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PILOT RESEARCH DESIGN FOR HUD PROJECT 

I ntrodu ction 

The Nationa l Academy of Public Administration is undertaking, 

for the Departmen t of Housing and Urban Development, a study intended 

' to uncover <:,~~E:te -~~·~!~~s and relationships which fa5 il ~ e or h2:n2._er 

uy ban program performance . The ob j ec t ive is to identify the critical --------..:.·-----
el ements i n decision making and action systems by which HUD programs for .,...______ 
local government s ·are put into ef f ect, and to suggest ways of maximizing 

t he favorable and minimizing the unfavorable elements. This study is a 

r eflection of t he concer n of HUD and others with the difficulties of 

.. 

i~p l ement i ng na tional progr ams which have the ir impact at the local level. 

The links be tween ·program origin and program performance ·have appeared . long 

and tortuous. 
. . 

This study design r epresents o~e approach for the anaiysis of 

program performance fr om the persp ective of t he local level. The Aca demy 

will study f our HUD programs - non -p r of i t sponsored new housing under 

22l ( d) (3 ) , turnkey housing , bas ic wat er arid sewer· facilities grants , and 

inner-city open space - in six or s eve~ cities. 

The Approach 

Although substantive que s tions and information will vary from 

c ity t o city, ther e are certain conceptual items wh i ch must be cons i der ed · 

in ana l yzing t he pr ograms i n each of t he cities studied. The assumpt ion 
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is chat there are multiple forces and factors which impinge on critica l 

decision -making in regard to particular programs in particular cities. 

What we are viewing is the allocation and mob ilization of city and other 

resources which are directed toward definite urban programs. The reason 

why resources are more succes s ful ly mobilized in one city as opposed to 

another, or in one program as oppose·d to another, leads us to investigate 

these factors. 

In brief, t he first assumption is that the basic item to be 

viewed is program performance , and the second assumption is that in 

analyzing pr·ogram performance, one must look at the relationships o.f 

c ertain factors to program performance. 

.. 

The multiple fa ctors which impinge on the mobilization of r e sources 

f or program performance may be best viewed by means of an action (or 

inaction) sys t em for each program for each c ity . The action system can 

be v iew2d as a process which responds to and , in turn, influences other 

factors. 

The Ac tion System 

In brief, the action process includes several ' critical points; 

( 1) the definition of the issue; ( 2 ) the identification and gathering of 

resources and the involvement o f the community; (3) development of a 

plan of action and program administration; ( 4) assignment of management 

and operation of programs; ( 5) coordination with other level s of government; 

and (6) evaluation of the program and feedback. 
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This brief statement of the action system can gain added 

meaning by now asking questions which relate to each step in the action 

system . These questions will reflect t.wo types of phenomena. The first 

type concerns facto~s which are reflective of the intergovernmental nature 

of these HUD grant-in - a id programs. 

· The second type of questions which are incorporated concern 

characteristics of the city which may impinge on the action system for · 

urban program performance. These questions concern the following types 

.. 

of c ity characteristics: (1) jurisdictional adequacy; (2) legal authority; 

(3) finan c ial resources; (4) trained manpower ; (5) public concern; (6) 

leadership; (7) bureaucratic rivalries; (8) governmental form (including 

plural ism and fragmentation); (9) concurrent problems and programs; 

(10) demographic characteristics; and (11) indices of problem areas. 

Questions Concerning the Steps in the Action System 

1~ I denti f yin g and defining the issue and problem: 

(a) 
(b) 
( c) 

\.Jhat cr itical events led to recognition of the problem? 
\.Jho participated? 
How much participation in this step was there on the local/ 
state/federal level? 

(d) What was the nature of the federal, state, and/or l~cal initiati~e ? 
(e) \.Jhat wa s the nature of the official interest in and support for the 

program in the embryonic pha s e? 

( f ) How mu ch involvement was t h ere from the private sector? 
(g) · Wha t bearing did the favorable, apathetic, or unfavorable attitudes 

of identifiable segments of the public have upon initiating action? 

( h ) Did t h e presence or absence of personal leadership affect the 
in itiat ion of act{on? 

( i ) Wh a t type of technical information and general infonnation wa s 
ava ilabl e abou t the problem and programs? 

\ 



( j) 
( l,) 
(1 ) 

( ;~1) 
( :1) 
( o) 
(p) 

2. 

( a ) 

(b) 
( c) 

(d) 

( e) 

(f) 
( g ) 

From whom wa s it j vailable? 
:ow avail able? 

1fas it clear o:::- obscure? 
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r:0'\-1 w.::s the problem ;;nd t he program perceived by the various parties? 
Wz.s there any divergence here? 
Dici these perc ep t ions cho.n:se during the various stages of the programs? . 
Was there any divergence? \ 

T~e Iden t ifi ca tion and Gathering of Resour ces and the Involvement 
of the Con:munity : 

Were interested and qual ifi~d personn~l ·available to initiate, plan, ,, . 
and ca~~y on the a ction? 
Politic a l or professional a nd technical personnel were they avaiiable1 
In r efer ence to certain programs, were civic, industrial and commercial 
groups available? 
A~d other parts of the community? 

How were participants persua ded as to the rightness of the goals 
of particular pr ograms ? 
Were other segments of the co!Thuunity opposed to the program? 
How did this affect the mobilization of resoDrces and the eventual 
pr ogram ·performance? 

(h) P.ow was a de terminat ion made in regard to the technical requirement s · 
for prepar ing proposals? 

(i) How were attention and interest built up to make the probl~m an 
a ction issue? 

(j) Who made t h is an issue - private citizens, interested organizations, 
politica l parties, public officials, local/state/federal offi cials? 

(k) At wha t stage, and how, did the Mayor and other executives and 
council become involved? 

3. Developrr.ent of a Plan of Acti on and Program Administration: 

(a) How mu ch federal (including regional admini stration of HUD ), state, 
or local contribut ion was there in the development of ideas concerning 
a plan of a ction? 

(o) Who contributed how much to the decision? 
(c) Was i t a single individua l or a small group within the community? 

(d) How much general public discussion and participation was there? 

(e) How much were interest groups, private sectors , and political parties 
resoonsible for the decision? . . 
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(f) 1t :1:1 t al tcrn:J.tivc s were considered? 
(;) How wJs the choice among alternative policies made? 
( 1) ~as t here, in fa c t , any real al t ernatives given characteristics of 

t he cfry a nd oth er factors? 

(i) Wa s the decision viewed the same by all parties to th~ decision, or was 
it viewed as t he s ame program with different goals and allocating 
various rates of benefits to d ifferent groups? 

(j) How clear was the decision made not only within 'the city b~t to other 
levels of government? 

(.() How diff icult was it to ga cl1cr da t a concerning the program? 
( 1) 1-Jhc1:e ewes this data c ome from? 
(m) How much did the. data inf luence the development of the program 

a~d the program administrat ion ? 
(n) How wa s it handled ? 
(o) Wnat were t he factors i n deciding the significant elements of 

discret ion such as choice of s i-t e , timing, schedule, and magnitude_ 
of t he program? 

(p) How were these decisions made and over what type of time span were 
they made? 

(q) Did the c ity government have the technical ly qua lified personnel to 
proceed? 

( ~) Was this a limiting factor? 
(s) If so, how was it overcome, or-was it? 

(t) Did the c ity government have the financial resources to support t he 
prog:;:am? 

(u) . Did t he c ity have the jurisdictiona l adequacy and the legal authority 
to perform t he program? 

(v) How l ong did it take to formulate the program? 

4 . AssiQnment of Management and Op eration of Program : 

( a) Wha t fa ctors were respons ible for the decision as to where to place 
responsibility for administrat ion and operation of the program? 

(b) How was this decis ion made? 

(c) Did the city government have the t e chnically qualified personnel to 
proc eed? 

( d) How long did it take from program approval t o first action in project 
construction? 

( e) P.ow long did it take to full scale effor t? 
( f) What a ccounts for length of time such a s fast or s low start? 

( g) . Were t here especially difficult organizational or technical problems? 

1 
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(h) 
(i) 

( j ) 

(k) 
( l) 

(m) 

5 . 

(a) 

(b) 
( ,;) 

( d) 
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Did the p rogram kec~ on schedule? 
l~a t a ccounts for dev iation? 

W s t h e effort lar ge or small as rela t ed t o t he size a nd s e r i ou sness 
or t he prob l em? 

Was there continuing offic ial and public intere s t in .t h~ p r~gram? 
Was the c hange o f personne l and elec ted off icial s r elev ant to the. 
program? . 
How available were qua l ified pers onne l t h ioughout the program? 

Coordina tion With Other Levels of Governmen t :· 

lfuat were identifiable difficulties i n secur i ng s t a t e and/or fed e r a l 
appr oval (in the regional o ffice or a t headquarters) ? 
l&at type of act i on was ini t iated t o s e cure approva l? 
Ha s it chiefly :throu gh admi nistretiv e c hanne ls or was it a t pro
fe ssional levels or politi cal executiv e l e vel s? . 
Did party offic ial s get invo l v ed , such as members o f the Sen ate 
or House? 

.. 

(c) How long did it t ake to secure approv a l? 
(f) hfha t consideration was given to other r elat e d programs i n t he proce ss 

of pro~rarn bu ild ing and approval? 
(g) Was revision of the program required by s t a te or federal off icial s? 
(h) Was t he need for c oordina t ion perceiv ed? 
(i) By whom? 
(j) What steps to coordinate were taken? 

(k) Were the stipulated procedures clear , s i mp l e , dire ct and f unctional , 
or were they neutral or dysfunctional? 

(1) Did t he procedures change during the life of the program? 
(m) What was the nature and effect of the change? 

( n) Were dire.ct personal interdepartmental and intergovernmental lines 
of communication open? 

(o) Were they used and how effec tively? 

(p) 

( q) 
·c r) 
(s) 

6. 

When decisions or clearances consume d much time, to what extent was 
the time cost .at tributabl e to high volume of paperwork, short~ge, of 
qualified personnel, interna l opposition, and/or outside ~ressures, 
indecisiveness or unknown c a us es? 

When programs were formulated and approved, was there delay in funding? 
llliat were the limiting factor s in funding? 
What sources were considered? 

Evaluating the Program and Feedback: 
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( 3. ) h'cJ.:e 2.ctiv ic ies r outin i zed ? 
(b ) We~e pe r f ormance st andards devised by wh ich the level of routine 

a ctivitie s cou l d be mea sured? 
( c ) Ha s a fo r ma l r ep or ting pr ocedure developed? 

( d ) Wa s t here adequa te fe edback f rom opera ting experience to program 
r ev iew and r ev·ision? 

(e ) i;na t h a d been the a chievements of the program measured by the basic 
pr o::,l em a s n ow perceived? 

( f ) Have there been any bene f icial or detrimental byproducts of the 
program? 

(g ) i~,a t are t he pr i ncipal judgments about the program by local officials, 
st a te offi cia ls, f eder al off icials, and others? 

(h) What is t h e priva t e j udgment ? 
( i ) Has opposition to the program continued, increased, or decreased? 

(j) Looking ba ck on . the effort, would city' officials undertake it again 
in t he s ame way or differently? 




