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Abstract

This research examines the trajectory of public housing in the United States, from
Pruitt-Igoe in the 20th century to the present New York City Housing Authority’s (NYCHA)
Permanent Affordability Commitment Together (PACT), which is a utilization of U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Rental Assistance Demonstration
(RAD) program that unlocks funding for needed repairs. Focusing on PACT, the study
investigates whether it constitutes a substantive response to longstanding challenges of
disinvestment, maintenance backlogs, and governance failures in public housing, or a
reconfiguration of earlier approaches. Drawing on historical perspectives and existing
scholarship, complemented by the interviews with stakeholders and grounded observations, the
research engages with concerns around privatization, displacement, changes in eviction patterns,
the broader social impact on public housing communities, and evaluates them against
on-the-ground experiences. It observes whether PACT addresses past failures or reshapes them in
a new form, what its alternatives may be, and what can be recommended to improve the
program. Rather than finding PACT to be either a complete solution or a repetition of past
failures, the thesis shows a more complicated picture: PACT brings urgently needed repairs and
management capacity to NYCHA developments, but it also reinforces concerns around trust,
resident power, public control, and how residents experience relocation, enforcement, and

long-term oversight.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Public housing in the United States emerged from a promise of stability and affordability,
yet over time it became defined by a narrative of decline. As shared in The Path to PACT chapter
of this thesis, this perception did not appear overnight. It grew from a long history of choices that
left public housing vulnerable, starting with federal disinvestment and leading to aging buildings,
and governance structures that struggled to keep pace with growing capital needs. The
demolition of St. Louis’ Pruitt-Igoe showed these challenges as the most visible and dramatic
event in public housing history nationwide. The management behind it created a slow-moving
crisis: deteriorating physical conditions, escalating repair backlogs, and communities left
carrying the stigma of “failed” public housing even as they continued to call these places home.

In recent years, programs such as the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
Rental Assistance Demonstration program (In New York City, this model is utilized through
Permanent Affordability Commitment Together) have been introduced as a pragmatic fix to the
long-term disinvestment problem (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD],
n.d.-d). The program shifts management approach and uses private partnerships to preserve
public housing developments that would otherwise continue falling further into disrepair.
Proponents argue that this hybrid model is the only realistic path to large-scale reinvestment in
existing public housing stock and ultimately to preserving it. Opponents, however, voice
concerns about privatization, displacement, changes in eviction patterns under new private
management, and the broader social impact on long-established communities that have already
endured decades of instability. Because these debates involve several overlapping programs,

concepts and tools that are used throughout this thesis, their definitions are provided below.



Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) is a federal tax credit program that supports
the financing of affordable rental housing by providing tax credits to investors (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Policy Development and
Research [HUD PD&R], 2025).

Resident Management Corporations (RMCs) are resident-led entities through which
public housing residents can take on certain management responsibilities for their
development (24 C.F.R. § 964.120).

Social housing refers to housing that is socially owned, permanently affordable, and
organized around long-term public benefit rather than private market speculation
(Alliance for Housing Justice, n.d.).

Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) is a federal HUD program that allows public
housing properties to convert from Section 9 public housing assistance to Project-Based
Section 8 vouchers (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD],
n.d.-d).

Section 9 public housing refers to traditional public housing assistance under the U.S.
Housing Act of 1937, through which public housing authorities receive federal support to
own, operate, and maintain public housing developments (U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-a).

Section 8 / Project-Based Section 8 / Project-Based Vouchers (PBVs) refers to rental
assistance where residents generally pay 30 percent of adjusted income toward rent,
while the remaining rent is covered through a subsidy. In project-based assistance, the
subsidy is attached to a specific unit or building rather than moving with the tenant (U.S.

Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-c).



e Comprehensive Modernization refers to NYCHA'’s approach to major renovations
across building exteriors, building systems, apartment interiors, and site grounds through
a single integrated capital project, while the property remains under NYCHA
management and Section 9 (New York City Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-a).

e Permanent Affordability Commitment Together (PACT) is NYCHA’s implementation
of RAD, through which selected NYCHA developments convert to Project-Based Section
8 and undergo major repairs through public-private partnerships while keeping them
publicly owned and privately managed (New York City Housing Authority [NYCHA],
n.d.-c).

e The New York City Public Housing Preservation Trust, referred to as the
Preservation Trust or Trust, is a public entity created to finance, oversee, and publicly
manage repairs and modernization at selected NYCHA developments while keeping them

publicly managed and owned (New York City Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-d).

e Right to return refers to the protection that allows residents who are temporarily
relocated because of rehabilitation, construction, or redevelopment to return to an assisted
unit at the property once the work is complete (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development [HUD], n.d.-b).

The significance of this research lies in the scale of the program. Public housing remains
one of the most critical pieces of the affordable housing landscape nationally, and in New York
City alone, hundreds of thousands of residents rely on the New York City Housing Authority.
Created in 1934 to provide safe, affordable housing at a time of widespread overcrowding and
substandard living conditions, NYCHA serves 298,206 residents in 152,926 apartments within

243 housing developments through the conventional public housing program (Section 9) (New



York City Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-b). Its scale and its role in stabilizing low-income
communities make its future a matter of big importance.

Yet decades of disinvestment have pushed NYCHA into a prolonged state of crisis, as its
developments now require more than $78 billion in capital investment due to decades of
insufficient funding and deferred maintenance (New York City Housing Authority [NYCHA],
n.d.-e). Buildings are aging faster than they can be repaired, and residents face the daily
consequences of an enormous capital backlog. As the city confronts an ongoing housing crisis,
the preservation of NYCHA'’s housing stock is no longer just an operational challenge but rather
one of the most urgent policy questions facing decision-makers at every level of government.
The stakes extend far beyond any single development. If PACT succeeds, it may offer a roadmap
for preserving deeply affordable housing nationwide. If it fails, it raises fundamental questions
about how public housing can be sustained at all in an era of declining federal capital support.

Building on that, the core research question guiding this study is whether PACT
genuinely confronts the underlying causes of public housing’s decline and is an effective
response to the historical failures of it or whether it introduces new vulnerabilities for the people
it aims to serve. Does PACT meaningfully reduce the risks that have historically threatened
public housing (chronic underfunding, deferred maintenance, management failures) or does it
create new and even stronger risks (displacement pressures and uneven protections for
residents)? How do tenants, developers, public agencies and other involved parties understand
and navigate these tensions in practice? All these research questions ultimately help this work to
examine where the model succeeds, where it fractures, and what can be improved for the future
of public housing communities in New York City (and in the United States more broadly).

Rather than generally assuming that PACT is just a solution or a problem, this work explores



what the program reveals about where public housing might be headed and what alternative
approaches could be.

Through these primary research questions, the intention is not to evaluate whether the
program is “good” or “bad” from the outset, but to trace how it comes together in real projects
and what feedback follows implementing it. Relatedly, a supporting line of secondary research
questions emerged inductively through interviews, focusing on how different stakeholders
experience PACT, noting what feels successful, what feels challenging, and what the transition
means for the overall stability and future of NYCHA communities. While concerns about
displacement, eviction patterns, and community disruption continue to shape the debate, PACT is
also viewed by many as the most realistic strategy available to preserve New York City’s public
housing at scale. This thesis explores how far the program goes in delivering on that promise

and where its limitations may ultimately lie.



Chapter 2. Methodology

This thesis uses a mixed-methods approach that brings together historical context, policy
review, and qualitative interviews. The goal is to understand the present-day realities of PACT as
it is implemented in New York City which resulted from broader long-term forces that shaped
public housing in the United States.

There 1s a wide range of material that informed this research. The reviewed works
represent the sources that frame the history of public housing and the lived experience of
residents, and the debates surrounding programs like PACT. These sources offer the starting
point for understanding how past policies shaped the conditions public housing operates in today
and how current preservation models are being interpreted and implemented.

Meanwhile, qualitative interviews form a central part of this research. Interviews were
conducted with developers, public agency staff, tenant engagement professionals, planning
professionals, tenant association leaders, academics and individuals with prior experience
working within or alongside the New York City Housing Authority that I’ve met throughout my
professional and academic journey or referrals. These conversations were a broader reflection of
existing opinions and a range of perspectives, including both support for and opposition to the
Permanent Affordability Commitment Together program.

More specifically, this thesis draws on 15 semi-structured interviews conducted between
January 2026 and April 2026. Interviewees included 2 developers or development professionals,
3 current or former public agency staff, 2 tenant engagement or planning professionals, 3
residents or resident leaders, 4 academics or policy researchers, and 1 advocacy professional.
Interviews also included named resident leadership, including Miguel Acevedo, president of the

Fulton Houses Tenant Association, whose perspective is discussed in the conclusion.



Interviews were conducted by Zoom, in person and through a combination of formats
and generally lasted approximately one hour or more. Interviewees were identified through
professional networks, academic contacts, public events, and referrals. Because many
participants discussed sensitive professional experiences, most asked to maintain their anonymity
and are identified in this thesis by role rather than by name, using labels such as “Anonymous
advocate 1,” “Anonymous NYCHA representative 1,” “Anonymous researcher 1,” and others as
appropriate. Each interview lasted an hour or more and rather than focusing only on program
design, documented how PACT is experienced and interpreted in practice. Particular attention
was given to differences between formal protections described on paper and how these
protections are understood or experienced on the ground.

Interview notes were reviewed thematically and recurring themes across interviews
included privatization, displacement, relocation, eviction risk, management quality, resident
participation, financing, and alternative preservation models. These themes were then grouped
into the six subsections used in Chapter 5. Rather than treating each interview as a standalone
case, the analysis compares patterns across stakeholder groups, paying attention to where
perspectives aligned, where they diverged, and how each theme relates back to the central
research question.

In addition to formal interviews, the research draws on direct observation and
participation in public events and discussions. These included attending a 2026 screening of A4
Home Worth Fighting For at the City University of New York, followed by a
question-and-answer session with the filmmaker, advocates, and residents involved in the fight
against the proposed demolition of the Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea Houses (Florentino, n.d.). The

research also draws on participation in Urban Design Forum’s 2026 Big Swings learning session



on public housing and social housing, including a site visit to Harlem River Houses (Urban
Design Forum, 2026). Informal conversations with vendors and academics also informed the
research. These settings provided insight into how narratives around PACT and public housing
are constructed, debated, and contested beyond formal institutional channels.

While historical background, existing scholarship, policy review and secondary data
provide context, the interviews form the primary body of evidence and ground the research in
how the program is actually understood and experienced by those involved. Combined with
direct observation, this approach makes it possible to connect how PACT is structured with how
it operates in practice, and to identify where perspectives align or diverge across stakeholders.

Although, this work is subject to some limitations. First, the interview sample is
qualitative and is not intended to represent all NYCHA residents, PACT participants, developers,
public agencies, or advocacy organizations. Second, because many interviewees requested
anonymity, some details about their institutional roles are intentionally generalized. To address
this, interview findings are considered alongside public documents, secondary sources, public
events, and direct observations whenever possible. Finally, because PACT is still evolving, the
conclusions of this thesis should be understood as an assessment of the program at this stage

rather than a final judgment on its long-term outcomes.



Chapter 3. Literature Review: The Path to PACT

To understand the current challenges facing public housing in New York City, it is
important to situate them within the broader historical context that shaped its development in the
United States. These failures that emerged over time share similar patterns throughout the
country, but one example stands out as particularly illustrative.

The Pruitt-Igoe housing project in St. Louis, Missouri, remains one of the most striking
examples of public housing failure in American history. Developed between 1951 and 1955, it
was part of a larger urban renewal movement in the country (that affected New York City as
well) that sought to replace slums with high-density, high-rise housing. Its purpose extended
beyond shelter, symbolizing the promise of a better life through modernist design and federal
investment in public housing. However, the project’s underlying assumptions — rooted in
top-down planning and segregationist policies — were flawed. It presumed that design
innovation alone could resolve issues like poverty, segregation, and economic decline, without
addressing the socio-economic realities of its residents (Rothstein, 2017; Freidrichs & Freidrichs,
2011; Hansman, 2017).

Initially, public housing was intended for working-class families who could afford
modest rents but lacked housing options due to post-war shortages. However, as federal subsidies
prioritized suburban expansion for white families, public housing increasingly became a last
resort for low-income, predominantly African American families (Rothstein, 2017; Segregated
by Design, 2019). Pruitt-Igoe was conceived as a response to the housing crisis in post-World
War II St. Louis, a city that like many others in the US, was grappling with overcrowded,
substandard living conditions in neighborhoods like DeSoto-Carr. At its core, the project aimed

to provide modern, affordable housing for families while symbolizing a larger effort to reshape



urban America through federal investment and modernist architectural innovation. Federal
policymakers viewed Pruitt-Igoe as a beacon of progress, believing that high-density, high-rise
developments could eradicate urban decay and elevate the quality of life for underserved
communities. (Hansman, 2017)

Central to the project’s design was the belief that architectural innovation alone could
address entrenched issues such as poverty, systemic inequality, and racial segregation. This
narrow focus on physical redevelopment ignored the broader economic and social challenges
faced by low-income families, particularly African Americans who were systematically excluded
from suburban opportunities through discriminatory practices such as redlining and racial
covenants. The exclusion of Black families from wealth-building opportunities in suburban
developments left them dependent on public housing projects like Pruitt-Igoe, which were often
underfunded and stigmatized. (Rothstein, 2017)

Designed by architect Minoru Yamasaki, Pruitt-Igoe’s 33 eleven-story buildings
embodied modernist ideals of high-density, high-rise living. However, budget constraints during
construction, common to the housing stock nationwide, led to critical compromises. For
example, “stairwells, which would be much used due to the skip-stop elevators stopping only at
every third floor, would become, over time, sites of danger and crime and ultimately, in 1971, a
murder that would bring the entire enterprise to a point of reckoning” (Hansman, 2017, p.48).
The cost-cutting measures implemented during Pruitt-Igoe’s construction planted the seeds of its
failure. “Density increases and amenities cutbacks” (Hansman, 2017, p.12) compromised the
quality of the housing from the outset. By prioritizing cost savings over quality, the stage was set

for the physical and social challenges that would come to define its legacy. (Hansman, 2017)
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The open spaces surrounding Pruitt-Igoe, initially intended as amenities to foster
community, instead became liabilities. These vast, underutilized areas were difficult to monitor
and often became hotspots for crime. The initial vision of communal open spaces, characteristic
of modernist design, failed to consider practical concerns such as safety and surveillance in
high-density urban environments. Adding to these challenges was the misalignment between the
design of Pruitt-Igoe’s units and the needs of its residents. While many families moving into the
complex were large, the majority of units were small, creating tension between the available
physical space and residents’ lifestyles. This misfit exacerbated overcrowding, heightened social
tensions, and weakened community cohesion. (Hansman, 2017)

Despite all these future conditions, the early years of Pruitt-Igoe were filled with hope.
Families moving into this complex, and many others across the country, were drawn by the
promise of modern amenities and dignified living conditions, which stood in stark contrast to the
overcrowded and dilapidated housing many had previously endured. As one tenant described,
"I’d never had any place — never seen any place — as nice as Pruitt." (Hansman, 2017, p.20)
Yet this optimism soon gave way to disillusionment as the physical environment deteriorated and
systemic challenges took hold. Visual records of Pruitt-Igoe’s rise and fall capture this stark
transformation, from hopeful families arriving in the 1950s to later footage of vandalized
hallways and abandoned buildings (Freidrichs & Freidrichs, 2011; Hansman, 2017).

The lived experiences of Pruitt-Igoe’s residents reveal the human cost of these failures.
Lee Rainwater’s Behind ghetto walls: Black families in a federal slum captures the emotional toll
of life in Pruitt-Igoe, as residents struggled against poverty, crime, and a pervasive sense of
abandonment. While the complex initially represented progress, it quickly became a place where

hope was overshadowed by systemic neglect. Rainwater’s interviews reflect how residents felt
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trapped in a system offering little possibility for upward mobility, emphasizing the broader
failures of public housing policies to provide not only shelter but also opportunity (Rainwater,
1970).

Rainwater (1970) describes how many women in Pruitt-Igoe spent limited time outside
their apartments because of family responsibilities and mistrust within the community. He
connects this isolation to a condition that he describes by diminished aspirations and a focus on
daily survival. Rainwater also documents mothers’ fears about children’s safety and behavior,
including Mrs. Madison’s anxiety about her teenage son Bill, who she feared was “getting
involved with bad company.” (Rainwater, 1970, p. 159) Such fears were not unfounded, as
incidents of physical violence, vandalism, and other criminal activities were alarmingly common.
In a 1965 survey, 41% of households reported thefts, 35% noted family members being hurt by
objects thrown from windows, and 16% reported rapes or attempted rapes (Rainwater, 1970, p.
165).

The social environment of Pruitt-Igoe further compounded these challenges, as
relationships among residents were marked by ambivalence and suspicion. Rainwater’s research
found that many tenants expressed a profound disconnect from their neighbors, with fewer than a
quarter feeling they had much in common with other residents. While some informal networks of
mutual aid and reciprocity emerged, they were often fragile, limited by mistrust and the transient
nature of the community. The strained social fabric left many residents feeling isolated, with
their primary support networks often confined to immediate family members (Rainwater, 1970).

Moreover, the project, just like all public housing in the US, was built on the premise that
tenant rents could sustain its operations, a financial model that was fundamentally disconnected

from the economic precarity of its intended residents. Many families in Pruitt-Igoe relied on
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public assistance or low-wage jobs, leaving little room in their budgets for rent payments that
were expected to cover not only operational costs but also maintenance. This unrealistic
expectation, coupled with systemic neglect and disinvestment, set the stage for the project’s
eventual decline (Freidrichs & Freidrichs, 2011).

The failure to integrate community input into the planning process further compounded
these challenges. By prioritizing efficiency and large-scale solutions over adaptability and
resident engagement, policymakers overlooked the lived realities of Pruitt-Igoe’s residents. As
Rainwater illustrates, these realities included deep economic insecurity, social isolation, and the
struggle to maintain dignity within a system that offered little support (Hansman, 2017).

Thinking about PACT, displacement is often part of how these projects are discussed and
understood. Derek Hyra’s concept of “chronic displacement trauma” provides an additional
critical perspective on the lasting scars left by public housing failures similar to Pruitt-Igoe’s
(Hyra, 2024). The erasure of the DeSoto-Carr neighborhood to make way for the project,
followed by the subsequent demolition of Pruitt-Igoe itself, represents a recurring cycle of
displacement and neglect. The site, eventually overtaken by nature and transformed into a forest,
serves as a metaphor for the abandonment of public housing and the communities it was intended
to serve. This trajectory underscores the systemic disregard for low-income and marginalized
populations, perpetuating instability and marginalization in ways that continue to shape urban
America today. (Hansman, 2017)

However, rather than ending with projects like Pruitt-Igoe, these failures pushed federal
housing policy toward new redevelopment models that claimed to respond to the same problems
in different ways. According to Morris (2024), HOPE VI (Housing Opportunities for People

Everywhere) emerged as one of these responses, a federal program that ran roughly from the

13



early 1990s to around 2012 that purported to emphasize citizen participation. It focused on
demolishing public housing and replacing it with privatized mixed-income developments, often
combined with housing vouchers for residents to move elsewhere. The idea was to reduce
concentrated poverty and crime, which had become a major concern in many public housing
developments by the late 1980s similarly to Pruitt-Igoe. In practice, this meant the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) committed to tearing down existing
buildings and rebuilding new communities with more standalone, single-family homes (Motris,
2024).

Morris (2024) argues that HUD aimed to deconcentrate poverty by providing vouchers
that allowed low-income residents to rent housing in higher-income neighborhoods but it is
claimed that these efforts might have led to thousands of residents experiencing homelessness,
while poverty was often shifted rather than eliminated. When public housing was demolished
and replaced, fewer units were set aside for low-income residents than had existed before.
Access to the new developments was also limited by requirements such as employment status,
drug testing, and criminal background checks and even those who remained were often priced
out over time. At the same time, residents who relocated with vouchers faced some pressures in
higher-income areas and sometimes struggled to adjust to different social and economic
environments. HUD pointed to lower crime rates and rising incomes in redeveloped areas as
signs of success, but Morris (2024) notes that these outcomes were closely tied to the removal of
low-income residents from those neighborhoods.

HOPE VI placed a strong emphasis on resident “participation” as part of its
redevelopment approach on the needs of the communities targeted for it. Morris (2024) explains

that housing authorities were expected to engage residents through surveys, meetings,
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workshops, and other standard tools. In theory, residents were meant to provide input on
redevelopment plans, and consultation was expected to be part of the process. In practice,
however, these requirements were loosely defined, and how participation was carried out varied
widely across sites. In some cases, engagement was limited in scope or rushed, and resident input
did not always translate into meaningful influence over decisions. Morris (2024) further notes
that these participatory requirements were also not codified into law, which meant there was no
clear mechanism to enforce them.

Participation also operated alongside a broader shift toward public-private partnerships,
with a wide range of actors involved in redevelopment, including developers, local governments,
financial institutions, and community organizations. As the federal role in directly providing
housing declined, these actors took on a larger role in shaping outcomes. While participation
remained a visible part of the process, it was not consistently formalized or enforceable, and
often functioned more as a component of participatory project development than as a mechanism
for resident-led decision-making (Morris, 2024).

Pruitt-Igoe shows how public housing failed because the system behind it was not able to
support it over time. However, the issues like underfunding, management challenges, and lack of
accountability did not end there; they continued to shape public housing long after, through later
programs like HOPE VI and eventually inspiring further shifts toward creating new models like
RAD that attempt to respond to these failures. This is the context in which PACT emerged today,
as an effort to address the same underlying problems through an innovative tool. At the same
time, many of the concerns raised about it, including distrust, displacement, and loss of control,

are quite often connected and build upon these earlier experiences it actually aims to respond to.
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Chapter 4. Background: Understanding PACT

While HOPE VI marked a shift toward redevelopment and mixed-income strategies, it
did not resolve the underlying funding challenges facing aging public housing, which continued
to shape later federal approaches. In 2012, Congress authorized the Rental Assistance
Demonstration (RAD) as a way to test new approaches to addressing the growing capital needs
of aging public housing (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-d).
According to the HUD website, under RAD, properties convert from Section 9 to long-term
Section 8 project-based vouchers contracts. These contracts provide a more stable and
predictable source of funding, allowing public housing authorities to utilize private capital, to
finance repairs or redevelopment. The contracts, along with the associated use restrictions, must
be renewed upon expiration, helping to maintain long-term affordability of the improved sites.

Residents are provided with a set of rights and protections, including involvement during
the conversion process, the right to return after renovations are completed, and the option to
move using tenant-based assistance if needed for work, school, family, or other reasons. HUD
also requires that a public or non-profit entity retain a controlling interest in the property at all
times, including in cases such as foreclosure, to ensure continued public oversight (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-d).

Permanent Affordability Commitment Together (PACT) is a utilization of HUD RAD by
New York City Housing Authority unlocking funds necessary for repairs (New York City
Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-c). Currently, NYCHA describes the reality of its housing
stock as “many of the conditions in NYCHA buildings are unacceptable and unsafe. Renovations
are long overdue but necessary to ensure that the day-to-day needs of residents are met and living

conditions improve.” (NYCHA, n.d.-c) making it clear that the repairs are urgently needed.
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Under PACT, developments undergo such comprehensive repairs, with new partners taking on
construction, property management, and on-site social services. At the same time, the New York
City Housing Authority retains ownership of the land and buildings, continues to administer
subsidies and waitlists, and remains involved in oversight of the conditions at the developments.

NYCHA'’s continued ownership of the land and buildings is central to how PACT is
designed to reduce the risk of future displacement. Under PACT, NYCHA does not sell the
developments to private partners. Instead, after conversion to Project-Based Section 8, NYCHA
leases the land and buildings to development partners, who carry out repairs, manage the
property day-to-day, and provide social services (New York City Housing Authority [NYCHA],
n.d.-c¢). This structure matters because the private partner does not receive ownership of the
public housing asset and therefore cannot independently sell the property, convert it to
market-rate housing, or remove it from the public housing preservation framework. In addition,
HUD’s RAD rules require that a public entity, generally the public housing authority, or a
nonprofit retain ownership or control of the property after conversion. HUD also requires
long-term Section 8§ contracts to be renewed when they expire, one-for-one replacement of
deeply affordable units with limited exceptions, and resident protections such as the right to
remain at the property or return after temporary relocation (U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-g). In this way, NYCHA’s ownership does not eliminate every
concern about displacement, especially around temporary relocation, management changes, or
resident trust, but it creates a structural safeguard against permanent displacement by keeping the
land publicly controlled and tying the property to long-term affordability requirements.

As mentioned earlier, the program relies on conversion to Project-Based Section 8, which

allows access to federal funding. This is particularly important given the scale of unmet need:
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NYCHA faces $78 billion in capital repairs, far beyond what traditional subsidies have been able
to cover, with federal funding covering only a small portion of what is needed for these
improvements (NYCHA, n.d.-c). On the other hand, going through PACT allows NYCHA to
unlock funding for these repairs, inaccessible otherwise, while keeping the housing permanently
affordable and preserving residents’ rights. The program relies on partnerships with private and
non-profit development partners, selected with input from residents, and after conversion to
Project-Based Section 8, NYCHA leases the land and buildings to these partners, who carry out
the repairs, take on day-to-day property management, and provide expanded on-site services and
programming. In this sense, PACT emerges as a response to the financial and operational
constraints that have shaped public housing over time (NYCHA, n.d.-c).

According to Farahanchi (2024), NYCHA, the largest public housing authority there is,
was originally hesitant to implement RAD. While other cities moved forward with RAD earlier,
New York City did not complete its first conversion until 2016. Now, over the past years,
NYCHA has significantly developed the PACT program, and the process today looks very
different from the first RAD deal at Ocean Bay Apartments in Far Rockaway.

Farahanchi (2024) described that early PACT projects focused on addressing core
systems like boilers, some plumbing, and minor aesthetic upgrades, which helped limit resident
relocation and disruption. As the program expanded, residents and critics began calling for more
substantial improvements. The scope has since shifted to include full interior upgrades, such as
new kitchens, flooring, and bathrooms, making the final result feel closer to a new building.
However, this expanded scope now requires temporary relocation, sometimes for up to a year. At
the same time, the condition of aging buildings has led stakeholders to sometimes question

whether preservation remains the right approach, contributing to debates around demolition and
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reconstruction, including the approval of the first PACT-related demolition plan at Fulton &
Elliott-Chelsea (Farahanchi, 2024).

Turning to the actual process, it is important to note that it starts way before issuing a
formal RFP for a PACT site. As Farahanchi (2024) described, first, NYCHA'’s resident
engagement team works to inform tenants about the process and importantly, educate how
developers are selected. Once a developer is chosen, they are required to follow NYCHA’s
engagement milestones, including monthly meetings with Tenant Association leaders,
building-wide meetings, a community needs assessment, and visioning workshops. In addition,
NYCHA retains final approval over all community engagement materials. While these
expanding requirements are important for keeping residents informed, they also have a
significant impact on the project timeline. Overall, since NYCHA’s current portfolio is too large
and complex to manage effectively (even with adequate funding), by shifting units to private
management, PACT allows NYCHA to focus its resources on a smaller number of units under its
own management (Farahanchi, 2024).

The PACT process also includes a resident-facing partner selection stage. After residents
are introduced to preservation options and a development moves toward PACT, NYCHA uses
resident input to guide the selection of development partners. This does not appear to function as
a simple building-wide vote on a developer; rather, NYCHA describes Resident Review
Committees that work with NYCHA and technical advisors to evaluate finalist proposals,
interview prospective teams, and help select PACT partners. Once a team is selected, resident
leaders continue to participate through community planning and engagement around repairs,
management, social services, and programming (New York City Housing Authority [NYCHA],

n.d.-c; NYCHA, 2025).
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While there is room to rethink the role of public housing, the immediate priority is
ensuring that current residents have safe and habitable living conditions. Due to the urgency of
repairs, PACT projects have focused more on preservation than demolition. Although demolition
has historically been controversial and often harmful in public housing contexts, the planned
demolition at Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea may serve as a future case study for a different approach
moving forward (Farahanchi, 2024).

It is also important to note that there is a recent alternative pathway to PACT — New
York City Public Housing Preservation Trust, another preservation pathway created to address
NYCHA'’s repair needs. According to NYCHA, just like PACT, the Trust allows developments to
convert from Section 9 to Project-Based Section 8 in order to access a more stable federal
funding stream for repairs. However, unlike PACT, the Trust is structured as a public-public
model. NYCHA retains ownership of the land and buildings, continues managing properties and
tenancy matters, and maintains oversight of day-to-day operations. In this sense, the Trust
responds to some of the same capital needs as PACT while avoiding one of the central concerns
raised about PACT: the transfer of management responsibilities to private partners (New York
City Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-d).

In conclusion, historical neglect, breaches of trust, and lack of engagement have shaped
public housing for decades, and this history is still recent, which sets a logical stage for
skepticism and critique. Some of the criticism may also be driven by how the program is
understood ideologically rather than how it is experienced, and in some cases may result from
misunderstanding or miscommunication. The following analysis conducted in this thesis aims to

look at it closer.
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Chapter 5. PACT in Practice

This chapter examines whether PACT is an effective response to the long-standing
challenges facing public housing, and looks at how the program works in practice through the
perspectives of those who shape, implement, experience, and challenge it. It brings together
different pieces of the equation to understand both the logic behind the program and the concerns
surrounding it. In particular, the chapter asks how PACT responds to the specific failures traced
in Chapter 3 and the policy response described in Chapter 4: chronic underfunding, physical
deterioration, management challenges, resident mistrust, displacement, limited resident power in
redevelopment decisions, and the shift from Section 9 public housing to Section 8 preservation
models.

Since the primary research question guiding this study is whether PACT confronts the
underlying causes of public housing’s decline or introduces more vulnerabilities for the people it
aims to serve, this chapter focuses on how these questions play out in practice as well as what
ultimate alternatives may be.

The analysis in this chapter builds on the historical and theoretical concerns introduced in
Chapter 3. The interviews and observations are not treated only as individual opinions, but as
evidence of how earlier public housing debates continue to shape contemporary responses to
PACT. The Pruitt-Igoe case helps frame the relationship between physical decline, management
failure, and resident experience, while the discussion of HOPE VI helps frame later concerns
about redevelopment, public-private partnerships, relocation, and uneven participation. Concerns
about privatization, displacement, management, participation, and financing are therefore
analyzed in relation to the longer history of public housing disinvestment, redevelopment,

resident mistrust, and uneven participation described in the literature.
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To explore this, interviews were conducted with a range of stakeholders, including
tenants, developers, public agency staff, and other involved parties. This research also included
attending Urban Design Forum’s Big Swings Learning Day: Energizing Social Housing, which
was a full learning day mostly focused on public housing in New York, including two tours of
PACT-converted developments (Urban Design Forum, n.d.). These, in turn, led to a line of
secondary questions that support the primary one, focusing on how different stakeholders
experience the program, what is perceived as working or challenging, and how the transition
affects the stability and future of NYCHA communities.

The information collected through these interviews is presented below through six
subcategories. These categories mirror the central concerns developed across Chapters 3 and 4:
governance and privatization build on the discussion of HOPE VI, public-private redevelopment,
and PACT’s transfer of day-to-day management; displacement and loss of community build on
the discussion of Pruitt-Igoe, HOPE VI, and chronic displacement trauma; management and
evictions build on the history of public housing deterioration, weak enforcement, and PACT’s
new management structure; participation builds on the HOPE VI literature and PACT’s resident
engagement process; and financing builds on the long-term underfunding of public housing and
the Section 9 to Section 8 conversion described in the PACT background. These subsections
group together the main concerns that emerged through this research, which derived from the
interviews with individuals critical of it, including some scholars, residents, and a screening of
Natasha Florentino and Oliver Metzler's A Home Worth Fighting For that showcases residents
who are organizing against the demolition of Fulton and Elliott-Chelsea Houses, which was
followed by the discussion with residents and activists (Florentino, n.d.). Similar arguments also

appeared in conversations and events I attended throughout my career in professional and
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academic settings before, suggesting that these concerns were not isolated to a single event or
interview. While these perspectives come from various sources, they are presented here under the
collective category of “advocates,” unless specific attribution is noted.

Following the outlined concerns, each grouped category includes thoughts from the
opposing side. The broader category of “supporters” is included to reflect supportive opinions
from the developers, current and former NYCHA staff, tenant engagement firms, nonprofit
research groups, residents, scholars and broader public housing professionals. While these
groups are called “supporters” here, I by no means intend to say that these stakeholders have no
concerns about the program at all — they do, on different levels. However, they’ve been open
about it and want these concerns to eventually be addressed through the program improvements
rather than shutting down PACT entirely (as advocates call for). This specific difference of
opinions serves as the dividing line between these two groups of stakeholders introduced here.

One resident voice discussed by name in this chapter is Miguel Acevedo, president of the
Fulton Houses Tenant Association. Because Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea is one of the most
contested cases discussed in this thesis, his perspective is especially important: it reflects the
view of a resident leader who supports redevelopment not as an abstract policy position, but as a
response to the daily conditions residents face in the existing buildings (Acevedo, pers. comm.,

2026).

1. Governance and the Question of Privatization
The governance concerns raised in interviews echo the broader shift described in Chapter
3 from direct public provision toward public-private redevelopment models. As with HOPE VI,

the central issue is not only whether housing remains affordable, but how control, authority, and
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accountability are redistributed when private actors become involved in the redevelopment or
management of public housing. As observed through the interviews, one of the most consistent
concerns raised about PACT by advocates relates to governance and the role of the private sector.
Anonymous advocate 1 described the program as “the clearest distinct form of public housing
privatization in the city.” and in this perspective, public land is seen to be used to introduce
private developers and private landlords, who are compensated through the system (Anonymous
advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026). As it is put, the critique is that what was public was taken to
become private, which raises a political question about how housing should be governed and
what role the government should play, with the view that “privatization” moves housing away
from direct public control (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Within this perspective, the issue is seen as structural rather than something that can be
resolved through better implementation. “Privatization™ is still viewed as the core problem
advocates raise, and even if the program would be run perfectly otherwise it still can’t be
accepted, as was noted to me. The concern (and a core philosophical point for many who oppose
PACT) is that once private actors are introduced into what was historically a public system, the
nature of that system changes. The concern is addressed to what the program is built on. Private
developers are seen as beneficiaries of this program, and because of that the model itself is
understood as being misaligned with a vision of public housing that remains fully public
(Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

In this perspective, even though NYCHA legally retains ownership of the land, advocates
still question what that ownership means in terms of actual control and view it as a gap between
what exists on paper and how the model functions day-to-day (Anonymous advocate 1, pers.

comm., 2026). Under PACT, properties are placed under long-term ground leases, meaning that
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NYCHA leases the land to development partners for a defined period while retaining ownership
of the land and buildings and control over affordability requirements and resident protections as
the Section 8 Contract Administrator and requiring a purchase option and/or right of first refusal
(Enterprise Community Partners, 2019). Based on this description the developments can be
argued to remain public, however, property management is transferred to private partners, who
take on operational control of the site. Within this structure, private actors are receiving a
revenue stream for providing development work that advocates claim should instead flow
directly to the public sector and it is what makes the process “privatized” in advocates’ view
(Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

From this point of view, even if the land remains publicly owned, the introduction of
private management and revenue streams represents a shift in how public housing operates and
who ultimately benefits from it, viewed as “privatization”, and as some claim, in fact, “NYCHA
doesn’t oversee anything” anymore. PACT is described as an opening of public assets to private
interests, where public housing becomes a place through which tax revenue (understood as
funding for repairs and redevelopment) flows, raising the question of where that money goes and
in whose pockets it ends up (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Concerns are also tied to the role of specific development companies and their broader
real estate interests. For example, in the post-movie discussions, references were made to the
involved developer's real estate stock in Hudson Yards and the assumption that some Fulton &
Elliott-Chelsea residents may be signing agreements under pressure. The movie claimed that
2,700 demolished units will be lost from public housing stock by demolition of that development

(field notes from A Home Worth Fighting For screening discussion, 2026).
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Taking into account all these concerns, residents are often developing similar fears when
thinking about PACT affected by hearing these perspectives. For example, a resident of a
NYCHA complex on the Upper East Side, a development that is having a PACT vote open right
now, expressed her fear as “Developers are coming for us!” being convinced that PACT is a pure
capitalization of the land, and also urged advocates in the movie audience to “come knock on
tenants' doors, making them aware that Section 9 is still possible”. She claimed the residents see
flyers that PACT and Trust are the options, but not Section 9 (field notes from 4 Home Worth
Fighting For screening discussion, 2026).

Later, I spoke to a NYCHA person about this case and learned that this Upper East Side
development has a history of misunderstanding, and what has been claimed about not giving the
community section 9 choice — is not true according to that interviewee, and just pure
misinformation. Most residents are usually well informed about these choices but they are so
against PACT conceptually that it leads to making inaccurate statements (Anonymous NYCHA
representative 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Another resident, from NYCHA’s Bronx River Houses, came to participate in the Urban
Design Forum learning day that I attended. The resident didn’t come to advocate, but rather to
honestly answer questions and share experiences. As the conversation progressed, the resident
calmly and acceptingly shared her thoughts on PACT as something where “the private sector
comes in and they will kick us out; it’s a sell out.” (field notes from Urban Design Forum
learning day, 2026) Shortly after this was shared, a NYCHA person, along with some other
public housing professionals, explained in detail that this concern is common but not accurate —
NYCHA can’t sell the development off, it’s a 99-year lease where the housing authority remains

the owner (field notes from Urban Design Forum learning day, 2026).
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What was truly fascinating, at the end of the learning day, when participants were sharing
what they learned, the Bronx River Houses resident was so excited to share her own. The
resident realized that the belief in “privatization” and the developer’s ability to “kick™ the tenants
out was an inaccurate fear. This sounded like a genuine insight and left the rest of the attendees
feeling fulfilled by the opportunity to provide better information to someone who was skeptical
of the upcoming renovation in her NYCHA community. However, this story, of course,
emphasizes the need for better communication with residents on site about the programs’ scope
and limitations (field notes from Urban Design Forum learning day, 2026).

A similar issue came up in an interview with a planning professional involved in
facilitating PACT-related resident engagement. The interviewee described a tour organized for
residents from a development in the PACT pipeline to visit a completed PACT site and hear
directly from residents living there after conversion. According to the interviewee, some visiting
residents dismissed the positive accounts they heard as “staged” or fake, even when they came
from other public housing residents. This example suggests that misinformation is not only a
matter of lacking information, but also of how information is received through preexisting
mistrust and narratives already formed around PACT. In this context, even direct
resident-to-resident testimony may be questioned if residents arrive expecting the process to be
manipulative or harmful (Anonymous planning professional 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Adding to that, conducting an interview with Polina Bakhteiarov, a long-time public
housing professional who also worked at NYCHA to create and implement the PACT program
starting in 2016, confirmed that the privatization concern is actually often a messaging issue and
built on the historical mistrust. After decades of disinvestment and limited capacity, there is often

not enough trust between residents and NYCHA. When discussing where this mistrust comes
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from, Bakhteiarov pointed to earlier programs such as HOPE VI (described in Chapter 3), which

focused on demolishing public housing to build mixed-income developments. In New York City,

Prospect Plaza was given as an example, where buildings were knocked down but new ones were
not built for a long time, which affected trust (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

Addressing the described earlier concerns, Bakhteiarov emphasized that HUD RAD, at
its core, does not allow privatization and is structured around continued public stewardship,
which comes from ownership or control by the public housing authority (PHA) or a non-profit
affiliate. Under PACT, NYCHA becomes both ground lessor and co-lessee and acts as a
co-developer, while continuing to administer projects through long-term (20-year) HAP contracts
(Section 8) that are mandated to be renewed upon each expiration. NYCHA structures these
transactions through ground leases, but this does not remove its role in ownership or oversight.
She also pointed to examples in practice where NYCHA exercised its control authority. At both
Hope Gardens in Brooklyn and with the Manhattan “Megabundle,” NYCHA stepped in and
replaced poorly-performing property managers, which she described as direct proof of NYCHA
retaining power within the program (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

As noted earlier, years ago, Bakhteiarov was involved in bringing HUD RAD to NYCHA
through PACT and worked on the first six transactions. At that time, adequately maintaining
properties under decades of federal disinvestment was not possible, but now there was a new
source from HUD to recapitalize the properties via subsidy conversion (Section 9 to Section 8)
and it was very exciting. At first (10 years ago), there were three subdivisions within NYCHA'’s
Real Estate Development Department: underwriting, a new construction arm (which later
collapsed), and preservation through PACT — with initially only three staff people planning for

and project managing a pipeline of 62,000 units (the understaffing was quite overwhelming,
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reflecting the historically limited capacity of the housing authority). There was a lot of resistance
to regulatory change, and it was very hard to blend traditional Section 18 dispositions — which
generate higher-value Section 8 vouchers — and RAD, but it eventually happened for NYCHA
and now PHAs across the country (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

One of NYC-based developers that was interviewed, who also worked at NYCHA
helping to create and implement the PACT program together with Bakhteiarov, further pointed out
that “HUD has no other way to fund public housing, and when the federal government gives us
tools (like RAD), we should take them” (Anonymous former NYCHA and current developer 1,
pers. comm., 2026). Given her experience on the ground as both NYCHA representative and
developer, she was genuinely questioning why public-private partnership would be a bad thing.
Yes — there are private contractors involved under PACT, but NYCHA continues to oversee the
deal. She also pushed back on concerns that tenants are being targeted for evictions (a concern
described more later) — it’s simply not true that developers are coming in to get rid of people
(Anonymous former NYCHA and current developer 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Practicality equals immediate relief from suffering. Expressing her concerns, she shared:
“What do advocates suggest — live in these conditions until some magical president decides to
care about affordable housing? I want to change residents’ lives now” (Anonymous former
NYCHA and current developer 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Complementing these views, another developer pointed out “What is another solution to
do it so fast? NYCHA doesn’t have resources” (Development professional 1, MDG, pers.
comm., 2026). There are many residents living in poor housing conditions — with mold, leaks,
and security issues — and this raises the question of whether keeping them in those conditions

longer is a reasonable alternative if a solution exists today. Moreover, at the Urban Design
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Forum, NYCHA shared findings from PACT resident surveys: 77% very satisfied, 87% very
likely to recommend PACT, 67% new management is better than NYCHA, 78% buildings and
grounds are cleaner than before (field notes from Urban Design Forum learning day, 2026).

Now, turning to the core advocates' concern of the private sector making money while
working with the public sector, I suggested in my interview with Bakhteiarov a hypothetical
solution: having nonprofit organizations serve as developers. Bakhteiarov shared that she is
unsure if in the present day reality neighborhood-based non-profits have the necessary capacity
to execute on PACT transactions alone since there may simply not be enough of them to do so
many deals. In her experience, there have been a lot of national non-profits, like Preservation of
Affordable Housing, who haven’t even applied for any PACT deals yet (while others, like The
Community Builders, are already in construction on a PACT project). Some of these national
non-profits have such a strong pipeline that it may not be worth spending time figuring out a new
program like PACT. If there were time — and resources — training local nonprofit developers to
take on these projects could help, but the urgency of repairs leaves little opportunity for that
(Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

Another constraint is that residents are taken on tours of existing PACT sites during the
developer proposal interview process; if a developer is new, what can they show? NYCHA’s
priority is for residents to drive the selection of PACT partners, which requires concrete
examples of in-construction or completed work to evaluate the candidates (Bakhteiarov, pers.
comm., 2026).

Interviewees-supporters, who represent various parties directly involved in PACT deals,
were asked whether the benefits and value achieved outweigh the concerns — everyone

answered yes. A tenant engagement professional specifically shared with me that, having visited
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multiple NYCHA developments, conditions are significantly improved post-PACT, emphasizing
that these repairs are not optional but necessary (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1,
pers. comm., 2026).

From this perspective, while the program raises valid concerns and is not without flaws, it
delivers tangible improvements and immediate relief to residents. At the same time, a purely
critical framing of “privatization” as a political tool does not appear to outweigh the consistent
positive feedback on improved living conditions and the intentions behind the program. As
observed through Bronx River Houses resident featured earlier in this subsection, this imprecise
characterization of PACT can shape concerns before residents have the opportunity to fully
understand the program and form their own views, suggesting that such framing may have
unintended negative effects. It may be telling a negative narrative rather than an accurate one,
and delay intervention in pursuit of an ideal alternative that doesn’t exist (field notes from Urban
Design Forum learning day, 2026; Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers. comm.,

2026).

2. Displacement, Demolition, and Loss of Community
This section builds on the literature review’s discussion of displacement as both a
material and psychological process. Hyra’s concept of chronic displacement trauma is especially
useful here because it helps explain why residents may experience fear and instability even when
formal protections, such as relocation assistance or the right to return, exist on paper.
Anonymous advocate 1 framed displacement as something broader than formal eviction. In that
interview, displacement is explained to be not limited to formal eviction, and rather can take

place in less visible ways, meaning that not each displacement is eviction. While eviction rates
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can be quantified through available data, displacement itself is harder to define and measure, for
example in cases like where residents leave before any formal process takes place (Anonymous
advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

These concerns become especially sharp when demolition enters the discussion, like the
Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea project, located in Chelsea in Manhattan. Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea is an
outlier within the PACT landscape: unlike most PACT projects, it involves a
demolition/rebuilding proposal rather than only rehabilitation, which makes it a useful case for
examining the fears that can attach to redevelopment even when formal resident protections
exist. City Limits reported that, although more than 30,000 apartments had already been
converted through PACT, the Chelsea complex would be the first PACT project to undergo
demolition (City Limits, 2023).

As shared by the advocates, temporary moves may become longer than expected, and the
promised return may not happen in practice as clearly as it exists on paper, and the community
loss can begin well before any formal displacement is recorded. Advocates also claim that the
right of return is seen as a historically vague process where the housing authority or developer
may not fully carry out the commitment in practice (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Formally, the right to return means that residents temporarily relocated because of
RAD/PACT rehabilitation or redevelopment retain the right to come back to an assisted unit at
the property once the work is complete (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
[HUD], n.d.-b). Depending on the project phasing and available vacancies, residents may be
relocated within the same development, to nearby NYCHA units, or to other temporary housing,
but advocates question whether this process will remain clear and reliable in cases involving

demolition, long timelines, and senior residents (Development professional 1, MDG, pers.
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comm., 2026; Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026). From there, relocation and the right
to return become central. In cases such as Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea, these promises are described
as uncertain processes; even though they are backed by formal agreements, concerns remain
about how they are carried out over time (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

At the same time, the program’s formal structure is designed to distinguish temporary
relocation from permanent displacement. Because NYCHA retains ownership or control of the
property, and because RAD requires the right to remain or return after construction, PACT is not
structured to allow private partners to permanently remove residents or convert the property to
market-rate housing on their own. This is why supporters often point to NYCHA'’s land
ownership as a key safeguard. However, the interviews also show that formal ownership does not
automatically resolve residents’ fears. For residents, the issue is not only what the legal structure
allows, but whether promises around relocation, return, and long-term affordability are trusted
and carried out in practice (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-g;
Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

In the film about Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea, these concerns are expressed more directly.
Residents are told by the advocates that under this approach “you will be handed over to a
private developer,” reinforcing the idea that the concerns are tied not just to relocation, but
mainly to a shift in management (4 Home Worth Fighting For screening discussion, 2026).
Demolition is claimed to lead to displacement and at the same time, it is described as a long
process that residents continue to live through, including years next to construction, noise, and
dust. Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea construction won’t stop until 2041 which is half a century with
construction dust. Demolition itself is questioned as a feasibility approach too, both in terms of

cost and disruption. Advocates claim that the demolition is more expensive than rehabilitation
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and also introduces long-term impacts that affect residents well before any permanent relocation
takes place (field notes from 4 Home Worth Fighting For screening discussion, 2026).

Examples from Chicago are used in the film to question how this process plays out over
time. Residents of Robert Taylor Homes were also promised a right to return, yet the site was
demolished in 2007 and remains largely vacant, raising questions about where former residents
went and how those commitments were carried out. Concerns are also raised that redevelopment
may not prioritize housing in the same way, and that other uses could replace it (field notes from
A Home Worth Fighting For screening discussion, 2026).

At the same time, the discussion that followed the movie also shifts to what is lost
beyond housing itself. There is a strong emphasis on existing communities that have formed over
time and are seen as stable. Features like trees, open space, light, and air are described as
essential for low-income residents who historically did not have access to these in tenement
housing (prior to public housing inception). The concern is not only about relocation, but about
the loss of these environments and the social networks tied to them (field notes from 4 Home
Worth Fighting For screening discussion, 2026).

In this framing, Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea is described as a continuation of urban renewal,
where there are incentives not just to address housing conditions, but to redevelop sites and
introduce market-rate housing, potentially changing the character of the community. Proposed
redevelopment is not seen as limited to a single site and it is suggested that projects like Fulton &
Elliott-Chelsea could set a precedent, opening the door for similar approaches across other
NYCHA developments, with broader implications for the future of public housing (field notes

from A Home Worth Fighting For screening discussion, 2026).
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Both researchers who were interviewed, from a nonprofit research and education
organization focused on housing and planning policy in New York City, connected these
concerns to a broader weak public-sector track record on relocation, which was argued continues
to shape skepticism toward redevelopment and developers today. This context helps explain why
relocation remains such a sensitive issue under PACT (Researcher 1, pers. comm., 2026).

For example, according to a group of NYCHA representatives at the Urban Design
Forum learning day, Harlem River and Williamsburg Houses were among the first developments
to undergo full temporary relocation due to extensive lead contamination. Given the historical
context, this was also a concerning step for NYCHA itself, yet all residents ultimately returned
upon rehabilitation was completed. Relocation was largely managed within the developments, as
NYCHA buildings typically have around a 5% vacancy rate, allowing residents to be temporarily
relocated on site during PACT renovations. Although on-site relocation is prioritized, in some
cases residents are temporarily moved off site, often to nearby NYCHA developments. These
moves are facilitated by actually available vacancies as vacancy data itself is imperfect — units
may remain unrecorded as available due to unresolved lease issues or cases where a tenant has
passed away and the apartment remains sealed, pointing to broader management challenges
within the system (field notes from Urban Design Forum learning day, 2026).

At the same time, interviews with a former developer-side representative involved in
resident engagement confirmed that relocation still remains highly controversial on the ground.
Fear is widespread, often centered on practical uncertainties: whether residents will return to the
same unit size, and how personal belongings, including medical equipment, will be handled.

While the process requires intensive communication, the interviewee noted that, in practice,

35



relocations are typically well organized, with specialized firms hired at the developer’s expense
to manage logistics (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers. comm., 2026).

A NYCHA representative further challenged common displacement narratives,
emphasizing that concerns about market-rate tenants replacing residents are not accurate.
Instead, anxiety often stems from long-standing issues of noncompliance, such as unreported
household members or income, which were historically overlooked but may now be enforced. As
the interviewee put it, “legitimate tenants are never going to lose their units.” (Anonymous
NYCHA representative 1, pers. comm., 2026)

Listed fears are also closely tied to broader anxieties about gentrification. As Antonio
Reynoso (Brooklyn Borough President) noted, “stopping new development doesn’t stop
gentrification,” which suggests that neighborhood changes are already underway regardless of
PACT (Antonio Reynoso, pers. comm., 2026). On this note, a public housing professional,
Polina, argued that PACT can instead function as one of the few tools to counter displacement by
preserving affordability through in-place rehabilitation. At Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea Houses,
however, concerns persist that redevelopment could still reshape the community by introducing
higher-income residents and accelerating existing economic pressures. Even in already gentrified
neighborhoods, there is a strong perception that public housing represents “the last protection,”
and that its transformation risks weakening that safeguard (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

At the same time, PACT introduces a degree of mobility that did not previously exist in
public housing where residents may opt to leave NYCHA by obtaining a voucher to live
elsewhere. After living at the property for at least one or two years, residents can take a Choice
Mobility Voucher to move anywhere that accepts Section 8, if they prefer. Finding a unit that

accepts vouchers within the five boroughs remains challenging, but moving out of state can work
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better, as in other places Section 8 is seen as a stable income stream. Some people deliberately
choose to move to other states to be closer to family members and benefit from this option. As
NYCHA confirmed, in this scenario the project-based voucher that is originally attached to the
rehabilitated unit stays there, and in addition, now a tenant-based voucher can be issued to a
tenant who chooses to relocate, creating two vouchers in the place of one. However, because the
federal government is not currently issuing new tenant-based vouchers, this pathway is limited
and adds complexity to the range of choices available to residents (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm.,
2026; Anonymous NYCHA representative 2, pers. comm., 2026).

As I learned from the tenant engagement professional, before relocation occurs, the
process itself presents several challenges, including lease signing. It takes months to have
everyone sign and sometimes involves a legal aid society in case someone has lease issues and
wants more answers. Not all residents are willing to sign: some oppose PACT altogether, while
others grow frustrated with the timeline, as improvements can take years to materialize. Tenant
association leaders often play a central role in navigating these steps, yet their efforts are
uncompensated, which can lead to burnout. Advocates sometimes describe this phase as
disruptive or even harassing, while in reality it is simply challenging to implement and requires a
lot of good planning and patience on the developer's side (Anonymous tenant engagement
professional 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Concerns about participation in decision-making also emerged. As shared during a film
Q&A, access to Fulton & Elliot-Chelsea meetings was restricted through ID checks, limiting
attendance to residents and excluding outside advocates. While this can be interpreted as a way
to center resident voices, it also raises a more complex question: if these decisions are meant to

prioritize residents, should they be shaped exclusively by those who live there, or is there also a
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role for external advocacy in influencing outcomes (field notes from A Home Worth Fighting For
screening discussion, 2026)? This tension also appeared in Acevedo’s (Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea
tenant association leader) comments. He argued that some of the strongest opposition to Fulton
& Elliott-Chelsea comes from people outside public housing, while residents themselves may be
weighing more immediate concerns about habitability and quality of life. In his words, critics are
often creating a “negative narrative,” while his position is grounded in the daily reality of living
at Fulton (Acevedo, pers. comm., 2026).

Referencing Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea Houses, Bakhteiarov claimed that NYCHA has
been doing engagement for nearly seven years, beginning in the summer of 2019. Chelsea has
been gentrified and has expensive housing, which raises the question of whether the same level
of investment can be achieved in other neighborhoods. However, Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea
should be understood as an outlier within the PACT landscape rather than a typical PACT
project. Most PACT conversions focus on rehabilitation of existing buildings, while Fulton &
Elliott-Chelsea involves demolition, rebuilding, and the addition of new mixed-income housing
in a high-cost Manhattan neighborhood (City Limits, 2023). At the same time, NYCHA will
retain ownership stake to maintain control over the units in these new buildings after demolition
(Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

Resident perspectives on Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea are not uniform. Miguel Acevedo,
president of the Fulton Houses Tenant Association, pushed back against what he described as a
“negative narrative” around the redevelopment. From his perspective, the question is not only
whether demolition creates risk, but whether residents should refuse an opportunity to live in
better conditions when the existing buildings have failed them for years. (Acevedo, pers. comm.,

2026).
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As another interviewee from a research organization emphasized, the legal structure of
PACT does not allow for removing the public owner from the deal, and tenant protections are
preserved through the shift from Section 9 to Section 8, with no direct incentives for
displacement. She also pointed to international precedents, noting that in London, public housing
reforms decades ago substantially elevated resident engagement. Here in NYC, residents’ voices
should be part of the deal too — NYCHA should clearly explain why it is important to go
through a program, and tenants should be involved throughout and be at the table with NYCHA.
About five years ago, this started to take shape, when tenant committees began to participate in
developer selection (Anonymous researcher 2, pers. comm., 2026).

For Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea, the interviewee shared that tenants selected a developer
through a resident review committee. They scored the teams and worked with NYCHA on the
selection, and then worked with the developer on the scope. During pre-development, major
budget gaps emerged — once walls were opened, it became clear that preservation would be
much more expensive than expected, and there were limitations to what could be achieved
through renovation. Then a survey was conducted comparing renovation and new construction,
with about 30% turnout supporting new construction. Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea was one of the
first times CHPC was able to bring tenants fully into the PACT process — the first time tenants
were part of the discussion in a complete way (Anonymous researcher 2, pers. comm., 2026).

A NYCHA person further confirmed that in Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea, majority tenants
wanted to move into a new building on site rather than just rehabilitate their units. Fear of
displacement is legitimate, but the argument is that if the model can be shown to work, it can be
scaled. In the long term, rebuilding may be more expensive, but it can last longer, especially

given that historically the government built at lower cost, which contributed to conditions seen
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today. If residents can benefit from a better building they should (Anonymous NYCHA
representative 2, pers. comm., 2026).

The process, however, depends on relocating elderly tenants from the Chelsea Addition
senior development not once, but twice. They would first be moved to nearby NYCHA buildings
while their current site is demolished to make way for new towers, and only then return, with the
full process expected to take at least three years. Many residents, who are in their 70s, 80s, and
90s, fear they may not live long enough to come back, and the idea of temporarily moving into
non-senior housing, instead of remaining in a senior-focused environment, is seen as particularly
difficult. (Smith, 2026) The question then is — why is it not possible to start by demolishing
non-senior buildings first to address this legitimate concern?

Acevedo’s perspective complicates this concern by emphasizing the urgency of existing
conditions. He asked whether residents should reject a new building when their current homes
remain unreliable: “Next winter, I don’t know if heat or hot water will come, but I can choose to
move to a brand-new building today” (Acevedo, pers. comm., 2026). This does not eliminate
concerns about relocation, especially for seniors, but it shows why some resident leaders view
redevelopment as a difficult but necessary tradeoft.

As a University of Pennsylvania doctoral researcher studying PACT noted in an
interview, there is an important distinction between displacement itself and the fear of
displacement. This distinction reflects the broader divide observed throughout this section
between advocates and supporters of PACT: while supporters point to data and program design
to argue that displacement is not occurring, advocates focus on lived experience, uncertainty, and
historical precedent to explain why fear remains so strong. Even when evidence suggests that

displacement is not taking place, residents may still feel at risk. The scholar emphasized that
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these concerns should not be dismissed simply because they are not reflected in the data. Instead,
they reveal a gap between how the program is understood institutionally and how it is
experienced on the ground, pointing to the need for clearer communication, stronger
engagement, and more trust-building throughout the process (Scholar 1, pers. comm., 2026).

In this sense, displacement under PACT must be understood not only as a measurable
outcome, but also as a fear shaped by earlier histories of demolition, relocation, and broken

public-sector promises.

3. Evictions, Management, and Everyday Governance

The literature on Pruitt-Igoe shows that public housing failure was not only physical, but
also managerial and social. In Chapter 5, this history helps frame the question of whether PACT
improves everyday governance or replaces one form of insecurity with another. In the advocate
perspective, evictions are understood as increasing under PACT and, at times, claimed as part of
a broader management strategy. One example raised is the difference they see between Section 9
and Section 8 lease enforcement. As assumed, under NYCHA eviction would not begin until rent
was missed for two months (estimate), while under Section 8 a developer could move in as little
as two weeks (estimate). In this framing, PACT is understood as creating a much faster
turnaround. Adding to that, Section 8 is also viewed as unstable by the advocates, since when the
federal government shuts down, it is believed that renters would pay the full market rate price
instead of the 30% of their income (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

This concern is also tied to how advocates view private management generally. Because
developers are seen as operating for profit, they are understood as having stronger incentives to

remove tenants to have more freedom over who comes into the building. From this perspective,
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property management may want “its own tenants,” and this is linked to a broader real estate logic
of questioning whether a new owner will keep everyone in place. In that framing, low-income
tenants may be seen as “problem tenants”, advocates believe (Anonymous advocate 1, pers.
comm., 2026).

The same perspective also raises concerns about repairs, oversight, and accountability. It
suggests that private management may have incentives to delay repairs or not complete them,
while residents who continue to bring complaints to NYCHA are told that management
responsibility now sits with the private partner. In this view, NYCHA keeps only limited
authority, without control over day-to-day property management that residents instinctively
expect. It is also argued that tenant harassment can increase when residents push private
management for repairs, and that some management firms already have negative records tied to
harassment and violations (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026). However, the case of
Hope Gardens, discussed in Subsection 1 of this Chapter, offers a counterpoint: when residents
expressed dissatisfaction with property management, NYCHA intervened and the management
was replaced. This suggests that NYCHA’s influence is not fully relinquished under the
public-private partnership, but rather operates differently, with mechanisms that can still respond
to resident concerns.

As supporters shared, the issue is not about changing the rules, as advocates often claim,
but rather about NYCHA's historically limited capacity to enforce them. Private property
managers under PACT are committed to operating developments for up to 99 years and have a
strong incentive to ensure there is sufficient cash flow, which pushes them to manage properties
more consistently from the beginning. In contrast, NYCHA has often lacked the capacity to

enforce key responsibilities, including rent collection, lease compliance, and addressing criminal
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activity. What is sometimes perceived as stricter enforcement under PACT, including evictions,
is described as the application of existing rules (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

For example, under Section 9, annual recertification is required, yet due to NYCHA’s
capacity constraints to review and track them, some tenants complete it only once every few
years, which affects rent adjustments and contributes to the rarity of evictions. In this sense,
supporters argue that PACT introduces a system where existing rules are more consistently
enforced rather than fundamentally changed (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

NYCHA'’s long-standing lack of enforcement has, over time, normalized certain
behaviors, even if they conflict with formal rules. To better understand how this shifts under
PACT, Development professional 1 from MDG Design + Construction (MDG) (a development
firm) was asked to comment on evictions. While legal action may be initiated when applicable,
this does not mean it results in eviction. In practice, most cases are not driven by missed rent
payments, but by issues such as unauthorized occupants. Although advocates argue that private
management seeks to remove existing residents, interviewees-supporters emphasized that there is
little financial logic in doing so. Under Section 8, the voucher attached to the unit covers the full
rent, while the tenant contributes 30% of their income. As a result, the developer receives stable
rental income regardless. In addition, developers often provide access to social services and
financial assistance, and legal action related to nonpayment is generally pursued only after these
options have been exhausted or declined (Development professional 1, MDG, pers. comm.,
2026).

Interestingly, violations of house rules and behaviors that negatively affect living
conditions were described as more common triggers for legal action than nonpayment. These

cases are framed as quality-of-life issues impacting other residents. One example shared
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involved a tenant repeatedly throwing dirty diapers out of a window, affecting a neighbor with
respiratory issues downstairs (Development professional 1, MDG, pers. comm., 2026).

The enforcement process itself was described as gradual and structured. According to the
tenant engagement professional, tenants are informed during the PACT process that management
may enforce lease obligations and property rules more consistently than before. These are often
described in interviews as “house rules,” although the PACT lease itself refers more broadly to
tenant obligations, landlord rules and regulations, income and household reporting, authorized
occupancy, use of common areas, and conduct that does not disturb other residents (Anonymous
tenant engagement professional 1, pers. comm., 2026; New York City Housing Authority
[NYCHA], n.d.-f). In practice, according to Development professional 1 from MDG, the process
typically begins with a written notice following a violation. If the behavior continues, a legal
filing may follow, and only if violations persist beyond that point does management escalate
further, though this does not necessarily result in eviction. While these rules are not
fundamentally different from those under NYCHA, the key distinction is that under private
management, they may be more consistently enforced. This suggests that PACT does not
necessarily create an entirely new rule system, but can make lease compliance, income reporting,
unauthorized occupancy rules, and everyday conduct in the building more visible in daily
management (Development professional 1, MDG, pers. comm., 2026).

Contributing to a broader loss of trust in the agency as a landlord, multiple stakeholders
also acknowledged that crime and drug activity are unevenly distributed across NYCHA Section
9 developments. Security, in particular, has become a major concern. Front doors are open,
non-residents, including unhoused individuals, occupy stairwells and rooftops, and management

lacks the capacity to effectively address these issues. The presence of many senior residents
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further heightens these concerns. Beyond organized advocacy, many Section 9 residents
expressed a sense of being overlooked and unsupported, feeling that their day-to-day conditions
are not adequately addressed (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers. comm.,
2026).

A tenant engagement professional reinforced that these safety concerns are recognized by
stakeholders themselves. As a precaution, staff often visit pre-PACT developments in pairs.
During an outreach effort covering approximately 50,000 units and involving extensive door
knocking, they encountered significant evidence of unsafe conditions in one of the
developments, including used needles in one of the buildings. In one instance, a tenant responded
aggressively to outreach, physically assaulting the staff member. While described as an isolated
incident, it illustrates the level of tension and vulnerability present in certain developments
(Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Repair issues had been described in a similar way. There are leaks, heating issues, and
repairs that do not fix the origin but are rather done as patching. As noted by a former
development employee, management issues go beyond the more visible problems and appear
even in simple situations. For example, it is required that NYCHA gives notice about vendor
visits, but residents say that a lot of these inspections happen without prior notice, which
contributes to them describing the PACT process as disturbing, even though it is not the private
sector’s approach and intent (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers. comm., 2026).

A very crucial step in the PACT process is that it is discussed a lot with tenants that under
PACT the new management will establish rules, meaning it is not just about paying rent
anymore. These are referred to as house rules, and usually include provisions like not drinking

alcohol on the premises and respecting neighbors. If tenants do not follow them once, they may
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receive a notice, and after repeated violations there may be further action (hypothetical). These
rules are outlined early in the process (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers.
comm., 2026).

Now, once PACT takes place, it provides property management that NYCHA can’t do.
Multiple stakeholders emphasized the positive feedback received post-PACT from the residents
and improved safety and fewer concerns. A tenant engagement professional described hearing
strong feedback from residents under PACT’s private management, especially around improved
safety and fewer concerns about non-residents occupying common areas. As a former
Mitchell-Lama resident shared with me too, living under private management in an affordable
homeownership unit (which is a similar concept to PACT but residents own their units) felt like
the building was going to last for a long time. Examples like Co-op City further support this
perspective — decades after its construction, it remains in relatively good condition with its
private management model. This aligns with my own observations from site visits to the sites
renovated through PACT — Williamsburg Houses in 2023 and Harlem River Houses in 2026
(Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers. comm., 2026; field notes from site visits to
Williamsburg Houses and Harlem River Houses, 2023 and 2026). The only concerns that do
emerge post-PACT, as were described, tend to stem more from residents’ unfamiliarity with new
systems and procedures rather than from unresolved repair issues or unmet maintenance needs
(Development professional 1, MDG, pers. comm., 2026).

Speaking of evictions, management and everyday governance, this commonly discussed
shift ultimately reflects less a change in rules by the developer than a change in how they are
applied. What advocates describe as increased pressure and risk, supporters describe as

long-missing consistency in management and enforcement. In practice, PACT seems to sit
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between these views: improving day-to-day conditions while also making governance more

visible and, in some cases, more felt.

4. Participation, Process, and Resident Power

The question of resident participation links directly to the HOPE VI literature discussed
in Chapter 3, where participation was formally required but often limited in practice. PACT
raises a similar question: whether resident engagement functions as meaningful influence over
outcomes or primarily as consultation within a process already shaped by institutional and
financial constraints. Section 9 is understood by advocates as providing stronger protections for
tenant participation and lease rights, while under PACT these protections are perceived as
weaker. In this view, the shift to Section 8 is associated with developers becoming the primary
beneficiaries of the system, which is seen as affecting the level of control residents have within
it. Concerns are also raised about how the program is implemented in practice, including a
mentioned case of an unspecified PACT development where required work — such as mold and
lead remediation — was claimed as not being fully completed under PACT by the developer
(however, it was not referenced which one). Because the specific development was not identified
in the interview, this claim is treated as an example of advocate concern rather than as a verified
project finding (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

The framing of PACT as an alternative to deteriorating Section 9 housing was described
by the interviewed advocate as a “false choice”, where residents are asked to choose between
privatization and a status quo. It is also suggested that the issue is not the absence of funding, but
how funding is prioritized and used. In this view, it is claimed that there may be existing public

resources that are not fully utilized, and the broader solution would be to invest directly in public
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housing rather than relying on private partners through the designed program (Anonymous
advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

This argument is also tied to broader policy decisions. It is suggested that recent
administrations have favored private-sector involvement over direct public investment, even
though, in this framing, public housing could have been better supported through stronger
political commitment. “It is sound to invest in public housing” — and from this perspective,
public-private partnerships are understood as introducing additional costs through intermediaries,
rather than providing a more efficient solution (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

At Urban Design Forum’s learning day, NYCHA shared that pre-development takes
around 2 years of tenant engagement, while site choices are guided based on the factors like
building conditions, taking into consideration tickets and numbers of violations. Since there is a
lack of trust between the residents and developers, NYCHA hires tenant engagement firms who
serve as a liaison between the residents and the developer. As a tenant engagement professional
shared, the lease can be a giant and technical document that tenants often don’t understand even
after attending public meetings that are specifically designed to go over it. Tenant engagement
firms help with that and reach out to developers when needed to facilitate the conversation. If the
tenant engagement firms were not hired, then the concern of participation would be more vivid
as the parties wouldn't have this conversation (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1,
pers. comm., 2026; Anonymous NYCHA representative 2, 2026).

Before conversions take place, tenant engagement firms meet with the Tenant
Association (TA) president to address any remaining questions, and if there are any, they
continue these discussions. A key document used in this process is the “roadmap for community

engagement,” which outlines timelines, major steps, and what tenants can expect throughout the
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process. This roadmap is developed based on meetings with TAs and serves as a guide for
communication between developers and residents (although this document is only accessible to
developers and resident advisory firms) (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers.
comm., 2026).

Supporters also emphasize that the issue may not be a lack of information, but rather how
that information is communicated and understood on the ground. They stress the importance of
continuous learning and suggest that more engagement, including roundtables on RAD guiding
principles and the involvement of third party organizations that provide independent information
separate from both NYCHA and developers, would help. There is a broad agreement that the
more information residents receive, the better equipped they are to make informed decisions. In
this sense, strengthening policy infrastructure and developing more structured training are seen
as key to empowering residents in the decision-making process (Anonymous tenant engagement
professional 1, pers. comm., 2026).

MDG is among the leading PACT developers, and I had the opportunity to interview a
representative from MDG, which is a development firm involved in PACT projects; the
interviewee is therefore identified here as a development professional from MDG. According to
their experience, once a project is approved for PACT, the full construction process typically
takes around 3.5 years. During this period, developers rely on tenant relocation agreements and
phase the work to minimize disruption, prioritizing relocation within the same building or
development whenever possible. MDG first exhausts all available vacant units on site. If
additional units are needed, they rent nearby apartments or offer monetary assistance for
temporary relocation for tenants who prefer to stay with family during renovations (Development

professional 1, MDG, pers. comm., 2026).
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At the same time, the interviewee acknowledges that tenants have valid reasons to
distrust both the system and private actors and in response, they emphasize efforts to build
relationships, often working closely with Tenant Association leadership and engaging residents
directly. MDG participates in community events throughout the year, including providing
support during holidays such as Thanksgiving where they sponsored a turkey delivery to the
development. They also maintain dedicated teams that work one-on-one with households that
remain resistant to building relationships, checking in regularly to understand their needs and
offer support. The goal is to inform the residents that “we are not going to perpetuate the system
that betrayed you”. Also, although NYCHA remains the property manager until conversion, the
future management team is typically present on site in advance to support the transition and align
with PACT guidance (Development professional 1, MDG, pers. comm., 2026).

The interviewee was also asked if there were any additional improvements made beyond
required PACT scope and as such, MDG developed a design center at Eastchester Gardens
before construction began. Without such a space, it was difficult to engage with the stakeholders,
given existing conditions of severe ceiling leaks and rodent infestations. The design center
provided a physical environment where residents could better understand the project and ask
questions. This reflects an approach focused not only on advancing PACT itself, but rather
supporting the idea of residence and building trust through tangible improvements early on
(Development professional 1, MDG, pers. comm., 2026).

It is important to note that PACT is a relatively new program and, like any program, is
evolving through trial and error. Early projects were not always executed perfectly, with some
shortcomings such as less optimal finish selections. However, NYCHA has been learning from

each project and continues to introduce additional requirements to improve outcomes. Today,
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NYCHA has established public design guidelines that are used to inform PACT repairs
(Development professional 1, MDG, pers. comm., 2026).

In terms of resident involvement, there is also some degree of choice within the
renovation scope according to NYCHA interviewees. While the primary focus is on ensuring that
key building systems are upgraded to last 20 to 30 years, residents may have input on certain
elements, such as finishes. Wishlists are collected and considered, and when preferences are
feasible and reasonable, developers may incorporate them (Anonymous NYCHA representative
1, pers. comm., 2026). For example, MDG shared that they allow residents to physically see and
touch materials prior to application, helping them better understand and engage with the design
process (Development professional 1, MDG, pers. comm., 2026).

As with earlier redevelopment models, the key question is not whether participation
exists, but whether it meaningfully shifts power in the decision-making process. Overall, these
findings suggest that while advocates raise valid concerns, and there is definitely space for
improvement (as supporters share), in practice PACT seems to be providing tangible avenues for
resident involvement in decision making. The general approach seems to place tenants closer to

the center of the process.

5. Financial Model and Risk
The financial model of PACT responds to one of the central failures identified in the
literature review: the inability of traditional public housing funding structures to support
long-term maintenance and capital needs. At the same time, the use of private financing raises
new questions about risk, accountability, and whether financial tools can resolve problems rooted

in decades of public disinvestment.
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Section 8 was repeatedly described as uncertain by the advocates, with concerns that
federal funding can be unstable, particularly during events such as government shutdowns, where
the burden is suggested to ultimately fall on residents. There are also concerns related to the use
of debt within the model. These concerns were raised primarily by advocates critical of PACT
and the Trust, who viewed the shift from Section 9 to Section 8 and the reliance on debt-backed
financing as a potential risk to long-term public control. Bonds, that are used to finance these
deals, are understood by the advocates as loans that must be repaid, raising the possibility of
foreclosure if obligations are not met. In such a scenario, it is believed by the advocates that
control could shift to lenders, introducing another layer of risk to what is currently public
housing. Related to this, it is argued that creditors would be prioritized in repayment structures,
meaning that revenues could be directed toward debt obligations before being used for repairs or
maintenance (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026; Anonymous NYCHA Trust
representative 1, pers. comm., 2026).

At the urban design forum, NYCHA presented that as buildings age, their deterioration
accelerates. To address this, three major programs are in place: PACT with a goal of 62,000
units, the Trust covering 25,000 units, and Comprehensive Rehabilitation targeting 4,000 units.
As defined earlier in this thesis, the Trust is a public-public preservation model where NYCHA
remains manager after Section 8 conversion, while Comprehensive Rehabilitation refers to major
capital repairs that keep developments within Section 9. Within this framework, PACT is
positioned as a priority, largely because NYCHA itself is unable to leverage debt, while private
partners under PACT can. As a result, approximately $10 billion has been invested across the
city — funding that NYCHA would not have been able to access otherwise without transitioning

to Section 8 (field notes from Urban Design Forum learning day, 2026).
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Additionally, property managers under PACT receive more funding for operations
compared to what NYCHA did (and as brought up before — NYCHA relies on these new high
quality property managers since the agency itself is understaffed and can’t provide the same level
of management). Section 8 also provides higher per-unit subsidies than Section 9, and on a legal
level, this shift changes NYCHA'’s role from direct property manager to Section 8 administrator
(field notes from Urban Design Forum learning day, 2026).

As shared by one of the interviewed developers, the developer fee is typically around
10% of total development costs and is split 50/50 between NYCHA and the developer. Similarly,
project cash flow is also divided evenly between the two. These projects are backed by personal
guarantees, and once the mortgage is fully paid off, typically after 30 years, ownership reverts to
99% NYCHA, aligned with the duration of those guarantees. After this period, the developer
may still remain involved in site management and decision-making (Development professional 1,
MDG, pers. comm., 2026).

PACT conversions are needed since as noted in interviews, operating revenue alone
simply doesn’t cover operating costs, leading to continued deterioration in building conditions
(as seen in Pruitt-Igoe). While the original model assumed that government operating subsidies
would fill this gap, this has not materialized in practice. With rents set at levels that cannot
generate sufficient revenue for repairs, redevelopment and public-private partnership models are
seen today by supporters as necessary. As one nonprofit housing researcher put it, without some
level of redevelopment and public-private partnership, the system risks producing “more broken
buildings.” While there are advocacy efforts to preserve Section 9, there is no money, private

revenue is needed to rehabilitate these units (Anonymous researcher 2, pers. comm., 2026).
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Overall, while reliance on Section 8 introduces some level of risk, the alternative is
continued deterioration of the buildings. Without access to the available funding mechanisms
like PACT, many developments would fall further into disrepair and would directly lead to the
loss of the public housing stock. When weighed against this outcome, the tradeoff is understood
by supporters as necessary to preserve existing NYCHA developments. At the same time, this
does not eliminate risk. If funding becomes unstable, oversight weakens, or long-term
management is not maintained, the same issues PACT is trying to solve could reappear over

time.

6. Alternatives

PACT and RAD are described by the advocates as creating an appearance of
improvement rather than addressing underlying issues, arguing that direct investment into
Section 9 housing could be more effective. In this view, the current government approach reflects
a shift where Section 9 is treated as a lost cause, leaving residents with limited options between
programs such as PACT and Trust, with both implemented through the Section 8 conversion
(Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

It has been noted and emphasized that adding more efforts to put tenants at heart and
front line of PACT would help, but since the advocates disagree with the program ideologically,
there are no improvements within the program that can be done to make it desirable. Private
developers are seen as the primary beneficiaries, reflecting a fundamental misalignment with the
political views of advocates and some residents, for whom stopping PACT becomes the preferred

solution (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).
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While supporters recognize that PACT is not perfect and view adding options like Trust
as an alternative vehicle as important, advocates believe that Trust doesn’t address PACT
concerns. Overall, Trust is described as “looking better next to PACT”, however, it is believed
that Trust still has a deep level of “privatization”, since it’s still Section 8. Beyond the concern
that even a perfectly implemented program would still involve a shift from Section 9 to Section
8, advocates raise several additional issues. The Trust’s strategy for generating revenue is viewed
as unclear and, in some cases, politically obscured. Section 8 itself has faced long-term
disinvestment as discussed earlier, so transitioning from an underfunded Section 9 to another
system perceived as similarly constrained is not seen as a sufficient solution. In this view, if
revenues decline, debt obligations would be protected while maintenance could be deferred. At
the same time, there are no explicit guarantees from either the city or the federal government in
the event of default (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Since Trust brings in private parties to carry out renovations, but unlike PACT,
management stays with NYCHA after conversion, even though the shift from Section 9 to
Section 8 still occurs, trust is designed to address some of the concerns raised about PACT,
particularly around changes in management. While many residents want repairs, some prefer to
remain under NYCHA oversight rather than transition to private management as they are afraid
of change in management, even if that potentially means continuing to face some of NYCHA’s
existing challenges (Anonymous NYCHA representative 1, pers. comm., 2026; New York City
Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-d).

Structurally, through access to Section 8 funding, Trust can bring together a team of
general contractors, architects, and sometimes a developer acting as a project manager. These

actors operate as a single team, delivering design and construction with Trust as the client.
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Unlike PACT, there is no formal developer fee; instead, each party earns profit through their
respective contracts. As hired entities, they agree to a defined scope and are compensated
through a fixed project cost (Anonymous NYCHA representative 1, pers. comm., 2026; New
York City Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-d).

Adding to that, a community engagement interviewee shared that at least 50% of
residents expressed distrust toward the government (Trust) and instead preferred private
management under PACT. “People don’t trust the government and don’t want them to do
renovations; they have trauma from past experiences with NYCHA, when they were told
renovations were coming and tickets (filing tickets is a procedure for NYCHA to do repairs)
were submitted, but nothing ever happened.” (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1,
pers. comm., 2026) In some cases, residents reported waiting for five years without action,
which has created lasting skepticism that similar delays could occur under Trust. As a result,
most of the residents view PACT as a more reliable option but those residents who prefer Trust,
often express concern about private developers, particularly fearing potential changes to benefits
such as paying 30% of their income toward rent (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1,
pers. comm., 2026).

Despite these differences, there was a strong consensus on one point: no one wanted
conditions to remain as they are. Through the interviewee’s tenant engagement, living conditions
were widely described as unacceptable, and residents overwhelmingly supported the need for
renovation. Even among those with concerns about eviction or program changes, staying in the
current conditions was not seen as a viable option. Renovations are totally welcome by the

residents (Anonymous tenant engagement professional 1, pers. comm., 2026).
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There is a third available tool at NYCHA, in addition to PACT and Trust, referred to as
Comprehensive Modernization. As defined earlier in this thesis, Comprehensive Modernization
is NYCHA'’s capital repair approach that keeps developments under NYCHA management and
Section 9 while undertaking major renovations across building systems, apartments, exteriors,
and site conditions (NYCHA, n.d.-a). It is important to recognize that New York City invests
significant capital into housing compared to other localities and states, with few jurisdictions
committing similar levels of funding, and the funding in this context is expected to come
primarily from the city, with little to no support from HUD. However, as commented by
NYCHA, even when this option is selected, there is currently no near-term program for upgrades
due to a lack of available funding (Anonymous NYCHA representative 1, pers. comm., 2026).

Given that advocates repeatedly argue that accepting these three tools as the only options
limits choice, and that other solutions should be explored, other hypothetical alternative
approaches were discussed with interviewees, including models implemented in other parts of
the world. Advocates suggest that NYCHA should focus less on promoting PACT and more on
securing additional public funding from the city, arguing that this effort is currently insufficient.
Advocates described the desire for less energy from NYCHA to advocate for PACT and more to
get money from the city, and the belief is that they are not doing it. The entity is viewed to
engage in dissolving itself as housing authority. In this view, the authority is seen as moving
toward a gradual dissolution of itself as a public housing provider. (Anonymous advocate 1,
pers. comm., 2026).

Selling public housing units to the tenants was one such exploration, with some advocates
hypothetically open to it, seeing value in having options and not being opposed to pathways for

renters to become homeowners. However, more practical concerns quickly emerge, particularly
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around where the capital would come from for residents to purchase units. Even if it could work
in theory, it is viewed as highly complex to implement. Private ownership would also still be a
form of privatization, even if not framed in the same way as PACT. This raises questions about
what happens once public ownership is lost, leading some of the advocates to oppose both
ownership models and PACT (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

A scholar from Columbia University shared that this scenario is problematic because it
results in a loss of public housing in its purest form, as units become privately owned and then
enter the rental market (Scholar 2, pers. comm., 2026). This perspective is often backed by what
happened in the UK and a bit more context on this was conducted through interview findings
with a researcher from a non-profit organisation (Anonymous researcher 2, pers. comm., 2026).

The UK’s “Right to Buy” program allowed eligible council tenants to purchase their
council homes at a discount. Since 1980, almost 2 million social homes have been sold through
the scheme, while the total social housing stock declined from 5.52 million to 4.07 million over
the same period. The analysis of its uneven long-term consequences here comes from interview
findings. It was seen as an innovative tool, but it also revealed significant challenges. While
many households became homeowners for the first time in generations and gained the ability to
build equity and eventually sell their units, this outcome was uneven. Ownership proved
beneficial when the underlying asset was in good condition, but in lower-quality buildings, it
could become a burden. As reflected by the researcher, “ownership can be a burden” (UK
Government, n.d.; House of Commons Housing, Communities and Local Government
Committee, 2020; Anonymous researcher 2, pers. comm., 2026).

I asked a NYCHA employee to comment on that pathway, and it was believed to be not a

great alternative, definitely not for NYCHA, while still emphasizing respect for the concept of
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trying to give homeownership as a way to build wealth. In her experience, it is simply hard to
make it successful in low-income models. Given scarce resources, it is better to use long-term
affordable rental models to provide repairs (Anonymous NYCHA representative 1, pers. comm.,
2026).

“Are the tenants ready financially for homeownership?” is a concern I’ve heard from
many. Another concern (mainly drawing from the UK experience) is whether tenants would be
able to sell at a market price later and, if so, whether that is how they would build wealth. If,
hypothetically, someone paid $50,000 to purchase a unit and later sold it for $500,000, how does
that work for the next family? In this sense, the homeownership question is not only about
wealth-building for one household, but also about whether the unit remains part of a long-term
affordable housing system (Anonymous NYCHA representative 1, pers. comm., 2026;
Anonymous researcher 2, pers. comm., 2026).

Adding to that, I’ve heard homeowners reflect on the common belief that “if you own
something, you’re going to take care of it,” noting from their own experience that this is not a
universal truth — it may work in some cases, but not always. Bakhteiarov pointed to the Section
32 Homeownership program, which was specifically designed to allow low-income tenants to
purchase public housing units. HUD describes Section 32 as a public housing homeownership
program through which PHAs may make public housing units available for purchase by
low-income families as their principal residence, including eligible current residents (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-e). For example, Bakhteiarov
noted that residents at South Jamaica Houses have expressed interest in a homeownership

pathway.
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However, efforts at other developments to transition from rental housing to a cooperative
structure have been ongoing for decades without much success, even with involvement from
HPD and the introduction of multiple subsidies to support the process. As an example, the
residents of Forest Hills Co-op voted to separate from NYCHA and form the Forest Hills Mutual
Housing Association, but were only able to maintain their affordable rents by allowing infill
development on a large portion of their campus. Public reporting also states that Phipps Houses
purchased part of the site for $8.5 million as part of a plan to build new residential buildings
there (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026; The Real Deal, 2018). NYCHA’s 2018 Development
Data Book also confirms that Forest Hills Co-op was conveyed by deed to the Forest Hills
Mutual Housing Association effective December 31, 2017 (New York City Housing Authority
[NYCHA], 2018).

Bakhteiarov also referenced an example in Newark, NJ where several Section 8§ residents
were able to become first-time homebuyers by converting their voucher into a mortgage payment
supplement. This Section 8-to-homeownership program allows qualified Section 8 recipients
with established Family Self Sufficiency (FSS) savings accounts to use their voucher to cover the
portion of their mortgage above 30% of their income. While she viewed this as a successful
model, she noted uncertainty around how it could be scaled in New York City given the
competitiveness of the housing market. Broadly, it is believed that there are a lot of other things
to take care of until we get to figuring out public housing-to-homeownership pathways
(Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

Another interesting concept she shared is the Build First model in public housing
redevelopment. The approach, which is typically used in multi-phase mixed-income projects,

centers on building 1:1 public housing replacement units prior to any demolition of existing
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housing. Typically, a new building is constructed on underutilized land within the public housing
campus or in the immediate surrounding neighborhood. Residents in the “first phase” of existing
housing that is slated for demolition are relocated to the new building. Thereafter, their original
building is demolished and rebuilt as mixed-income housing, oftentimes with non-residential
uses on the ground floor, and the residents are given the option to stay in their current building or
move back to the redeveloped building on the site of their original homes. The PHA retains the
land and ground leases it to developers. There are examples of the Build First model being
implemented in Washington, DC and Nashville, TN, where projects can go through many phases,
focusing on building mixed-income housing (District of Columbia Office of the Deputy Mayor
for Planning and Economic Development, n.d.; Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026).

One more long-term alternative described by one of the advocates is creating resident
management corporations (RMCs) that have already been a recognized structure for public
housing under existing HUD 964 regulations. Federal regulations define Resident Management
Corporations as resident-led entities that can take on management responsibilities for public
housing developments. In addition, it is claimed that NYCHA residents and organizers have also
been advocating for growing the funding and capacity needed to implement these structures in
NYC, including through the formation of a department dedicated specifically to RMCs. In this
way, RMCs already have a long history of formal recognition in HUD regulations, as well as
being a tool residents have already implemented in the U.S. and are organizing for in NYCHA
(24 C.F.R. § 964.120; Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

The concept of social housing also remains part of the alternatives discussion. However,
some public housing advocates do not support the social housing model, as it is not Section 9.

Income limits under social housing are different, and the belief is that since public housing
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already exists, it should be preserved rather than given up through trying to prioritize building a
new model from scratch. There is also a concern that social housing could make it harder for
very low-income households to access units. In this view, shifting toward social housing can be
seen as not helping the argument to keep public housing from disappearing, and in fact may
ultimately lead to abandoning it. (Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026).

As one interviewee pointed out, some other places are further along than us like Tokyo,
although the challenge she’s seen is that a lot of these places are more ethnically homogeneous
than NY, which shapes how policies are perceived and implemented there. As a result, translating
models from other parts of the world to the U.S. can be culturally challenging. As one
perspective captured it, “Vienna and others are great and someone can work on that, but we need
more homes to stay now” (Bakhteiarov, pers. comm., 2026; field notes from Columbia
University class guest speaker discussion, 2026).

What is perhaps most unsettling within the topic of this thesis is that no one anticipated
public housing becoming what it is today. As heard at the Urban Design Forum, “it would be a
dream to live in a city where housing is a birthright,” yet housing as a human right was never
truly the focus in New York City. At the time, people were excited to leave the tenements and
move into what were seen as innovative public housing units, but few could have predicted the
level of federal decline that would follow (field notes from Urban Design Forum learning day,
2026).

This raises a broader question for any future housing model, including social housing:
how can it be protected from the same outcome? What common ground can be found between
the opportunities we see in the U.S. and abroad in creating a system with the financial and

operational support needed to remain effective for decades? Or perhaps the expectation of
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permanence is itself unrealistic. Maybe no housing model is meant to function successfully
forever, and instead should be planned with the understanding that cities, societies, and political
priorities will change over time. In that sense, the challenge may be less about designing a
perfect permanent system and more about building one that can respond and adapt as conditions
evolve.

The city government argues that solving the existing crisis is building more houses.
However, this raises a question: if existing housing already faces so many unresolved issues, will
adding more supply alone be enough? In that sense, programs like PACT, which focus on
addressing what has not worked in the current system, may be a necessary first step to avoid
reproducing the same problems in the future. Otherwise, we risk continuing to build new housing
on top of the same unresolved foundations. Exploring alternatives is important, but based on the

above, current preservation solutions should be prioritized.

Conclusion

Taken together, the sections in this chapter show that PACT cannot be understood simply
as either a solution to public housing’s past failures or a reproduction of them. Instead, each part
of the program responds to a real historical problem while also creating new tensions that require
oversight, communication, and continued improvement. The governance and privatization debate
shows that PACT directly responds to NYCHA's limited capacity, long-term disinvestment, and
management challenges by bringing in outside development and management partners. At the
same time, it raises legitimate concerns about public control, accountability, and the meaning of

public housing when day-to-day operations are no longer managed directly by NYCHA.
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The discussion of displacement, demolition, and loss of community connects back to the
research question by showing that PACT is not only about physical repairs, but also about trust,
memory, and fear. While the program includes formal protections such as relocation assistance
and the right to return, residents’ concerns are shaped by a longer history of broken promises,
urban renewal, and public housing redevelopment. In this sense, the question is not only whether
displacement is happening in measurable terms, but also whether residents feel secure enough to
believe that they will remain part of their communities.

The section on evictions, management, and everyday governance shows another central
tension. On one hand, PACT appears to address one of the core failures of public housing:
inconsistent property management, delayed repairs, weak enforcement, and unsafe conditions.
On the other hand, stronger management can also feel like increased pressure for residents who
are used to NYCHA’s less consistent enforcement. This suggests that PACT may improve living
conditions while also changing the everyday experience of governance in ways that can feel
more restrictive or unfamiliar.

The discussion of participation, process, and resident power shows that PACT creates
more opportunities for engagement than a simple privatization-focused narrative may suggest,
including tenant meetings, design input, relocation planning, and involvement in developer
selection. However, this participation still depends heavily on how information is communicated,
whether residents understand their rights, and whether their input meaningfully shapes outcomes.
This section therefore shows that PACT’s success depends not only on the structure of the
program, but also on the quality of the process through which residents experience it.

Finally, the financial model and risk section ties most directly to the question of whether

PACT confronts the underlying causes of public housing decline. The program clearly responds
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to chronic underfunding by using Section 8 conversion to access resources that NYCHA could
not otherwise obtain at the same scale. However, this also introduces concerns related to debt and
Section 8 reliability. PACT therefore addresses the financial failure of traditional public housing
funding, but it does so through a model that must be monitored to avoid creating a different set
of vulnerabilities.

Overall, this chapter suggests that PACT partially confronts the failures that have
historically shaped public housing, especially disinvestment, deferred maintenance, and weak
property management but it does not fully resolve the deeper problems of trust, public control,
and resident power. The program’s value lies in its ability to deliver needed repairs and improve
daily living conditions, however its limitations show why preservation cannot be measured only
through buildings or financing. It must also be evaluated through residents’ sense of security,
participation, and confidence that public housing will remain truly public in purpose, even as its

management structure changes.
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Chapter 6. PACT going forward

This research aimed to analyze PACT through multiple dimensions, like privatization,
participation and process, levels of resident power, evictions, displacement, management,
everyday governance, and potential alternatives to PACT. It explored how the program is
perceived from different angles and what its areas of improvement may ultimately be.

As such, there is an existing need for a higher level of community engagement, improved
by more transparency in communication, and better education for tenants on what the program
actually is, as well as what their rights are. The research also suggests creating a simple brochure
that clearly explains what PACT can and cannot do, because interviews and field observations
repeatedly showed that residents’ fears often come from the gap between formal program
protections and how those protections are understood on the ground (Anonymous tenant
engagement professional 1, pers. comm., 2026; field notes from Urban Design Forum learning
day, 2026).

For example, it may point out that PACT is not privatization in its formal definition, in
the sense that NYCHA retains ownership of the land and buildings and RAD requires continued
public or nonprofit control, that depending on the development, residents may be presented with
current NYCHA preservation pathways such as PACT, Trust, and Comprehensive
Modernization, and that they can choose to return to their unit or take a tenant-based voucher to
move elsewhere if they prefer where applicable under RAD resident protections (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-b; U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development [HUD], n.d.-d; New York City Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-a;
New York City Housing Authority [NYCHA], n.d.-c; New York City Housing Authority

[NYCHA], n.d.-d). Adding to that, more information is needed to directly address advocates’
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concerns, so that tenants can make more informed decisions, and since advocates challenge the
work of supporters, supporters should also engage more with that feedback, respond to it, and
clarify or correct it where needed.

At the same time, the issue is not only the absence of information. There is a lot of
information available on PACT, and although simple, clear guides and brochures would be
valuable, information alone may not be enough. The interviews conducted for this thesis, along
with conversations encountered in academic and professional settings, suggest that the most
visible narratives around PACT are often critical, framing the program through privatization,
displacement, or harm. By contrast, fewer publicly visible stories appear to come from residents
who went through PACT and were satisfied with the results. This creates an imbalance: residents
may hear fear and criticism earlier and more often than they hear from people whose apartments
were repaired, whose buildings became safer, or whose daily quality of life improved. As a
result, even when residents are given accurate information, they often receive it through a
broader atmosphere of mistrust.

This does not mean that criticism should be totally dismissed. The concerns raised by
advocates are important and should continue to push NYCHA, developers, and public agencies
to improve the program. However, the public conversation should also include more accessible
and honest positive narratives, especially from residents who have already experienced PACT.
These stories should not be promotional or one-sided; they should explain what improved, what
was difficult, and what residents wish they had known before the process began. In this sense,
better communication is not only about producing more technical materials. It is also about

making sure that residents can hear a fuller and more balanced picture before forming their
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opinions. Otherwise, mistrust may continue to shape the program before residents have a real
chance to evaluate it for themselves.

Adding to that, through the interviews with advocates, it was observed that their
perspectives can be strongly ideological, at times framed in more black-and-white terms, and
often shaped by a high level of emotion around PACT conversions. More specifically, some
advocates framed PACT as unacceptable regardless of implementation because they viewed the
Section 9 to Section 8 conversion and private-sector involvement as a form of privatization
(Anonymous advocate 1, pers. comm., 2026). Bakhteiarov noted something that highly resonated
with this work’s conclusion — it is undoubtedly important that there are people who push the
public housing narrative in different directions in order to arrive at a more balanced solution,
and without public housing advocates, everything would be moving straight to privatization.
Fundamentally, everyone wants the same thing — to improve the living conditions of public
housing residents and to fix these buildings before they fall down. Advocate voices are important
to have at the table, but the issue arises when they start contradicting that purpose (Bakhteiarov,
pers. comm., 2026).

So, does PACT fix or reproduce failure? Based on the performed research, it partially
addresses past failures but introduces new tradeofts. PACT presents a necessary response today,
yet its long-term success depends on sustained funding, oversight, and management, without
which similar patterns of decline could re-emerge. It is undeniable that the program is not perfect
on different levels, like any other one. When there is an executed document, what happens if the
unit is not ready as outlined in the contract? What should be done in such cases? Should there be
flexibility to account for this type of contingency? Is there any document that could provide full

reassurance? There are many more areas for improvement that could be identified through
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further research, particularly by analyzing each step of the PACT development process,
potentially using a specific development as a case study.

That said, this research is limited by both time and access. The analysis is based on
interviews conducted over a relatively short period of time, and some of the topics discussed,
including eviction, displacement, and management practices, are sensitive, which may have
affected how openly participants were willing to speak. With more time, it would be valuable to
expand the number of interviews, especially with residents across different developments, and to
follow projects over a longer period to better understand outcomes. Further research could also
look more closely at the structure of individual PACT agreements, as reviewing these in greater
detail would help clarify how responsibilities, protections, and enforcement mechanisms are
defined in practice. The broader takeaway is clear — all stakeholders should continue learning
from past mistakes and work toward improving both the program and its outcomes.

Closing up this work, I want to share my last interview findings from a discussion with
Tenant Association leader from Fulton & Elliott-Chelsea, Miguel Acevedo, who has served as
the president of the Fulton Houses Tenant Association for over 12 years. He described the critics
of the program as people who are creating a « negative narrative ». He noted that they are often
outsiders, not public housing residents.

“I have a realistic perspective — [ want a real way to live better. Next winter, I don’t
know if heat or hot water will come, but I can choose to move to a brand-new building today,
plus, a developer is willing to come and remove toxins from the site. Why wouldn’t I want that?

Washing machines, a rooftop, a doorman... we never had that before! When a marriage
doesn’t work, you can divorce, so can’t we divorce NYCHA too, since it didn’t work out well? If

you have an opportunity to get something better, take it!

69



When advocates reference places like Chicago, Miami, and Minneapolis as examples of
displacement, they are not accounting for the fact that some people might have wanted to move.
Now, the question is: what’s better for everyone?” And, isn’t it “selfish to fight the

solution”? (Acevedo, pers.comm., 2026).
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