevelopment Authority should consider establishing
a regular meeting ground for its own management staff and management
personnel from private multi-family developments for the exchange of

- information and ideas about management practice.

G. The Housing and Redevelopment Authority should develop a program for
studying and alleviating noise between units through design changes,
furniture location, wall and floor coverings etc. The management of
those complexes where noise from other apartments is seen as a problem
by a significant proportion of residents should be approached with the
idea of making a detailed analysis of the problem on the project.
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A Timited amount of demograph1c data was- obtained about the respondents,
their families and their previous housing experience (See Table C).

gThe survey shows that the developments vary great]y in their populat1on
mix. .

“A. Sex of Respondents
- In each of the deve]opments the respondents were predominately women
ranging from 67.7% in 'G' to 87.4% in 'L' with the overall rate 78.1%.
In most instances the responses of male respondents were not significantly
‘different from those of females. Where there appears to be a marked
. difference it will be noted. :

B. Racial Composition
Racial composition of the fourteen comp]exes varied greatly. Three were
100% white, five were between 90% and 99% black while the remaining six
ranged from predominantly white with a small black occupancy through
75% black with 25% white occupancy. In two developments a substantial
proportion -of the residents are of Mexican-American ancestry (complexes
A and N). No attempt was made in the survey to elicit information as
to the racial or ethnic backgrounds of the individual respondents

- therefore no direct tablulations of the data can be made by race.

C. Age of Respondents
The median age of respondents for each complex varied from 27 to over
65. They fall in the following categories:

Median Age - Number of Complexes
27-29 : v

- 30 or 31
45-53
over 65

- With two exceptions which contain no respondents 65 or over all of the
.complexes have some respondents in each age group. Predominately the
population is young although in one development more than 80% of the
residents were over 65. This dvelopment plus two others account for 69%
of the respondents over 65. In all 5 have a substantial percentage of
elderly people. Table A shows these numbers in detail.

D. Children .

The complexes varied from one with a very low child population to six

or seven where more than half of the households include children.
Respondents were asked whether they had children under 5 and whether they
had children between 5 and 18 years of age. In complex L only 9.1% of
the households include children under five and only 6.5% include older
children. On the other hand in complex A 63.1% include small children

and 75.0% older children. These data are shown for each complex in
Tahle A. : '

E. Duration . of Tenancy
In all but two of the complexes more than half of the respondents had
lived there for a year or more. These two were recently completed in




~Table C.

‘ Age of Respondents

_ | Estimated | % ~ % With | % With
‘ Response Rate % .% White Respondent _ Median | Children | Children | % With Many
Complex | On Questionnaire | Female |.Occupancy 25 35-44 | 45-64 | . , .| Under 5 . | Many Friends

.6% 90% .5% . 19.7% | 13.6% . : A% .5%
97 . 3 4
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1974 and only fully occupied in the past year. Tenancy in the older
developments appears to be quite stable, In four complexes completed
between 1964 and 1972, more than 70% of the respondents had lived in
the development more than a year. :

F. Previous Residence

Most of the residents moved from other locations in St. Paul to the
complex in which they now live. This varies from 55% in complex E to
90.6% in complex N. When.asked where they had Tived the greatest part
of their 1lives, the responses are again preponderately "St. Paul" but
there is great varjation between developments. In two developments,

B and G, less than 25% of the residents have lived in St. Paul the
majority of their Tives while in complex L more than 80% and complex N
more than 90% have. In one complex, B, more than 1/3 of the residents
spent more than half of their previous 1ife on a farm or in a small town
while in four complexes Tess than 10% came from rural backgrounds.

A supprisingly large proportion of residents moved to their present
apartment from houses or duplexes. This figure varies from 27.8% in
complex M which is Tocated in a heavily rental area to more than
sixty percent in the two complexes on St. Paul's west side and two of
the developments in the Summit University area. o

G. Acquaintanceship '
In an attempt to get a feel for the amount of socializing which exists
on the developments under study, residents were asked the following
questions: :
Which of the following best describes the number of acquaintances
you have in this housing complex:
I have many friends Tiving here.
I know some people who Tive here.
I know only 1 or 2 people who live here.
I don't know anyone outside of my own family.
Responses were very different in different complexes. In complex N on
the west side, 38.9% of the respondents had "many friends" and an
additional 47.2% knew "some people." In complex L on the east side
figures were almost identical. On the other hand in project C only 5.1%
of the respondents had many friends in the complex and 33.3% knew some
people. The rest lay at varying points between. At the other end of
the scale there was less variation. Percentages varied from 0 to 12.8%
of people who knew no one outside of their families.

Older people were more 1ikely to have "many friends" in the complex than
younger ones. The following percentages of respondents in each age
group had "many friends":

Under 25 12.4%

25-34 12.6

35-44 14.3

45-64 19.8

65+ 29.5 :
This may explain in part the responses in complexes L and N which have
the Targest percentage of older people among the complexes surveyed.




I11. General Satisfaction

The first thing which the survey of multi-family housing residents
sought to discover was simply whether they found 1iving in the complex
generally satisfactory. The quest1onna1re, therefore, asked the extent
to which the respondents agreed with a series of four statements which
were interspersed with statements about specific aspects of life at

the development. Residents were asked to indicate whether they strongly
agreed with, agreed with, were neutral towards or disagreed w1th or
strongly disagreed with the following statements: .

I am proud to call this complex home.

I would recommend this housing complex to interested friends.
I Tike this home better than the last place I lived.

T'm happy 1iving in this housing complex.

In a separate question they were asked how long they would 1ike to ]1ve
in the housing complex and given the options of:

I'd Tike to move now.

I'd plan to live here for awhile, but not forever.
I'd 1ike to stay here as long as possible.

I don't know.

On the first four statements respondents as a whole divided as follows:

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree
I am proud to call this
complex home. 15.9% 36.9% 30.6% 11.0% 5.7%
I would recommend it to
friends. 15.8 50.6 19.4 9.6 4.5
I Tike this home better
than my last one. 25.2 34.1 15.5 15.5 9.8
I am happy 1living here. 17.9 1 42.7 26.4 8.1 4.9

Thus, just over half of the respondents are proud to call the complex
home. 59.3% 1ike it better than their last home. 60.6% are happy
living there and 66.4% would recommend the complex in which they are
Tiving to friends. It is interesting to note that more people have
definite feelings on the most concrete question, "I 1ike this home
better than the last p]ace I Tived" and fewer are neutral than on the
other questions. _

The percentage distribution of all respondents however masks a great
deal of variation among complexes on each of these quest1ons In the
acompanying Table D the distribution for all respondents is compared
with the distribution for the development with the most agreement with
these statements and the development with the least agreement.

The fo]]ow1ng tabulation shows the range of percentage of respondents
agreeing and percentage disagreeing among the complexes on each of
these four questions.




Percent Agreeing Percent Disagreeing
High Low  High Low

I am proud to call this

complex home. 80.2% 23.8% 52.4% 6.1%
I would recommend this housing

complex to interested friends. 89.4 28.6 47.6 1.5

I Tike this home better than

the last place I Tived. 78.8 35.9 41.1 12.1

I am happy living in this

housing complex. 83.2 20.0 35.7 5.3

In some of the complexes with a Tow positive response to statements
about pride in the development and happiness living there, there is a
much higher percentage of residents who 1ike the complex better than
the last place they 1ived. On this question especially, satisfaction
is related both to the respondents previous housing experience and to -
the conditions which he finds in the complex in which he resides.

Clearly expressions of satisfaction have much to do with expectations.
The survey did not attempt to probe this relationship. Questions are
not included which would attempt to compare respondents present feelings
with their expectations upon moving into the development, on the
assumption that memories of previous expectations would be highly
influenced by subsequent experience of the respondents.

The fifth question relating to general satisfaction is in some ways
more useful than the others. While people, particularly people of
moderate income, frequently cannot act on their desires about housing,
asking them about their intentions is different than asking about
their feelings. The percentage distribution of responses to the
question "How long would you like to 1ive here?" for all respondents,
respondents at the development with the greatest degree of attachment
as well as respondents at the development with the least degree is

as follows:

Move Now Live Here Stay as Long Don't
\ Awhile as Possible  Know
A11 Respondents 13.5% 41.3% 27 .2% 18.1%
Development with greatest
attachment 4.7 12.1 66.4 16.8
Development with least
attachment 28.4 43.2 10.8 17.6

In one project none of the respondents said they would 1like to move
now while 55.6% wished to stay as long as possible.

The enthusiasm or lack of it with which a person views his home
environment obviously results from an interaction between him and that
environment. Thus, two people 1living in identical apartments in the
same complex will view them very differently. One will be very happy
and the other may be despairing. Thus, there are people in the same
complex stating they are very satisfied and others indicating great
dissatisfaction.




-16-

‘Table D.- Questions‘ConcernTng General Satisfactidn: Comparison of Percentage
Distribution of A1l Respondents with Distribution of Residents in Development
with Most and Least Agreement. .

Question 5e. I am proud to call this complex home!

Development Development
A1l With Most With Least
Respondents Agreement Agreement
Strongly Agree 15.9% 27 .5% 4.8%
Agree 36.9 52.7 19.0
Neutral » ' 30.6 13.2 23.8
Disagree 11.0 3.3 : 38.1
Strongly Disagree 5.7 3.3 14.3

Question 51. I would recommend this housing complex to interested friends.

Development Development
Al With Most With Least
Respondents Agreement Agreement
Strongly Agree 15.8% 25.8% 0
Agree 50.6 63.6 28.6
Neutral ' 19.4 9.1 23.8
Disagree .6 - 1.5 33.3
Strongly Disagree .5 0 14.3

Question 5m. I like this home better than the last place I lived.

Development Development
A1l With Most With Least
, Respondents Agreement Agreement
Strongly Agree 25.2% 45,5% 12.8%
Agree 34.1 33.3 23.1
Neutral - 15.5 9.1 23.1
Disagree 15.5 9.1 30.8
Strongly Disagree 9.8 3.0 10.3

Question 5r. I'm happy living in this housing complex.

Development Development
A1l With Most With Least
Respondents Agreement Agreement
Strongly Agree 17.9% 23.1%
Agree - 42.7
Neutral 26.4
‘Disagree . 4, 6
Strongly Disagree : .9 0




The survey does not lead to any definitive conclusions about what kind
of people are most likely to be happy under what circumstances in
multi-family housing. It does give some leads. It appears that
developments with a large number of upper middle aged and elderly
people are more likely to show pervasive general satisfaction than are .
developments with a larger proportion of families in their early

middle years.

While we cannot say with any certainty what causes people to be
satisfied or dissatisfied with a multi-family housing situation, we can
show some of the differences between satisfied and dissatisfied
residents on a number of elements which were covered by the questionnaire.
For the purpose of this discussion we have assumed that people who
want to move now are the least satisfied and people who wish to stay as
long as possible are the most satisfied. About 14% of the respondents
fell in the first group and 26% in the second. On many questions there
is a statistically significant difference between these two groups.
These are shown in Table D. Some of the problems which show up as most
widespread among the complexes also most clearly differentiate between
the movers and the stayers.

A much larger proportion of the residents who wish to move now are
concerned about crime, view the behavior of children as a serious
problem or are bothered by noise from adjacent apartments. People who
wish to remain in the development as long as possible are much more
likely to approve of their neighbors, feel that there is enough space
in the dwelling, and be satisfied with the physical appearance of the

development than are people who wish to move immediately. Because
people who want to move and presumably do move shortly or remain as
unhappy residents are not as desireable as tenants from the point of
view of management as are people who want to remain and do remain a
long time, these various elements become a matter of primary concern to
management.
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Table E. Comparison between residents who wish to stay in a complex
as long as possible with those who wish to move now, percentage making
positive and negative responses (neutral responses, don't knows and

no opinions not included).

Residents Who Residents
Want To Stay As ~ Who Want To
Item Long As Possible Move Now

1 feel secure against crime within
my home: Agree 72.2% 24.6%
Disagree _ 11.6 ‘ 46;9‘

Crime in the neighborhood: ;
is a serious problem. 22. 50.
is not serious. 38. 25.

Crime within the complex:
is a serious problem. 14. 34.
is not serious. 60. 35.

Behaviour of uncontrolled children:
is a serious problem. 39. 71.
is not serious. 43. 22.

Residents are not trustworthy:
Agree : 12. 30.
Disagree 53. - 27.

Most residents are friendly: »
Agree . 37.
Disagree . 25.

People who 1ive in the complex:
Satisfied with . 28.
Dissatisfied with . 42.

People who live in the surrounding
community: '

Satisfied with . 35.
Dissatisfied with ’ . 24.

Most people would help their neighbors
if need be:

Agree

Disagree

There are residents I would leave my
child with:

Agree

Disagree

Physical appearance of development:
Agree
- Disagree

Noise from other apartments:
is a serious problem.
is not serious.




Table E (continued).

Residents Who - Residents
) Want To Stay As Who Want To
Item . Long As Possible = Move Now

The complex is overcrowded:
Agree : .6% 28.3%
Disagree ' 64.1 38.6

Location of outdoor open space:
Satisfied with . 29.
Dissatisfied with . 41.

Amount of outdoor open space:
Satisfied with . 32.
Dissatisfied with . 45.

My home has enough space for my

belongings:
Agree . 41.
Disagree . 43.

There is enough room to allow privacy
from those who Tive with me: ’ v
Agree . 39.
_Disagree . 43.

Access to recreation for children:
Satisfied with . 37.
Dissatisfied with . 35.

Access to recreation for adults:
Satisfied with . 34.
Dissatisfied with . - 37.

Access to medical facilities: :
Satisfied with . 65.
Dissatisfied with : . 15.

Access to shopping facilities:
Satisfied with : . . 64.
Dissatisfied with . 19.

Access to public transportatioh:
Satisfied with . 71.
Dissatisfied with . 8.

Access to schools:
Satisfied with . 58.
Dissatisfied with . 14.

I am proud to call this complex home:
Agree
Disagree




-20-

IV. People and Their Behavior

Most residents find that the people in the complexes in which they

live are friendly and approve of their behavior in general. 64.2

percent of all the respondents feel that people are friendly in the
project while 11.5% disagree. When asked if they were satisfied with
people in the complex, 55.8% said they were satisfied and 14.7% indicated
they were dissatisfied, with the remainder indicating they were neutral
on the question. Some behavior problems, however, are considered

serious by a substantial number of the respondents.Behavior of uncontrol-
led children and crime are seen as serious. In all of the projects

taken together 52.8% of the respondents indicated that they felt the
behavior of uncontrolled children was a serious problem while 37.6%

feel it is not serious and 9.6% indicated they didn't know. The next
most serious and generally felt problem is concern about crime. Crime

in the surrounding neighborhood is seen as a serious problem by 30.9%

of the respondents while crime in the complex is viewed as a serious
problem by 22.6% of the residents.

Varijation in attitude between projects as well as variation within
projects is great. This table shows the percentage distribution of.all
respondents and that of the projects with the most and the least
satisfaction on each of the survey items regarding people and their
behavior. The five items with the highest overall negative response
are:

‘ ATl Most Least
Respondents Negative Negative

Behavior of uncontrolied

children _ - 52.9% 76.4% 15.1%
Crime in the neighborhood 30.9 59.4 6.6
Crime within the complex 22.6 47.8 3.3
Crime within the home 22.2 48.1 4.3
Uncontrolled pets from the

neighborhood 17.3 33.6 5.3

A. Uncontrolled Children - Facilities for Children

Over half of all the respondents feel that the behavior of uncontrolled
children in their development is a serious problem. In thirteen of the
fourteen complexes it is a significant problem. Complex L with its

small child population was the exception. On the other hand, in eight

of the fourteen developments more than 50% of the respondents indicated
that the behavior of uncontrolled children was a serious problem. The
developments with the Targest proportion of families with children were
not necessarily those with the most residents concerned about children's
behavior. In one development for example with a large number of child-
ren between 5 and 18, only 27% of the residents saw their behavior as
causing a serious problem. If . the two developments at the extremes of
the continuum are eliminated from the calculation there is no correlation
between the percentage of families with children and the percentage
seeing their behavior as serious. It may be that in some of the complexes
with a large proportion of families with children, there is more '




understanding and tolerance of their behavior than in some of the
developments with more older couples. The one development with low
concern and a large number of children, complex C, should be studied
with a view to ascertaining the reasons.

In written comments accompanying the questionnaires a substantial
number of people expressed their concerns about children's behavior
and frequently attributed the problem to a lack of proper play space
and recreational facilities. Also criticized were "irresponsible
parents." ’

The lack of recreational facilities for children was specifically
indicated as a problem in nine of the complexes all of them among
those with widespread concern about children's behavior.

Another apparently closely related problem as specified in many
written comments was concern about cleanliness of public halls, seen
as a prob]em by residents in eight complexes. Much of the litter
and dirt in public hallways was attributed to small children play1ng
in them or wa1t1ng to get into their apartments.

In the case of children's behavior concern is apparently not on1y
widespread but also has considerable priority. Many residents
identified one or another aspect of children's behavior as a problem
in the final open ended question in the questionnaire in which
residents were invited to write in their Tikes and dislikes.

Eight questions were asked in the form, "How serious a problem is
such and such." Many more respondents, 22.6% overall, answered
very serious with regard to the "behavior of uncontrolled children"
than did for any other problem thus identified. 30.6% indicated
that the problem was somewhat serious. In complex A, the develop-
ment with the most widespread concern about the problem, 36.6%
indicated "very serious" and 39.8% "somewhat serious."

- It is hardly news that children frequently cause problems in multi-
family housing developments. Local housing authorities and private
managers of apartments have long been concerned about children's
activities and have tried to provide adequate children's programs

and facilities to absorb their energies and enhance their lives,
frequently with a good deal of success. The inadequacy of the social
and physical environment for children and adolescents was a basic
factor in the troubles and ultimate demise of Pruitt Igoe in St. Louis.
There as well as in other highrise developments with less serious
problems, troubles have been attributed in large part to the nature

of the building itself. Without presuming to enter into this
discussion, it might be noted that as long as twenty years ago, public
housing people seriously quest1oned the advisability of putting low-
income fam111es with children in high rise bu11d1ngs

Here however the story is different. A1l of the complexes studied are
two and three story buildings and the "children problems" cannot be




attributed to any single design element. In some of the developments
some of the concern with children's behavior seems to stem from inter-
generational friction between young families and their children and
middle aged and elderly couples. Children bother older people, peer
in their windows and get in the way. However, in one complex with

the second highest percentage of older people, 54.3% over 45 and a
good many children, concern about children's behavior is relatively
Tow and only 5.9% of the respondents see the problem as very serious
while 26.5% call it somewhat serious.

In complex C which has a relatively large numger of families with
children and relatively little concern about their uncontrolled
behavior, the resident manager who constantly observes the small
intensively used playground considers children's behavior a fairly
serious problem.

The phrase behavior of uncontrolled children covers a wide range of
activities. The questionnaire does not directly define it, although
some of the written comments of residents tell something about what
they mean. Children messing up. the hallways, littering and acting
jmpertinently to adults are cited as well as damage to property,
vandalizing cars, and other destructive behavior. It is probable that
different behavior is being referred to by different respondents and
that the problem varies from project to project. It is very unlikely
that any formula will suffice to provide answers.

Some questions are important however. If children's behavior is a
serious problem to residents of a multi family project, is this
behavior caused or affected seriously by the design of the project?
Could design features be altered? Some people complain about child-
ren messing up hallways and urinating on the carpet. To what extent
is this due to the inability of children to get back in their apart-
ments and their own bathrooms? Would it be possible or feasible to
provide publicly accessible toilets?

Would the behavior found unacceptable on a multi-family development

be quite acceptable in a neighborhood with Tess density or in a single
family neighborhood with private yards? Are we expecting different
kinds of behavior from children because they live in a multi-family
complex than we would if they lived in single family houses? Many of
the developments have Tittle or no private outdoor space. If we are
expecting different behavior, are the facilities and social institu-
tions available which provide the necessary framework for such
behavior? Have some projects been loaded with far more children than
they can handle? This survey merely raises the curtain on these kinds
of issues. It cannot closely define them or provide any answers.
However, it is fairly evident that the problems of uncontrolled children
are not 1ikely to disappear if no concerted attention is paid to them.

Two approaches are suggested and the Housing and Redevelopment Authority
may be in a good position to take initiative in both. First to improve




environments for children 1living in multi-family housing over the long
pull, much more organized attention needs to be put to the problem.

As a first step, it is suggested that the Housing and Redevelopment
Authority initiate an exploratory workshop conference on developing and
managing multi-family environments for children's occupancy together
with appropriate resources at the University including the Center for
Urban and Regional Affairs and interested public and private agencies
as well as other organizations public and private concerned with
planning and managing family housing (HUD, other HRAs, non-profit and
limited dividend housing sponsors). Such a conference could draw

upon the practical experience of housing management, the insights of
University specialists in child behavior and the experience of archi-
tects and designers. While it would not solve problems overnight, it
might well begin to develop the direction which housing management and
development should take. In this connection there is some literature
available. An important reference is Claire Cooper's Easter Hill
Village which is an insightful detailed analysis of a pubTic housing
project in Richmond, California and includes an exhaustive check 1list
of desirable and undesirable design features in multi-family housing
with special reference to environments for children.

In the short run the problems are critical and of particular relevance
to the Housing Authority because of its special relationship to many
of the proaects with which this study is concerned. Four of the
developments in which children's behavior is a serious and significant
problem are in or near the northeast quadrant of the Summit-University
area and may have a real impact on the Village development. The
Housing and Redevelopment Authority may find it desirable to initiate
a reassessment of facilities and programs for children in this area
working with locally interested social agencies, the Parks and Recrea-
tion Department and the residents and management of the projects
concerned. Similarly the Authority may wish to take a fresh look at
the situation in and around developments south of the freeway and also
on the west side in the area of Torre de San Miguel. Unquestionably
much attention has been g1ven to these problems in the past, but this
does not mean that a fresh vigorous approach to the problems might not
yield significant results.

B. Concern About Crime

A significant number of people at most of the projects surveyed fee]
ser1ous]y threatened by crime. They were asked three questions
concerning crime:

- I feel secure against crime while in my home (strongly agree,
agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree)

How serious a prob]em do you believe each of the following is
in the housing comp]ex where you live: crime within this
housing complex, crime in surrounding neighborhood (very
serious, serious, not serious, don't know)




Less than 20% of the respondents are concerned about crime in only four
of the fourteen projects, three on the East Side and one on the West
Side. In all of the rest 20% or more of the residents feel crime to be
a serious problem. In ten developments 21.9% to 59.4% of the residents
feel that crime in the neighborhood is a serious problem. In eight of
these 23.1% to 47.8% feel that crime in the complex is a serious problem
while in nine of them 23.4% to 48.1% do not feel secure against crime
in their homes. (See Table A for the distributions of these percentages
by project.) . It should be noted that although less than half of
the residents may be concerned about crime in most projects less than
half also are positive about the situation, a large percentage indicating
that they are neutral. In the five complexes with the most widespread
concern about crime in the neighborhood the complete percentage
distribution of response was as follows:

" "How serious a problem is crime within the surrounding neighborhood?"

Very Serious Somewhat Serious Not Serious Don't Know
Complex 23.2% 36.2% 21.7% 18.8%
Complex 26.5 22.4 24.5 26.5
Complex 13.5 35.1 27.0 24.3
Complex 15.0 30.0 25.0 30.0
Complex 19.5 24.4 26.8 29.3

On the other hand, the responses in the four projects with the least
concern were as follows:

Very Serious Somewhat Serious Not Serious Don't Know
Complex N _ 3.3% 3.3% 43.3% 50.0%
Complex L 10.6 45.9 43.5
. Complex J .5 9.1 47.0 42.4
Complex K .3 12.5 37.5 43.8

In one complex crime in the neighborhood is seen as a problem by‘more
than 20% of the respondents but not crime in the complex nor are they
concerned about crime in the home.

Because crime and the threat of it are of concern to such a high
proportion of the residents in the Summit-University developments,
special efforts should be made to increase security and feelings of
security. Combined efforts by the several management organizations
and the residents of these various developments might focus concern on
the problem and develop better liasion with the police and community
agencies also involved. As the concern of residents about crime and
Tear for their safety unquestionably colors their feelings about

other aspects of their living situation, they should be of considerable
significance to management. The Housing Authority might well feel it
appropriate to play a catalytic role in a coordinated program of crime
reduction.




V. Design and Physical Facilities

Project design and facilities were covered by twenty-seven different
jtems in the questionnaire. In general opinions of respondents are
very divergent and there is substantial difference between projects.

Eleven areas of design and physical development are seen as unsatis-
factory or considered serious problems by 20% or more of all of the
respondents. In each case in half or more of the projects the item is
of significant concern. These are as follows:

# of Projects
% Responding with 20% or more

Item Negatively Negative Responses

Noise from Other Apartments %
Laundry Facilities 26.
Enough Space in Apartment for Belongings 25.
Inside Storage Space 24.
Parking Arrangements : 22.
Building Entrance Sécurity 21.
Location of OQutdoor Open Space 21.
Enough Space for Privacy from Other

Members of Family
Noise from Surrounding Ne1ghborhood
Way Keys Hork
Qutside Storage Space

Each of these areas as well as other aspects of physical design ‘and
- facilities are discussed in the following pages. .

“A. General Physical Attributes and Design

A number of questions are grouped under this heading. Residents were
asked their degree of satisfaction with:

The physical appearance of the complex. :
The amount of outdoor open space available to residents of this
. complex.
- The location of outdoor open space available to residents of th1s
comp]ex

They were also asked how serious a problem they though noise from the
surrounding area was, whether they thought the complex was overcrowded
and whether parking arrangements were a serious problem.

1. Appearance of the Complex -

- This question may be somewhat ambiguous. The answers appear to reflect
-attitudes towards the maintenance of the outside of the buildings and
the grounds as well as the architecture and design of the buildings,
the landscaping etc. Although the investigators were thinking
primarilly about architecture and design, many of the respondents may




have been thinking about such things as upkeep, 1itter and general
neatness. In any event the responses to this question correlated
highly with such maintenance questions as those referring to "general
ma1ntenance outside the building" and "general maintenance of pub]1c
areas.

Overall only 13.7% of the residents expressed dissatisfaction with the.
physical appearance of the complex in which they Tived while 71.7%

were satisfied and 14.6% indicated they were neutral. Projects varied
greatly. In seven of the fourteen, three-fourths or more of the
respondents indicated they were satisfied with the physical appearance
and fewer than 7% said they were dissatisfied. On the other end of the
scale were three projects in which less than half of the respondents
were satisfied and more than 30% were dissatisfied. In the project
with the least satisfaction 29.5% were satisfied and 47.7% dissatisfied.
Erosion of the hilly site and heavy wear and tear because of a large
child population have combined to give this project an extremely worn
out appearance. In other developments heavy pedestrian traffic, litter
and inadequate landscaping have contributed to low resident opinion of
their appearance. In one complex with much dissatisfaction about its
appearance, boarded up units have not helped.

2. Amount and Location of Outdoor Open Space

Residents were asked separately about their satisfaction with the amount
and with the location of outdoor open space available to them. In eight
complexes 20% or more of the respondents were dissatisfied with the
amount of outdoor open space and in a ninth 19.9% were dissatisfied.

In all of these .complexes the location of outdoor open space was also a
problem. In four of these complexes less than half of the respondents
were satisfied with the amount of outdoor open space and in six less than
half were satisfied with the location of this open space. The specific
nature of the problem when it is apparent is discussed in the case
studies of the individual complexes. In some places residents complained
in their written comments about management s failure to develop open
space or rules against tenants using it for such things as ch11ds play
and sun bath1ng

3. Noise from the Neighborhood |

In eight of the complexes noise from the neighborhood is a serious
problem for a significant number of respondents. In three of them more ,
than one third of the residents consider neighborhood noise a serious
problem. A1l of them are located adjacent to traffic and truck carrying
arterials. Apparently in some of the projects the location of the
specific dwelling unit is the important factor. In one case noise from
an adjacent factory was involved. Fortunately this particular industry
planned to move from the area.

4. Parking Arrangements

Residents were asked three questions about their attitudes towards
parking arrangements at the projects where they live. They were asked




how serious a problem they felt parking arrangements to be. They were
also asked separately about their satisfaction with parking arrangements
for residents and arrangements for visitors. 22.7% of all respondents
see parking arrangements as a serious problem while 66.3% indicate it

is not serious and 11.0% answered don't know. A substantially lower
percentage indicated that they were dissatisfied with parking arrange-
ments for residents and visitors. The responses on these questions

- for all respondents were as follows:

Parking Arrangements Parking Arrangements
for Residents for Visitors

Very Satisfied 27 . 1%
Satisfied 50.0
Neutral 12.1
Dissatisfied 6.9
Very Dissatisfied 3.8

In comparison with these results for the St. Paul projects Anderson and
Associates found 28.8% of the respondents expressing dissatisfaction
about parking arrangements in the 25 projects they studied (see Table B).

While 20% or more of the respondents see parking arrangements as a
serious problem in eight of the complexes, a significant number of
residents are dissatisfied with "parking arrangements for visitors" and
"parking arrangements for residents" in only two of them. A comparison
for these projects follows:

Parking Arrangements Dissatisfied with Dissatisfied with
Complex A Serious Problem Resident Parking Visitor Parking

38.9% 20.4% 29.8%
38. 23.8 27.
33. 6.3 10.
33. 14.9 13.
24. 13.5 5.

1

1

1

21.6 11. 9.
21. 8. 17.9-
20. 7. 15.
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In complexes K, B, C, and F, two-thirds to nine-tenths of the reépondents
indicated that they were either satisfied or very satisfied with resident
and visitor parking. .

Serious attention should be given to further defining the parking problem
at complexes A and H to determine whether they can be alleviated without
major changes in project site design.

5 Overcrowding

A substantial percentage of respondents indicated a neutral response to
the statement "This housing complex is overcrowded." Only 12.8% of the
residents agreed with the statement, 50.4% disagreed and 36.8% were
neutral. In two projects there was somewhat more concern about over-




crowding. In complex A 27.6% agreed that the complex was overcrowded
as did 23.0% in complex D. In both cases over 40% expressed themselves
neutral. Even in complexes where a very small percentage of residents
indicated that they felt the complex overcrowded, a relatively large
percentage expressed neutrality. This seems to be a question which
many residents had not considered or perhaps felt that a certain amount
of density is the natural result of multi-family housing.

B. Storage Space

More people in more complexes were dissatisfied with storage space both
inside and outside their apartments than they were with any design
feature. 1In 11 complexes twenty percent or more of the respondents
were dissatisfied with the inside storage space. The percentage of
residents unhappy about the amount of storage space available within
the unit ranged from 15.4% to 37.0%. In the three complexes with the
$ost dissatisfaction, the complete distribution of responses was as
ollows:

Complex Satisfied Dissatisfied No Opinion Not Provided
D 50.0% 34.2% 10.5% 5.3%
J 58.0 37.0 3.0 1.5
K 68.9 28.6 2.5 0

A related question asked whether the residents "had enough space.for
their belongings." The most disagreement with the statement occurred
in the same three complexes.

Complex Agree Neutral Disagree

D. 50.0% 10.0% 40.0%
J 41.1 14.9 44 .1
K 52.1 13.2 34.7

Storage outside the apartment is somewhat different. A large percentage
of respondents indicated that outside storage is not provided. Here a
small percentage of satisfied residents is probably more significant and
indicative of a problem than the percentage dissatisfied. In only two
developments are 30% or more of the respondents dissatisfied, on the
other hand, in nine fewer than 20% are satisfied. The complete
distribution for these nine is as follows:

Complex Satisfied Dissatisfied No Opinion Not Provided
C % . 5.7% 3%




Adequate outside storage is apparently provided in only one complex, A.

In four complexes A, F, I and M three-quarters of the respondents

indicated that they were satisfied with the storage space inside the

apartments. Design, location and amount of storage space in these

developments should be analyzed to determine arrangements which have
proven most satisfactory.

C. Laundry Facilities

In ten complexes between 22.2% and 48.7% of the respondents indicated
that they were dissatisfied with laundry facilities available to them.
In one other development, probably because no laundry facilities are
provided, no one expressed dissatisfaction although some of the
residents in written comments pointed out the deficiency. In complex

A and complex L 78.6% and 87.9% of the residents expressed satisfaction
with the laundry facilties. A comparison of the facilities provided
and the rules regarding their use between these projects and some of
those with the most dissatisfaction would be valuable. Written comments
indicate that lack of maintenance of washers and poor location of the
laundrys are among most frequent tenant concerns.

D. Noise from Other Apartments

Probably the most widespread annoyance occurring in multi-family housing
is the noise of neighbors and other people in the complex. Noise from
other apartments was identified as a serious problem in all but one of

- the complexes and overall 39.1% of the respondents found it serious.

In complex L over 80% of the residents are over 65 and there are very
few children. It is Tikely that it is relatively a quiet place and that
ears are not quite so acute as in complexes with more young people.

Sound insulation and othe design factors probably play an important part.

It would be enlightening to compare complex L and complex N which also
had relatively 1ittle complaint about neighbors noise with the five
complexes in which over 50% of the respondents were seriously disturbed
by noise from nearby apartments. It is possible that some situations
could be alleviated by properly located wall and floor coverings, the
judicious placement of furniture and the 1ike. It also may be that
some minor design adjustments could reduce noise pollution.

There was also a wide difference of opinion within individual complexes
as to whether noise was a prob]em Probably the location of the
apartment in the building is an important factor. People in end units
of rows suffer less than those in the center of the building. In some
developments the apartments which are located below others are also
likely to suffer from noise. .

Perhaps on the other hand the people who are not bothered live next to
quiety neighbors. The distributions for the five developments with the
most widespread concern show the differences:




How serious is noise from other apartments?

Complex Very Serious Somewhat Serious Not Serious Don't Know

29.8% 31.5% 38.7%

17.9 41.0 33.3 7%
21.4 31.0 45.2 .
23.5 27.5 45.1

17.5 . 32.5 45.0

A development with a substantial number of units afflicted with severe
noise pollution problems will have greater turnover and residents will
be less happy than in one which has less problems. Further study of
noise in the developments with a high degree of resident dissatisfaction
seems to be indicated. The Housing Authority would be of real service
to the residents of these developments as well as to their sponsors

by initiating such a study of the projects with the worst problems. The
Authority could approach the sponsors with the suggestion of a joint
study to determine the causes of noise pollution and methods of
alleviating it. In some cases minor design changes or the installation
of sound deadening materials such as wall or floor coverings might be
effective.

E. Design Features Relating to Security

Four items in the survey are related to resident security. Resfdents
were asked how satisfied they were with building entrance security,
the way keys work, public hall Tighting and outside lighting.

Number of Coﬁplexes
with 20% or more
% Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Building Entrance Security 21.9%
Way Keys Work - 20.2
Qutside Lighting 14.4
- Public Hall Lighting 6.7

In some of the projects concern about building entrance security and the
way keys work are apparently interrelated. Some residents and managers
commented on practices of some tenants for circumventing security locks
when they lose or forget their keys. In a number of projects residents
commented concerning the Tack of door bells or other communication
systems from the front door to the inside of the unit. This has been
the cause of considerable annoyance particularly when returning family
~members who have forgotten their keys or guests must shout to get the
attention of someone inside the unit. In one project one of ‘the first
and successful tenant demands was for peepholes in entrance doors so that
the residents could see who was outside before admitting them to the
unit.

In three developments 1lighting outside the building is identified as a
problem. The distribution of responses are as follows:




Complex Satisfied Dissatisfied No Opinion Not Provided

E 42.9% 42.9% 4.8% 9.5%
c 68.6 25.7 5.7 0-
N 64.7 23.5 11.8 0

F. Apartment Design and Size of Rooms

With the exception of questions concerning storage space which is
treated separately (see 2. Storage Space), five questions were raised
with residents about the design of apartment and the size of rooms.
In most projects the overwhelming percentage of respondents were
satisfied with apartment design. The percentage distribution of
responses and the number of projects in which more than 20% expressed
dissatisfaction were:

# Projects
No Not with 20% or more
Satisfied Dissatisfied Opinion Provided Dissatisfied

Design of

Apartment 31.4% 12.4% 6.0% 1%
Kitchen Layout 81.3 14.9 3.5 .3
Size of Living

Room 85.7 11.1 3.0 .2 4
Size of Bed-

rooms 79.5 2.9 4 5

3
2

: # Projects
Strongly Strongly with 20% or more
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Disagreeing

Home has enough

space to allow

privacy from 10.4% 46.5% 12.4% 14.0% 1.7%
others who live

with me

In four projects a substantial number of respondents feelthat the apart-
ments do not provide enough space for privacy within the family. The
distribution of response for these projects is as follows:

. Strongly Strongly
Complex Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

D 10.5% 28.9% 21.1% 21.1% 18.4%
J 3.9 34.9 21.1 24.0 10.1

M 4.3 34.8 32.6 15.2 13.0

N 3.6 50.0 21.4 25.0 0

On the other hand in projects A and F 70% or more of the respondents
‘ S . agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.
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In the three projects with most dissatisfaction with design of apartments
the percentages of dissatisfaction were 20.9%, 21.2% and 22.5%. Two-
thirds or more of the respondents in these projects indicated that they
were satisfied. In the six developments with most widespread satisfac-

- tion, over 85% of the respondents indicated they were saitsifed.

Kitchen layout generally meets with the approval of respondents. In two
developments 25.7% and 23.1% of the respondents indicated that they
were dissatisfied.

In four developments 21.2% to 33.3% of the respondents find the size of
the 1iving rooms unsatisfactory while in five developments between 21.2%
and 30.6% of the respondents are dissatisfied with size of bedrooms.

G. Equipment

Residents were asked whether they were satisfied with the heating,
plumbing, stove, refrigerator, and air conditioning. Air conditioning
is not provided in most of the developments and in no project were a
significant number of people dissatisfied with it. In most of the
developments more than 95% of the respondents indicated they were
satisfied with their stoves. In two projects only about 70% were
satisfied but even here less than 20% of the residents expressed
dissatisfaction. In one development, complex H, 35.7% of the
respondents indicated that they were dissatisfied with the plumbing.
In all of the other developments the overwhelming majority indicated

that they were satisfied.

Heating apparently causes more problems

for residents. In six developments more than 20% of the respondents

were dissatisfied.

The distribution for these developments follows:

Complex Satisfied Dissatisfied No Opinion Not Provided

41.8%
54.8
72.7
65.0
71.4
70.0

44.8% 11.9% 1.5%
33.3 9.5 2.4
27.3

30.2

25.7

25.0

Project G is provided with electric heating for which the residents
pay separately. It has proven expensive and unpopular. Specific
problems with heating in the other projects are discussed in the

specific case studies.




VI. Location and Accessibility

Taken as a whole residents of multi-family housing express general
-satisfaction with the Tocation of the projects. Access to public
transportation, shopping facilities, medical facilities and schools
~is satisfactory for the great majority of respondents in the survey.
About 20% of the residents find access to recreation for adults and
recreation for children unsatisfactory.

~ The following table shows the percentage distribution for all
respondents in each of these areas: :

Satisfied Dissatisfied Neutral
Access to Public Transportation - 83.7% 5.9% 10.3%
Access to Shopping Facilities 73.3 9.4 17.3
Access to Schools , 71.2 4.6 - 23.9
Access to Medical Facilities 69.5 9.7 20.8 .
Access to Recreational Facilities -
for Adults 50.5 20.6 28.9
Access to Recreational Facilities : ' '
for Children 53.7 19.7 26.6

The greatest variation between projects occurs with regard to recreational
facilities for children.

A. Access to Public Transportation

Even in the development with the least satisfaction with access to
public transportation 63.2% of the respondents indicated that they
were satisfied while in one project 100% of the people indicated that
they were satisfied and while in two others either none or only 1% of
the respondents were dissatisfied. ’

B. Access to Shopping Facilities

In three developments more than 20% of the respondents indicated that
- they were dissatisfied with shopping facilities. In project C 37.8%
of the respondents were dissatisfied as compared with 45.9% who found
shopping facilities satisfactory and 16.2% indicating neutrality. In
complex M 39.7% were dissatisfied, 49.1% satisfied and 11.3% neutral.
Both of -these projects are south of the freeway in the Summit-University
area and are some distance from a super-market and many kinds of
convenience shopping. In the third development, 22.7% of the respondents
were dissatisfied with shopping facilities, 56% were satisfied and 21.2%
were neutral. This development is at some distance from a neighborhood
center providing a full range of neighborhood shopping. In five of the
. projects less than 10% of the respondents indicated that they were
- dissatisfied with shopping facilities available to them and in eight
over 70% indicated that they were satisfied.




C. Access to Schools

Concern about access of multi-family housing to schools is obviously
weighted by the proportion of the population with school age children.
In only four developments were -more than 10% of the respondents but
less than 20% dissatisfied with the access to schools and in these the
percentage of families with children between 5 and 18 years of age
ranged from 41.2% to 55.3%. The two developments with the greatest
proportion of families with school age children, however, had very
little dissatisfaction with regard to the location of schools.

D. Access to Medical Facilities

In only one development does the access to medical facilities seem to
be a problem to a significant number of people. In complex J 22.6%
of the residents found access to medical facilities unsatisfactory
while 48.9% indicated it was satisfactory and 28.6% indicated that
they were neutral. In another development practically adjacent to
complex J only 6.9% of the respondents indicated that access to
medical facilites was unsatisfactory. The difference is probably
explained by the substantially larger number of families with small
children in complex J. In other words physical access is no different
but the needs of the population are.

E. Access to Recreational Facilities for Adults

In six projects a substantial proportion of residents responding to the
questionnaire indicated that they were dissatisfied with access to
recreational facilities available for adults. (In all of these
developments more than 20% of the respondents found access to recrea-
tional facilities for children unsatisfactory.) In two of them more
respondents are dissatisfied than are satisfied with recreational
facilities for adults. The distribution of responses for these five
developments is as follows:

: Satisfied Dissatisfied Neutral
CompTex 40.5% . .6% 10.8%
Complex 27.5 .5 35.0
Complex 36.6 .3 30.0
Complex 35.0 .5 32.5
Complex 36.2 .9 31.9
Complex 46.9 .3 24.4

Five of these developments are in the Summit-University area, three of
them north of the freeway in or near the Northeast Quadrant and two of
them south of the freeway while one is on the West Side. The concen-
tration in the Summit-University area of people living in multi-family
housing who are concerned that there are inadequate accessible recrea-
tion facilities for adults suggests that attention should be given to
the problem on an area wide basis. Is the problem one of the nature




and availability of the facilities or their accessibility to residents
of multi-family housing or both. It may be that available facilities
are in one way or another- unacceptable or literally unknown to the:
residents of these projects. It may be significant that 76.4% to 88.9%
of respondents in these developments were women although there is no
statistically significant difference between the responses of male
respondents and female respondents on this question.

F. Access to Recreational Facilities for Children

In nine of the fourteen projects more than 20% of the respondents are
dissatisfied with access to recreational facilities for children. In
three of them more than one third of the residents are dissatisfied and
the percentage of dissatisfied residents is higher than the percentage
of satisfied residents. By project these percentage distributions are:

Complex Satisfied Dissatisfied Neutral
26.7% 3% .0%

N
H
D
A
M
K
C
F
E

While in all of these projects a substantial percentage of respondents
also saw the behavior of uncontrolled children as a problem, there is
no significant correlation between the size of these percentages and
the proportion of people dissatisfied with recreation facilities for
children. With one exception these projects are all located on the
West Side or in the Summit University area. In both areas a reassess-
ment of facilities and programs for children is in order.




PART TWO

MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS IN MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING IN SAINT PAUL




I. Introduction |

In today's society many daily activities once the responsibility of
private individuals are becoming controlled more often by professiona]s
and administrators. When the people who manage goods or services are
different from those who receive them, there is a potential problem of
accountability and responsiveness between the two groups.

This is also the case with housing. Since the early 60's we have seen
~a boom in apartment development and in apartment management. The
problems created in a "manager-client" relationship may be more intense
when the object of management is an individual's personal living space,
often idealized as the haven from the outside world. Apartment dwellers
are subject to management's decisions, and must live to some degree with
their immediate neighbors since they share common areas and facilities.

The majority of conventional apartment dwellers are young people or
empty nesters without families and without a need at present for a
single family dwelling. Many either have already experienced, the
single family house and are 1iving in apartments by choice or they

. anticipate moving into a single family house when the need arises.

In comparison, a large number of residents in subsidized units have
families. Many do not foresee the possibility of buying their own
home at any time. Thus, the loss of control over their 1living
environment may be a permanent condition rather than a temporary one
unless future government policies extensively subsidize home ownership.

If the type of housing provided differs from people's experience or
expectations of living in a detached single family house, even more
complex problems can arise in the relationship between residents and
management. People in the apartment business have sought answers to
these problems in subsidized housing by developing housing management
into a profession. Suggestions have been made to certify management
companies, establish housing management teams (manager, assistant

and secretary), pay better salaries, provide a better 1ncent1ve system
for management through federal rebates for good performance.

Both managers and HUD have suggested implementing "management by
objectives" which they feel will enable managers to plan their
objectives, and to schedule, monitor, and evaluate their operations more
efficiently.

]Journa1 of Housing Management, vol.32, no.8, August/September,
1975, pp.383-387.




The move towards professionalization may be beneficial in conventional
apartments where many residents prefer apartment 1iving and find the
advantages of efficient management and so called "maintenance free
1iving" outweigh any loss of control over their environment. Yet the
extent that more professional management can solve problems in low and
moderate income housing is less certain. The objectives of management
are less clear cut in a social program where adequate shelter may be
only a part of a person's need.

Whether we can expect a housing project to perform well without meeting
other social and economic needs has traditionally been questioned. “An
apartment project is under an even greater disadvantage if resident's
housing need is not the provision of shelter, but the expectation of the
Treedom and status associated with a particular kind of shelter - the
single family house. No matter how much our policies attempt to

provide a good Tiving environment, no matter what the quality of the
apartment complex, if people lack choice and control relative to other
members of the society, they can still become isolated from the rest

of the community.

To compensate for inequities in the community at large, many programs
for lower income people incorporate self-help strategies into their
guidelines and stress the importance of creating "a community" within
the neighborhood or housing project for the purpose of instilling a
sense of security, pride, and responsibility in residents. Although
HUD's guidelines for management do not hail the benefits of community
solidarity per se, they do recommend tenant associations, community
tenant service programs, referrals to agency and counselling services,
employing residents and people in the neighborhood. A1l of these
policies draw people into a subsidized housing "community" and distin-
guish them from the rest of the population who make their own decisions
whether or not to establish these programs or to seek help. It is not
clear whether the rationale behind these programs is:

1) Because people have lower incomes and need subsidized housing,
they also need all these other services and associations.
and/or
2) Because we (the society) provide these people with new subsidized
housing, we must help them become better tenants so that management
~can do a better job of managing the structures, and keeping the
- project financially solvent. :

No matter what the rationale or rastionales, these programs raise a
fundamental question: Can we or should we expect people to work or
socialize together just because they live next to each other?

By including social service programs in managment functions and using
housing as a focus to attack other social and economic problems, HUD

has expanded the criteria by which we might define what good management
performance means. The question raised in the following study of
management is whether management also defines good management in the
~same terms as HUD does. The consistency or conflict among these various
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expectations of good management helps to identify strengths and weak-
nesses in the operation of these projects and in the goals of the
program. The broad range of behavior and attitudes concerning what the
role of a manager involves either indicates that not all managers and
owners recognize the same objectives of HUD's program or else they do
not find all the objectives of the program compatible with each other.

The study includes 13 subsidized low and moderate income housing
projects in St. Paul and provides a perspective on the response of
resident's satisfaction with management primarilly from the manager's
point of view. Its primary intent is not one of identifying factors
relating to good management performance, nor is it intended as a
guideline for good management techniques. The HUD management manual
and other studies have already dealt with these subjects (see
bibliography). Rather the purpose of the study is to investigate the
problems managers themselves have identified in carrying out HUD's
objectives. The study is a first step intended to generate more
discussion among managers and the various public and private agencies
in order to begin to solve some of these problems now and in the
future.

It is our feeling that only when the objectives of the program are
clearly defined among all actors involved in the management process
that we can begin to define reasonable standards for good performance
and apply the necessary management techniques.

The following is a summary of the study:

The second section of the study describes the actors involved in
management: a) the types of owners and types of management operations;
and b) the motivations underlying owner's and manager's behavior and
attitudes.

The third section outlines the problems identified most frequently by
managers and owners.

The fourth section focuses on resident satisfaction with the various
management functions. The fifth section deals with the major issues
from the study that warrant’ further investigation and discussion.




-39-

‘II.‘ The'Management Operatioh

A. Quners

.1. Goals and Motivations

Management operates within the context of the goals and policies of the
developers/sponsors. It was expected that limited dividend projects would
define their goals and policies in terms of financial incentives and the
nonprofits in terms of social goals. Although this was true for the most
part, the study revealed more subtleties involved in the motivations of
“owners and sponsors. A division between financial incentives and social
jncentives for limited dividend and nonprofit projects could not be drawn
entirely. _

‘Eight of the projects in the study are limited dividend partnerships and
five are nonprofit organizations. In profit making projects, the
developers receive substantial payments from limited partners who buy
shares in the partnership as a tax shelter. A limited annual return of
6% may also be distributed from project income. However, the cash
distributions at best are small in relation to the tax reductions. The
general partner is most concerned with operating a healthy project for
two major reasons: 1) he is required to sustain the development at
least 10 to 12 years so the Timited partners can take full advantage of
their tax shelter and 2) because they are likely to be involved with
future developments and want to establish a good track record with HUD.

Because the major financial interest is keeping the complex operating
for the long run tax benefits rather than making short run profits from
its operation, some of the companies will subsidize the complex from
internal company funds if there is insufficient cash flow.

One of the developers has undertaken these housing projects specifically
for social reasons. His company has subsidized one project in order to .
try to keep it from going into default and has rescued another project
from going bankrupt in order to provide necessary housing for the black
community.

Most of the nonprofit complexes were built in order to provide quality,
safe clean housing needed for Tow and moderate income people and at the
same time revitalize the urban renewal areas in the central city. One
complex was somewhat different since the original tenants planned to
make it a cooperative. However, since they did not have sufficient

- interest in a cooperative and could not exclude other people wishing to
live there according to HUD regulations, they had to give up the '
cooperative plan. The residents are now more concerned about achieving
financial stability and maintaining the physical upkeep of the complex.
However, for many residents the ideal of establishing "a community" at
the complex (if not a cooperative) has not yet died.

Aside from incentives to maintain the projects for the social good of
the residents and the community, the nonprofit organizations themselves
benefit in the Tong run. They gain the equity of the property when the
mortgage is paid off. - This equity gain is an unrealistic goal for an
individual investor where the 40 year mortgage period is too long a
time to wait for a future return. However, an ongoing institution Tike
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a church has a much longer Tife span.

2. Involvement of Developers/Sponsors

a. Limited Dividends

The private partnerships established firmer financial leadership and
control over the projects than did the nonprofit organizations. Of
the projects which have defaulted on their mortgages, only 1 is a
limited dividend, whereas 4 are nonprofit.

A1l of the general partners in the private projects actively participate
in making policy decisions concerning their projects. For the most

part they are involved with the finances of the project and dealings
with HUD. Most of the developers are 1limited in the amount of time
they give to the projects. One private developer is something of an
exception. According to the property manager "he watches everything

as though it were his favorite charity." Although it would seem that
more owner participation is a good sign, it can cause complications

if the project is operated by an outside management company as is the
case in this particular project. The property manager in a professional .
company must allocate time among all the projects he supervises. If
more time is spent in one project conferring with the owner, then it is
more difficult to handle other responsibilities.

b. Nonprofits

There is no financial incentive for an individual board member of a
nonprofit group comparable to that of a private developer unless the
board member can identify with the goal of long term ownership that
benefits the nonprofit institution. The board member's incentive
usually must come either from a desire to help the community or from a
self-satisfaction in keeping a project operating well. For a non-
paying position it requires a good deal of time and effort. Thus, it

is more likely that an individual board member's commitment will falter.

The board members tend to become more active in times of crisis. VYet,
in the case of one project, as soon as a professional management company
assumed responsibility for daily management, the board became apathetic
and stopped meeting regularly. The board is still active in determining
major capital improvements but only rubber stamps rent increases and

the operating budget since "management is the one who has the figures."

“The problem in some of the nonprofit organizations is that the board is
made up totally of church members or residents who may not have any
expertise related to housing. Initially two of these projects attempted
to manage the projects themselves, but hired and outside management
company when the projects began defaulting on mortgage payments.

‘To some extent a management company can educate the board about housing
matters. However, this takes a great deal of time. Management companies,
-especially the large ones, generally prefer to deal with a single owner
rather than potential factions on a board who stymie decision making.




The managing agent does not want to be in a position of second guessing
a board.

Some of those board members who do have expertise and have taken
leadership roles have become tired of the responsibilities and are
planning to quit. A board can turnover successfully only if it has a
large enough pool of capable people willing to serve, either within
the church or in the community at large.

B. Types of Organizations

The Urban Institute's management study] concluded that "no one form
of management organization (anymore than a particular ownership type)
can determine a project's success or failure, but certain patterns of
authority and responsibility have different implications for
management performance than others."

The first important factor in the management organization is the rela-
tionship between the type of ownership and the type of management which
js summarized below for each project. The projects have been divided
according to 1imited .dividend and nonprofit; management operations have
been divided according to whether the developer/sponsor has chosen to
hire his own in house management staff, or whether he has hired an
outside management company. (Although one of the projects was in the
process of changing its management operation, it has been classified
accordi?g to the type of management on the project at the time of the
survey.

Table I. Limited Dividend Projects
A. Inhouse Management
Project Size Corporation or Parthers Management

96 Corporation A separate property company
77 under the corporation.
86

286 General Partners A property company formed by
147 : the general partners.
172 '

104 General Partners A development company which
manages its own property.

B. Qutside Management

- M 93 General Partners A large management cdmpany.

, ]Isler, Sadacca, Drury, Keys to Successful Housing Management,
Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1974.




Table II. Nonprofit Projects

A. Inhouse Management v
Project Size Corporation or Partners Board Management

G 143 Church people repre- - property
senting community manager
interests and hired by
various areas of  board

~ expertise on housing

B. Qutside Management

D 73 Church members of church 'a small
: management
company

55 Church " people represent- a small
ing community management
interests and ~company
various areas of
expertise

40 Church members of church a small
management
company

142 Residents of Complex all resident a small
: beard management
company

Most of the developers manage their own projects either within their own
company or by setting up a separate property company. The general partners
do not feel an outside management company can operate the projects '
successtully within the tight margins that the management fee provides,
particularly for projects with large numbers of children.

Only one private development is managed externally by a large management
company, but the general partner is extremely active in its operations.

Most of the nonprofit developments contract out for management services.
Four of these at the time of the management study had been managed by a
small management company. The company had been involved with only one
of the projects from the time it opened. Two of the projects had
initially been managed by a board of directors and one had gone through

~three different management companies. By the time the present management

company took over they were faced with the task of rectifying the prob-
lems created by the poor management or the board's inexperience in
finance, tenant relations, maintenance and rent collection. At the time
of the interview only one nonprofit board hired its own property manager
and a secretary/bookkeeper. The board selected this type of management
after having had a bad experience with a professional management company.




C. Importance of Management

Managers, developers/sponsors all emphasized the importance of good
management particularly in subsidized projects which must operate with
limited cash flows. A number of developers and sponsors mentioned that
the tendency with such strict constraints is to.cut costs wherever
possible. Thus, it was not felt that a developer/sponsor could become
an absentee owner in a subsidized project, even with professional
management. There had to be a periodic check on the quality of the
management operation. ‘

The manager of the development plays a key role in the success of the
project. The word "manager" is a generic term referring to the "person
who most often defines the way tenants will be able to relate to the
development, and who had the responsibility both to protect the
sponsor/deve]qper's investment and to create a satisfactory environment
tor tenants."' However, the role and skills of the manager varies
~according to the organization of the management operation. A

"property manager" may supervise a variety of management personnel, as
well as reporting directly to the developer/sponsor. An "on site
manager" or "resident manager" may record rent collections and service
tenants. A "managing superintendent" may service tenants and be
involved in direct maintenance of the development.

D. Skills of Staff

Finding the appropriate mix of personnel to manage a project is even
more difficult in subsidized housing where the cash flow is limited.

- Managers specified that skills in administration, maintenance and
especially interpersonal relations were essential in housing management.

1. Administrative and Financial Skills

In order to handle their responsibilities within budget limitations,
managers must be able to organize rent collection, supervise maintenance,
explain the various HUD subsidies to tenants, and handle the necessary
paperwork. It is essential for a manager to be aware of the monthly
rental income and monthly expenses particularly maintenance expenses.

The Targer management companies have more back up resources available
for administrative functions and financial reporting and can hire more
professional staff experienced in these areas.

2. Maintenance Skills

Maintenance skills must be provided directly by the management or
contracted out. -Since most of these subsidized projects have 1imited

]Abrams, Blackman; Managing Low and Moderate Income Housing,
Praeger, N.Y.: 1973, p.34.




cash flows, an emphasis has been placed on contracting out as little

as possible and using services provided either by a central maintenance
staff or by the on site manager. In any case, the manager must have a
thorough knowledge of the physical plan in order to supervise the
contractor and other maintenance staff. It is important that he know
how much time maintenance jobs take since maintenance staff often argue
that help is needed.

3. Interpersonal Skills

Housing managers must deal with people of all types: 1) a manager must
‘select tenants initially and deal with the variety of ongoing tenant
‘problems, 2) a manager must be able to talk with other members of the
management team as well as the sponsor/developer, and 3) a manager must
be able to handle public relations with the community and be able to
call public and private agencies if problems arise on the complex.

Managers, sponsors and owners most often cited "people" as the most
difficult aspect of a housing manager's job. As one manager put it
"jf you don't take care of tenant relations, they'll walk on you."

- A11 housing managers stress the importance of a manager's character in
doing the job. A manager must 1ike people and be able to deal with
them in order to do this type of work. Yet, managers have different
approaches for dealing with people. One manager emphasizes the impor-
tance of "good PR skills," and "making the tenant number one." Another
finds the best tenant relations come when a manager quickly and
courteously responds to tenants requests "with a smile." Yet another
stressed firmness and feels that at times "you've got to be mean."
Other qualifications housing managers listed were: "honesty,
reliability, sensitivity and interest;" "staying ability, strength,
tact, concern for tenants;" "ability to cope with people and be
forgiving;" “"selfstarters, Toyal to owner, fair and sometimes ‘'mean';"
"pride, ability to overlook racial slurs as part of the job;" "ability
to use common sense in making judgements;" and "a deep interest in
serving people." .

Managers also mentioned the importance of treating each person fairly,
in a consistent fashion. One manager stressed this not only to promote
good tenant relations, but also for good employee relations: "My
secretary watches me and I Tike her to think that I do my job and that
I'm very serious about the way I do my job. The only way for us to
work well together is for her to respect what I do and respect the
decisions that I make."

Managers often find it is difficult to work effectively with people
without becoming emotionally involved. One manager remarked "it is
good to be human but not too human...if you feel sorry for someone, you
often end up sorry too." ‘




E. Staffing Pattern

These skills may appear to stem from contradictory interests and
orientations. Finding any one person who has all of them may prove
impossible. .However, by breaking down various functions in a
management organization, it is possible to gain more skills for a
project. The staffing pattern and the particular skills required
from each person in the management organization depend first on the
size and rents of a project which determines the management and
secondly on the policies of the type of management operation.

The management fee covers a minimum of services including rent .
collection and recording, bookkeeping, tenant services, bill paying, -
mortgage services, reporting to financing agencies, preparation of
budgets and maintenance supervision. HUD permits a higher management
fee on these projects than the typical 5% fee, since the rents are not
as high as conventional buildings.

Given the size of the management budget, a sponsor/developer must
determine the type of management for the project. The type of staff
needed on site depends on the other skills and resources available
either through a central management office or through the developer/
sponsor. If a large number of administrative and maintenance skills
are centralized, then the onsite manager can have more limited skills
and become more tenant oriented. If there is no central office, the
development should be large enough to support an office on the project
- of at least two people. This structure of management, however, does
not provide any management support system for the project manager. He
is directly accountable to both tenants and the developer or board.
This type of structure depends even more heavily on the quality of the
manager. A small project that cannot support its own management must
Took towards a professional management company for management services.
Yet professional companies do not usually want to risk the low
profits in low and moderate income housing and especially the low
profits in a small complex. Professional managers are even less
~inclined to undertake low and moderate income housing in nonprofit
projects. They must deal with a board of directors who often are
more-divided in their policies than is a single owner.

Two of the nonprofits that are currently in default tried to operate
under an operating board of directors rather than seeking professional
management. Finally, when the projects were slipping out of their
control because of their inexperience in management, they followed
HUD's advice to hire professional management. Both ended up with a
small management company.




_III. Prob]éms of Management

 The following section outlines thé'major problems identified most
frequently by the managers, sponsors and developers.

A. Tight Operating Margins of Projects

A major problem in operating subsidized projects is the limited cash
flow generated by lower rents, resulting in a tight margin of
operation. According to HUD's calculations a complex can remain
financially solvent if it collects 95% of its potential rent. This
means that the rents must be competitive to attract tenants and further
more, the complex must be well run and maintained to attract
responsible tenants who will pay the rent. HUD now holds the mortgages
of four projects which have defaulted. on mortgage payments. At the
time of the survey another project was-in.the proces of going into default.

The Timited dividend projects with more expertise in housing and
greater financial reserves have fared better than the nonprofits.

Some do not bother with operational budgets. One owner said he tried
to anticipate potential costs particularly in utilities and taxes but
feels "preparing a budget in advance doesn't do any g-od since you
can't totally anticipate maintenance costs." Money is spent where it
has to be spent and the owner just hopes the project itself has enough
cash flow to cover the expenses. Some of the private companies that set
up management companies put their management fees back into the complex
and do not expect to make profits from it. In one case a company
subsidized a project from corporate funds in order to keep it going.

A nonprofit project, however, must operate on much tighter resources.
They are confined to the cash flow of the project. If they have
unusual design problems requiring substantial investment or if they
are simply mismanaged, they have no reserves. HUD has no emergency
funds although they defer payment on the principal of the mortgage and
extend the 1ife of the mortgage under a modification agreement. One
project was Tucky enough to get a $14,000 loan at 6% interest from the
sponsor at the time when it was having some financial problems. This
type of resource for a nonprofit organization is unusua] the board
chairman considered the money a gift.

HUD's management department says their role in these projects is that of
an insuring agency. They feel they have good appraisers and construction
analysts but since they are not on the projects from day to day, they

are not good managers. HUD's Toan and management departments do not
think the nonprofit organizations have understood HUD's role and have
dmanded more help when things have gone wrong. HUD has far too many
projects to advise each one on a continuing basis. Yet the nonprofit
projects which have inexperienced board members have received more

help particularly from HUD's occupancy specialists. HUD has not provided
large cash reserves to solve construction deficiencies. Yet many
managers feel that management's performance can not be improved as long
as these structural problems undermining its operation are not solved.




Some complexes have -had more financial pkob]ems than others. The
following section contains some of the reasons managers. 11sted for
their present situations.

1. Rent Schedules

221(d)3 projects have had difficulty competing with the newer 236
projects. Their mortgage has a 3% interest compared to the 1% interest
charged for a 236 project's mortgage. The interest payment is reflected
in a Tower rent schedule for the newer projects as compared to the older
221(d)3 projects. In two 221(d)3 projects the Housing and Redevelopment
Authority places tenants under its leased housing program. However, the
Housing and Redevelopment Authority is in the process of dispersing its
tenants to scattered site housing which could leave these projects with
a considerable number of vacancies.

In addition one of these 221(d)3 projects has the disadvantage of being
the only all electric project in the state. Electricity is not included
in the rent and the rising electric costs must be borne by the tenants.
However, the project carries the burden of these costs indirectly. The
vacancy rate is 11% and they lose about $1000 a month in rent particularly
in the 3 bedroom apartments. They feel that if it were not for utility
costs they would probably have 96 to 97% occupancy. Thus, they face a
long run economic squeeze unless they become more successful in

lobbying efforts to get a special rate classification passed for all
electric projects.

According to the board chairman of this project, it is probable that the
rent schedule was miscalculated initially in the feasibility study. In
an attempt to cut costs down he thinks FHA underestimated operating
expenses as a proportion of total expenses. FHA had Tittle experience
with subsidized projects at the time it was built. For their guidelines
FHA used national ratios based on 500 units whereas this project had
under 150 units. These ratios may not have been applicable to the
construction costs and climate in Minnesota. The board chairman
estimates expenses were understated by 3% from the beginning.

2. Anticipating Rent Increases

Budgets are determined by previous experience and anticipated increases
in services, taxes and capital expenses. The projects try to convert
this into rents subject to HUD's approval. However, many of the projects
have found it difficult to anticipate adequate rent increases. It takes
90 to 120 days to get an increase. Often by the time the increase
comes, there are other cost increases which the rent increase does not
_cover. They must document current increases in operation expenses or
future increases such as for utilities. One manager said if they try

to anticipate increases for something such as snow removal they are not
allowed to include that in a report for rent increase since it has not
yet been documented.

Some of the nonprofit complexes had part1cu1ar difficulty app1y1ng for
rent increases. In one case the board was inexperienced and did not
have the expertise to anticipate when increases were needed. Two
‘projects, on the other hand, were reluctant to raise rents on principal.




The boards sought every other solution to financial probiems except
raising rents. In one the first application for a rent increase was
not made until 5 years after it opened. However, when the majority

of its board finally agreed, HUD resisted. The two increases they
received fell short of what they needed. Now they are in the process
of documenting their case for further increases. . The other project

has resisted a rent increase for the last two years but as of November,
1975 the board decided to ask for a substantial increase.

3. Utilities

Those projects which have utilities included in the rent (all except
2) find this a major squeeze on the budgets. They do not feel the
rent increases keep up with the rising utility costs.

The projects with townhouses have gas heat on separate meters and have
considered reducing rents and allowing people to pay their own ,
heating bills. They hope this will induce people to cut costs and in
the Tong run will be more economical for the projects. However,
utilities are supposed to be included in the rent in 236 projects.

Four of the complexes include air conditioning free of charge. One
company however, charges $8 per month extra for an air conditioner and
another company charges $2 per month extra.

B. Inexper1ence with Subsidized Projects and with Management -

In the early proaects both developers and HUD were relatively
_inexperienced in des1gn features that led to further management
problems. Managers in three of the nonprofit projects in default are
now trying to rectify the initial mistakes made by inexperienced boards
which attempted to. manage projects and m1stakes made by poor management
companies.

1. Inexperience with Design and Site Features

Apparently initial design mistakes have often contributed to subsequent -
~high operating costs and problems in tenant selection.

The first 221(d)3 project in St. Paul was also the first housing project
the developer had ever attempted. The complex has relatively high density,
is built on a hilly site and is occupied by families with a large number

- of children. Another project had a poor design for the Minnesota

climate, and construction problems from the beginning which were never
corrected.

In comparison two of the limited partnerships with no prob]ehs with the

initial feasibility study also had general partners who were experienced
~in construction. . :




2. Poor Maintenance

There was a lack of preventative maintenance and misuse of project
equipment. Some of the projects have had difficulty reversing poor
maintenance and negligence on the part of residents once deterioration:
had begun. At one project residents periodically organize clean-ups
of the grounds, but become very frustrated when the children and
residents begin 1ittering right after. At another the poor condition
of the grounds was so bad in the summer with a large number of
children using them that the resident manager felt it was futile for
~the caretakers to pick them up more than three times a week.

The Urban Institute Management Study found that operating costs were.
Towest in projects with the greatest resident satisfaction. Thus, we
might interpret this to mean that residents who are more satisfied are |
also more concerned with the project and take better care of it.
Managers also recognized it was easier to manage if residents are

more concerned with their environment. One manager who tried to develop
a sense of responsibility said, "I try to make people realize they are
sharing facilites and common spaces and try to get them to pick up
paper, not to prop doors open, be aware of others privacy." At the
same time managers feel residents take pride in their environment if
they have an image that it is well maintained. Thus, it is important
that any damage be taken care of immediately so as not to encourage

any further destruction. When a project has deteriorated considerably
it is difficult to use these strategies to make improvements.

1

has pointed out the negative consequences if
managers respond to requests as complaints. This attitude can cause

bad tenant relations and it can deter residents from reporting -
legitimate needs which can save management money in Tong run preventat1ve .
maintenance.

Another management study

Some of the managers indicated the importance of responding quickly to
maintenance requests for establishing ongoing tenant relations. One
manager felt: "managers do not have to be disturbed at all hours if
they respond quickly to requests and smile. The next time residents
‘have a request, they will wait to phone at a reasonable hour." Yet, in
‘projects where response to maintenance requests has been poor it is
possible residents have given up making requests even if things need
repair.  Communication with tenants breaks down and management must
reestablish its credibility.

3. Poor Tenant Selection

Even more damaging to the project was the poor initial tenant selection.
Managers identified tenant selection as one of the most important factors
leading to the success of a project. Good initial selection is crucial

- for ensuring care for the property, punctual payment of rents, good

]E Abrams & E Blackman, Managing Low and Moderate Income
ous1ng, Praeger N.Y.: 1973.




