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9.2.6  Resident Management 

 In addition to supporting efforts to involve tenants and tenant organizations in public housing 

management functions, HUD has also encouraged tenants to become managers of public housing. 

Approximately 25 such tenant management efforts have lasted varying lengths of time.
2
 These efforts 

have ranged from experiments to train tenants as resident managers to the creation of independent tenant 

management corporations (TMCs) – also referred to as resident management corporations (RMCs) – with 

full administrative responsibilities.
3
 

 Regulations. In 1986, HUD published regulations on tenant management.
4
 These rules were followed 

almost immediately by congressional legislation,
5
 which, in turn, led to modification of the HUD 

regulations.
6
 In 1994, HUD issued new regulations on both tenant participation and resident 

management.
7
 The regulations include a policy statement favoring tenant management.

8
 They also set 

forth some minimum requirements for establishing a RMC by, for example, requiring the approval of the 

tenant organizations, if they exist.
9
 

 However, the regulations do not impose many mandates upon the PHAs, thereby leaving 

implementation of tenant management programs to a PHA’s discretion. A PHA, furthermore, can decide 

whether to enter into a management contract with a RMC, although PHAs must support tenants’ interest 

in management and work with tenants to determine the feasibility of tenant management.
10

  

 PHAs must seriously consider any RMC’s request to assume management functions and negotiate in 

good faith with the RMC on such an offer. If the PHA rejects the request, the RMC may appeal to HUD 
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and HUD must require the PHA and the RMC to resume negotiating.
11

  

 What the RMC can do. The RMC may contract with the PHA to assume all or part of the 

management functions for which the PHA is responsible under the Annual Contributions Contract (ACC) 

with HUD, if the PHA finds that the corporation is capable of performing such functions.
12

 If the RMC 

receives funding directly from HUD pursuant to an ACC, the PHA is not responsible for the actions of the 

RMC.
13

 In all other cases, the PHA may not contract away its underlying responsibilities to HUD under 

the ACC. The PHA is responsible for monitoring the corporation’s performance at least on an annual 

basis.
14

 

 One of the most highly publicized experiences of tenant management is the management of the 

Kenilworth-Parkside public housing project in Washington, D.C., where the first RMC sought ownership 

of a public housing project under Section 123 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 

1987.
15

 Two RMCs—Kenilworth-Parkside and Carr Square Village in St. Louis, Missouri—initially 

sought HUD approval to purchase their properties as the first step in the process that would ultimately end 

with the sale of the units to individual tenants. The Kenilworth-Parkside Resident Management 

Corporation had managed the property for seven years. A plan was submitted to HUD for the transfer of 

ownership of the property to the RMC.
16

 

 Overall, however, the RMC experience has been mixed. Selling public housing units or an entire 

project to residents has been problematic, if not infeasible, primarily, due to two factors. First, many 

public housing residents simply lack the financial resources to sustain ownership. Second, the renovations 

necessary to bring such public housing up to decent standards are expensive. For example, at Kenilworth-

Parkside, the costs ranged up to $130,000 per apartment, as compared to an average modernization cost 

nationwide at that time of $12,008 per unit.
17

 Such issues led the General Accounting Office to issue 

recommendations regarding the RMC’s general process. One recommendation indicated the need for a 

more detailed assessment of resident families’ feasibility to own public housing before the property’s sale 

to an RMC.
18

 Another recommendation reflected the need for the PHA to be given the first right to 

repurchase the property by satisfying any lien, if the RMC is unable to meet its financial obligations.
19

 

Advocates considering the RMC model should carefully review the GAO’s recommendations. 
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