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Topic Three: Management of the Co-op

Out of 82 respondents to the questions on co-op management, the majority
reported that their building is being self-managed, while 42% reported using outside
management.   Regardless of the form of management, 70% of the respondents graded
their management as excellent or good.

Nine outside management companies in particular were mentioned in the survey,
and each company manages 1-7 co-ops (divided by board):  CHDC (7 co-ops), HSC (2),
Mary Dunn/Sunflower Mgmt. (2), Imani Mgmt. (1), Joe R. (1), Carl Ferrare Assoc. (1),
DEMP (1), Merlot Mgmt. (1), Sparks Mgmt./Mr. Zohar (1).

Management problems reported include untimely financial statements from the
CHDC, lack of a management company, favoritism by the board with regard to apartment
repairs, lack of help with harassment and crime, concerns about Mary Dunn’s retirement,
working with outside management (communication, repair delays), lack of attention,
code violations, and work distribution within self-managed buildings.

Resident interviews suggest a widespread dissatisfaction with one management
company in particular, the Clinton Housing and Development Corporation (CHDC).
They consistently report a concern that the CHDC does not take resident input into
account in running the buildings.   This finding is ambiguous because residents of
buildings with outside managers reported better physical conditions and fewer social
problems.  But consistent with the informal expressions of dissatisfaction residents
registered when they spoke with our staff, residents in buildings with outside managers
thought there were more financial problems, less up-to-date compliance with cooperative
procedures (elections, recruiting new board members, making budgets, etc.), and less
resident influence within the building.  Also, residents of buildings with outside managers
were more likely to want to move.
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Topic Four: Shareholder Involvement

Resident participation in shareholder associations was generally high. As shown
in Chart 9 below, the majority of the tenants (58%) are strongly involved in their
shareholder association.  In addition, 34% have some involvement, while only 8% have
little involvement.

Chart 9: Shareholder Participation
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As has been true in other research on formerly city-owned housing, widespread
resident participation was linked to many aspects of good, affordable housing.
Residents who reported more shareholder participation in their buildings also reported
fewer social problems, fewer financial problems, greater resident desire to stay in the
building, and a lower ratio of housing costs to income.

Sixty-five percent reported involvement in leadership activities in their co-op (see
Chart 10 below), an unusually high proportion due to the fact that the list of contacts we
had was made up of residents in a formal leadership position.  Leadership activities
include being a board member, representing the building in an official meeting, serving
on a committee working on some aspect of the building, or organizing such activities as
projects or events in the building.

Residents who reported more leadership activities perceived their buildings to be
better managed than those who reported less leadership behavior.
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Chart 10: Leadership
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Most buildings appear up-to-date on their election of board officers.  When
respondents were asked when the last time was that someone new was elected to the
board in their building, although many did not answer (30 missing), of those who knew
66% reported last year, 25% 2-4 years ago, 6% 5-10 years ago, and 3% said that no one
new had been elected since the building had been purchased.  This points to a high rate of
leader turnover in many of the buildings, perhaps revealing larger resident involvement in
leadership.

We also used a measure of what we call pro-social norms that has proven in other
surveys to be related to good building functioning.  These norms are characterized by
stronger trust and cooperation among residents and measured by resident ratings
indicating the following:

• More residents keep the building clean
• Tenants help each other
• Tenants pay monthly charge
• Tenants trust each other
• Tenants work together to solve building problems
• Tenants participate in neighborhood organizations

Prosocial norms were not as common as rated participation and leadership.
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Chart 11: Trust and Cooperation among Residents

Trust and cooperation among residents

N = 79; Missing/Refused/Don't know = 16

Most

Some

Few

           Respondents were also asked about their own behavior in relationship to the social
life of the building.  Stronger trust and cooperation with residents by the survey
respondent is demonstrated by the following:

• Help with maintenance work or building chores
• Help organize social functions
• Help other residents

Respondents were also less likely to report that they themselves contributed to
prosocial norms compared to ratings of leadership and participation in the shareholders’
association.



CSF – HDFC Report

23

Chart 12: Respondent’s Trust and Cooperation with Residents
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When pro-social norms were stronger, buildings reported better physical
conditions, fewer social problems, better building management, more up-to-date
compliance with co-op procedures, and residents who felt more influential.

Few buildings appear to have residents whose jobs keep them away for long
periods of time, but those who do have problems with these residents not participating in
the building.

With leadership such an important factor in building functioning, leadership
replication also becomes an issue.  Only 32 leaders reported how many people in their
building are getting trained to manage their co-op, and of this group, only 41% said at
least one person in their co-op is being trained.  Sixty percent of the 20 residents who
responded to a question about UHAB trainings said that at least one person in their
building has been to UHAB trainings, most within the past 10 years.

Statistical analysis of the different components of the social organization of co-
ops (shareholder participation, leadership, and norms of trust and cooperation) showed
that buildings with regularly scheduled meetings and those that were self managed had
higher levels of leadership, and people reported that they did more to help maintain the
co-op and were more involved with others residents.
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Topic Five: Affordability of the Co-op

While 22% of survey respondents did not provide information about either their
income and/or their monthly maintenance charge, of those who did provide this
information, 28% spend only one-tenth or less of their income on their maintenance fee.
Thirty-two percent spend 11-20%, 17% spend 21-50% (see Chart 13 and Map 5).

Chart 13: Monthly Charge-to-Income ratio (Residents)

N = 78 ; Missing/Refused/Don't Know = 17

above 50%31% - 50%21% - 30%11% - 20%10% or less

P
e
rc

e
n
ta

g
e
 (

%
)

40

30

20

10

0

5

12

5

32

28

Despite their lower incomes, the median monthly charge-to-income ratio in the
HDFCs is only 14%.  Census tract median rent-to-income ratios ranged from 24% for
two tracts, to 25-27% for four tracts, and almost 30% for two tracts.  Thus in two of the
Clinton census tracts, half the residents pay more than the 30% of their incomes
considered affordable by federal standards.

Nonetheless, 11 buildings representing 14 residents reported excessive housing
cost burdens.  Eight buildings representing 10 residents were found to be paying from
30% to 50% of their incomes in monthly maintenance charges, and three buildings (4
respondents) paid over 50% of their income.   The triangles in three shades of green on
the map below show that most HDFC residents were paying smaller percentages of their
incomes for housing than other renters in their census tracks. However, the red and
orange shaded triangles mark those HDFCs in which residents were paying excessive
monthly charges, which were more than the census track norm for rent/income ratios.



CSF – HDFC Report

25

Map 5: Monthly Charge-to-Income Ratio (Buildings)



CSF – HDFC Report

26

Monthly maintenance charges range from $50 to $650.  Within this range, as
Chart 14 shows, 14% of respondents reported paying below $265, 33% pay $265-350,
24% pay $350-$482, and 15% pay $482-$650.  (Fifteen percent of respondents, however,
did not answer this question.)

Chart 14: Monthly Maintenance Charge (Residents)
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This data supports the CSF’s belief that HDFCs are an important affordable
housing resource.  If these units became more expensive, residents would be very
unlikely to find other units at comparable prices.  In 1999 the vacancy rate for apartments
renting for less than $400 was 1.26% for all of NYC, and no doubt much less for
Manhattan. The few buildings that already report excessive housing cost/income ratios
raise a warning signal concerning the continued affordability of even the HDFCs in the
area.

Less than a third of respondents provided information about the resale policy in
their buildings. Of the 29 leaders who reported whether they have a resale policy or not,
86% said they did have a resale policy, and 14% said they did not.  Resale prices ranged
from $1-$150,000 for apartments sold within the last three years, while those sold more
than three years ago ranged from $250-$25,000.  Resale policy appears to vary among the
co-ops, with debate among residents over apartment resale prices and the criteria for
accepting new residents (see Chart 15).
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Chart 15: Resale Policy
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  While 20 units were reported as having been sold in the last three years, only 9
units were reported as having been sold in the years since becoming a co-op until three
years ago.

In most buildings, part of the money gained from the resale of an apartment goes
back to the co-op.  In the survey only 18 leaders shared what percent of the price of their
last-sold apartment went back to the co-op.  Of these responses, the range went from 0-
100%, with 2 reporting no money going back to the co-op, 2 reporting less than 15%
return, 6 reporting 15-50%, 3 reporting 50-99%, and 3 reporting that all of the money
went back to the co-op.
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Topic Six: Co-op Life

In regard to living in the Clinton neighborhood, 84% of the respondents evaluated
their neighborhood’s overall condition as good or excellent.  This is an important
statement about a neighborhood that used to be in poor condition.

When asked how living in an HDFC has made a difference in their lives, while
some chose not to answer the question, and 7% said it made no difference, most gave a
positive response.   Of those who answered, 72% gave positive responses, 8% gave
negative responses, and 20% gave mixed responses or said it made little to no difference
in their lives.

Eighteen percent said their HDFC gives them a better quality of life.  Eighteen
percent also said it has allowed them to afford to live in New York City, and 8% said it
has allowed them to choose a job not based on income.  Other benefits reported include
general financial security, having a sense of community, safety, learning new skills, and
having more control over repairs and how the building’s money is spent.  Downsides
included the HDFC taking up too much of residents’ time, being too much of a hassle,
frustration with low tenant participation, lack of privacy, or being generally more trouble
than renting.

When confronted with a building problem they do not know how to solve,
residents deal with the issue in a variety of ways.  Thirty percent consult a building board
member or the president.  Twenty-four percent consult their manager or management
company.  Nine percent look to UHAB, and 8% go to the superintendent.  Other places
people look to for help are the Internet, the court system, HCC, HPD or the city, and
other co-ops.
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V. Buildings in Process of Becoming Co-ops

Four surveys were collected from buildings that are in the process of becoming
co-ops, either through the TIL program or another means.  Three boards were identified
as being in this process, one of which governs 6 buildings.  The other two boards each
govern individual buildings.  From the limited data collected, some conclusions can be
drawn about these emerging co-ops.  The population in these buildings appears to be
similar to that in the already established co-ops.  Physical and financial problems in these
buildings seem to be a bit worse than the other co-ops.  There is less resident knowledge
about the financial state of the building.  Two buildings use outside managers, while the
management of the other building is unknown.  There is evidence of at least some trust
and cooperation among residents and frequent participation in tenant association
meetings among respondents, most of whom have been building leaders.



CSF – HDFC Report

30

VI. Summary of Co-op Issues

A variety of issues may threaten the future stability and affordability of the
Clinton HDFCs. Our conversations with residents indicate that there is a growing split
between higher- and lower-income residents.  In many of the co-ops that we studied,
newer residents seem to be more affluent.  As some residents exceed their original low-
income status, there seems to be a tendency to want to spend more on maintenance and/or
renovations, as well as to resell and sublet apartments at market rates.  This leads to an
alienation of lower-income residents, and if costs rise some would be forced out of their
apartments. While our data on the topic are sketchy, we do see that more apartments have
been reported as being sold in the last three years than in the entire period between the
time the HDFCs became a cooperative and three years ago.  Prices for apartments tend to
be higher also.   The income disparity among residents seems also to lead to dissent
among tenants who disagree on the purpose of the HDFC and what limits should be set
on its expenditures, resale prices, and subletting rates.  While a longitudinal and larger
sample study would be needed to examine the extent of this trend, our study does give
cause for concern about the long-term affordability of the HDFC housing stock in
Clinton.

Because some residents have much lower incomes than others do, assistance with
housing subsidies may be useful.  Low-interest, need-based loans to buildings may help
to compensate for specific residents’ lower incomes, if maintenance charges need to be
raised to pay off loans.  Also, to combat the problem of resale prices, resale loans could
be offered to low-income residents or individual buildings could adopt voluntary caps on
resale prices.  Problems with resale prices may further be addressed through building
greater solidarity among the co-ops, increasing social engagement among residents,
working with co-op boards, and providing information on alternatives to higher
apartment sale prices.  For example, some co-op leaders appear unaware that it is no
longer a City requirement for HDFCs to pay the City 40% of all sale prices.

Another split among HDFC residents occurs between the immigrant and often
non-English speaking population and the English-speaking U.S. citizens.  Most of the
non-English speakers are Latino and often do not participate and are not included in their
co-op.  They can feel neglected and confused if the majority of the building business is
conducted in English.  They also often do not fully understand the definition of a co-op,
that they own shares in the building, and how their participation in co-op governance is
important.  Incorporating this non-English-speaking population into the buildings more,
making them more knowledgeable, and encouraging leadership could all help to resolve
this problem.  Also, leadership trainings should be offered in both Spanish and English to
meet the needs of more Clinton HDFC residents.

A third major issue is the problem of replicating leadership and providing
leadership training for the HDFCs.  Many of the current leaders, while successful, well-
respected, and reliable, are growing older, raising the question of who will replace them
when they can no longer lead their buildings.  This problem is compounded by the
amount of responsibility many leaders have, often sharing few duties with others and
taking the burden of most of the workload upon themselves.

Small leadership cores, sometimes consisting of only one person, can promote
problems of succession and also of resident engagement.  While “dictators” or small
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leadership groups can be effective in running an HDFC, they are detrimental when they
shut out tenant influence on decisions and the way the building is run.  Dictators may also
create problems for leadership replication.  Our survey has shown that widespread
resident participation is associated with better living conditions in the building, fewer
financial problems, more commitment to the building, and greater affordability for
residents.

Management is a continuing issue in every building, including such problems as
the decision of whether to manage the building through the shareholder association and
board or to use outside management.  If the choice is made to use outside management,
the problem then becomes one of securing a competent company or individual manager.
Many HDFCs have chosen to use the Clinton Housing Development Corporation
(CHDC) as their management company.   Residents of many of the buildings under the
CDHC, however, voiced dissatisfaction with their service.  There seems to be widespread
suspicion about the CDHC’s objectives and motives and a feeling that the CHDC ignores
the opinions and desires of the tenants.
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VII. Conclusions

The survey and building exterior observations clearly demonstrate that HDFC
buildings in Clinton are both affordable and adequate.  In a neighborhood that has been
steadily gentrifying over the past few decades, these buildings contribute to the
neighborhood diversity and stability, and many of the HDFC residents have helped aid
this neighborhood improvement over the years.  Given the high rent levels of the area,
Clinton remains relatively diverse.  But to preserve this diverse community, it is
important to continue to support affordable housing.  As our report has shown, HDFCs
play an important role in maintaining affordability.

In the Clinton neighborhood, there is a definite role for a revolving loan fund, but
it is a limited one.  As the chart below shows, HDFC leaders and residents feel that they
would benefit from a wide range of services and education.  Legal assistance and help in
improving the shareholder association were the most frequently requested forms of
assistance.  It is interesting to note that non-white respondents were more likely to
express interest in all forms of assistance than were white respondents.

Chart 16: Requested Services
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Twenty-six leaders responded to whether their building had problems other than
physical problems that could be helped by a loan from a loan fund.  Of this group, less
than half (42%) said yes and more than half (58%) said no, they did not have a problem
or were not interested in a loan.

Types of assistance in which leaders were particularly interested included help
with CHDC communication, assistance with seniors, the aid of a Chinese translator for
certain residents, managing problem tenants, loans for physical improvements, ongoing
board member training, contractor advice, help finding new management, legal
assistance, computer upgrades at HCC, and real estate tax and water abatement advice.

The Clinton HDFCs could benefit from a wide range of supports, perhaps from a
local forum (i.e. a Clinton Neighborhood Network), led by a core group of residents, that
would bring HDFCs together in workshops on dispute resolution and other legal issues,
leadership succession and training, and participation and shareholder dynamics.  Other
useful workshops might include those facilitating communication between outside
management and co-op boards, particularly regarding financial issues.  It might be useful
also to provide a forum for discussion of the larger social mission of HDFCs and how
that might be continued.  Finding ways to bring together lower- and higher-income
HDFC residents, as well as whites and non-whites to get to know each other and to form
common purposes is an important, and challenging, task that must be done if HDFCs are
to continue housing an economically and ethnically diverse population.  Targeting these
issues would most effectively support and help sustain the Clinton HDFCs, not only
combating current problems, but also helping to prevent future problems.


