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FOREWORD

The Community Development Block Grant program (CDBG), administered by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), awards funds to cities, counties and
states on a formula-driven basis. States, in turn, award their share of funding to smaller units of
government competitively. The program, budgeted at $4.3 billion on average for the past six
years, provides wide discretion to entitlement communities and states as they undertake activities
to develop viable communities through decent housing, suitable living environments and
expanded economic opportunities for low- and moderate-income people.

Although HUD gathers a wealth of performance-relevant data from its grantees, many are not
widely reported or available. HUD asked the Academy, as a subcontractor to QED, to develop a
set of performance measures for the CDBG program that would comply with requirements of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, Government Performance and Results Act,
President’ s Management Agenda and Program Assessment Rating Tool administered by the U.S.
Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Ideally, the measures a'so would meet community
and state program management needs. It was envisioned that the Academy would recommend
ways to improve HUD’s management information system so that community and state
performance measures could be electronically analyzed and reported (These are to be published
in a separate report, Integrating CDBG Performance Measures into IDIS).

The Panel overseeing this Academy study developed a set of performance measures that satisfy
HUD, OMB and grantee stakeholders. The Panel’s fundamental conclusion is that there is
sufficient common ground among stakeholders to construct a performance measurement system
consistent with the statutory provisions and management tools discussed above.

The Academy was pleased to undertake this study. | want to thank the Academy Fellows who
served on the Panel whose insights and guidance were excellent. | also thank HUD and OMB
management and staff; community development public interest groups, especially the Council of
State Community Development Directors, National Association of Development Organizations
and National Community Development Association; and individual state and community
development directors for their input and cooperation. Finally, | extend my deep appreciation to
the Academy study team for its hard work and diligence in producing this important report.

A v

C. Morgan Kinghorn
President
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Community Development Block Grant program (CDBG), administered by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, awards funds to cities, counties and states on a
formula-driven basis. States, in turn, award their share of funding to smaller units of government
competitively. The program, budgeted at $4.3 billion on average for the past six years, provides
wide discretion to entitlement communities and states in the activities they undertake to develop
viable communities through decent housing, suitable living environments and expanded
economic opportunities for low- and moderate-income people.

The National Academy of Public Administration (Academy) entered into a contract with QED
Group to develop a set of performance measures for the CDBG program. It is envisioned that
these measures would comply with requirements of the Housing and Community Devel opment
Act of 1974, Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993, President’s
Management Agenda and the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) administered by the
U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Moreover, the measures ideally should serve
communities and states management needs. The Academy’s work also entailed
recommendations—activities, accomplishments and expenditures—designed to improve HUD’s
management information system so that performance measures could be reported according to
entittement communities and states (presented in a companion report, Integrating CDBG
Performance Measures into IDIS).

At the same time, most experts acknowledge that it is extraordinarily challenging to craft a
performance measurement system for a block grant program that promotes flexible investments
in people, places, organizations and things, based on locally-determined needs. Developing and
implementing this system involves reconciling conflicting views about what should be
accomplished locally and what national goals might be given the lack of statutory direction.
Moreover, practical and technical issues must be resolved once a national and grantee goal
structure is developed and accepted. Perhaps the most important challenge is to distinguish
between performance information that can realistically be reported by state and local managers,
and net impact information that only nationwide evaluations can produce.

This study provides a step-by-step review of CDBG performance measurement and issues
surrounding the development of performance indicators that program stakeholders—OMB,
HUD, public interest groups, and community development directors—could accept and ones
useful to citizens as they assess how effectively their tax dollars are spent. The study is based on
a multi-pronged assessment of community development practices generally, and CDBG
specifically.

The Panel overseeing this study identified different understandings that CDBG stakeholders have
about performance measurement, such as how CDBG’s purpose or mission as reflected in the
amended Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 should be interpreted, how CDBG
programs and their managers should be held accountable for achieving results under GPRA, and
what performance indicators should be used to improve performance and promote accountability.
The law underpinning CDBG does not specify a desired hierarchy, nor does it identify activities
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or specific results-oriented goals that HUD and grantees should achieve. Requirements under
GPRA, largely congressionally driven, are not fully agreed to by CDBG authorizers and
appropriators. OMB’s recently established PART process, which can modify goals, objectives,
and measures, does not appear to have produced consensus among the interest group community
or Congress.

The Panel believes that CDBG stakeholders can arrive at different yet reasonable interpretations
on these issues. At the same time, there is sufficient common ground among them to construct a
performance measurement system that can satisfy them and be consistent with the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, GPRA, and PART. The Panel found that virtually all
parties in this discussion, ranging from OMB to HUD to stakeholder groups, are committed to
arriving at a viable approach that reflects common agreement.

Generdly, entitlement communities and states support CDBG performance reporting as long as
it is non-intrusive, extensively used, cost effective, and compatible with existing management
gystems. Grantees want maximum programmeatic flexibility to tailor the investments to their
local needs. At the federal level, HUD wants a system that reflects and maintains CDBG's
flexibility, and complies with its statutory responsibilities as an executive agency. Meanwhile,
OMB wants one that encourages HUD and grantees to demonstrate conclusively that the
investments contribute to the development of viable communities and to low- and moderate-
income beneficiaries. To accomplish this, it wants entitlement communities and states to target
CDBG funding to alimited number of neighborhoods.

The Panel believes the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 suggests that
CDBG’'s mission is clear and that performance measurements can be derived; HUD’ s secretary
can require grantees to report on nationaly-determined performance measures, CDBG’s
flexibility, for al practical purposes, necessitates reporting only on high-priority performance
indicators, and CDBG must be targeted to low- and moderate-income people. Further, the
statute does not include a geography-based targeting requirement; to the contrary, the inherent
flexibility it imparts suggests that geographic targeting to a particular activity or place may be
inconsistent with the program’ s purpose.

As for GPRA, the Panel believes the law imposes major performance measurement reporting
requirements on all federal programs; CDBG is no exception. CDBG can do much more to
report accomplishments for and progress toward national goals. Regarding PART, CDBG's
mission is clear according to its definitions and the statute underlying CDBG does not require
grantees to target their programs geographically which means that the lack of a targeting
requirement cannot be a shortcoming. Y et, although CPD gathers alot of performance datafrom
grantees, CDBG has not reported long-term outcome data nor adequate efficiency and
productivity data.

To illuminate shared practices in the field, the Panel examined a wide-ranging sample of
performance measurement reports issued by federal programs, communities and states, think
tanks, university research centers, public interest groups, citizen groups and foundations. Among
its findings:
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e With few exceptions, entittement communities and states employ mostly output
indicators, some impact indicators, and relatively few outcome indicators. So do most
other organizations that gather performance data.

® Programs tend to link mission, strategy and performance.

e Performance generally istied to projects; and not tied to separate activities that comprise
projects.

e Jurisdictions report performance for a range of geographical areas—from neighborhoods
to census tracts to communities.

e Qutput indicators are based mostly on cases or people and, when reported, have outcome
implications.

® |mpact indicators are common, but rarely tied directly to programs or projects.
¢ |ndicators tend to be reported annually, rather than at a project’s completion.

e Annua indicators tend to be reported over multiple years, offering a baseline for
comparison.

e Datamust be readily available.

The more closely that a CDBG performance measurement system conforms to practices in the
field, the more likely entitlement communities and states will be to report performance results
and use them in management. The Panel believes that a system proposed for negotiation with
grantees must distinguish clearly between realistic expectations of what grantees can reasonably
be expected to report and the progress toward nationa results that HUD should be responsible
for determining. The Panel calls on HUD to demonstrate a relationship between locally reported
data and accountability standards for grantee performance. In turn, grantees should hold HUD
accountable for an effective research and evaluation program that demonstrates the value that
taxpayers receive from their investment in CDBG.

During the course of this study, the Panel met with stakeholders, talked with experts, and
reviewed policy literature and practices to identify key issues to be addressed when developing a
CDBG performance measurement system. The key issues are:
e Many states and some communities have limited capacity to operate complex
performance measurement systems that have intense data gathering to employ impacts or
outcomes.

e States and communities prefer not to operate paralel yet duplicate performance
measurement systems—one to satisfy HUD and OMB, and the other for themselves.

e States and communities are concerned about performance data gathering costs.
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e Public interest groups are occasionally wary of HUD’s policies.

e States and communities do not support providing impact measurements of things over
which they have no control, either through policy or program intervention.

e States and communities are concerned about conflicting local, state and federal policy
goals and objectives.

The Panel believes that these issues must be addressed when establishing a CDBG performance
measurement system. A consensus-building approach among all stakeholders should be used to
resolve these issues.

After reviewing performance measurement systems used in the field, the Panel does not
recommend constructing CDBG impact indicators for states and entitlement communities to
report. It doubts that cause-and-effect relationships can be employed in a performance
measurement system designed to promote accountability and aid in management. Scientific
impact assessments are appropriate for formal evaluations, but entitlement communities or states
should not be responsible for them. The Panel is cautious about the potential use of impact
measurement notwithstanding the fact that some states and communities use it. HUD should
consider a CDBG measurement system with outcome measures that link CDBG expenditures to
activities directly associated with beneficiaries, and to output measures that tie to national or
local goals and have outcome-like implications.

The Panel recommends that performance indicators should:
® Have stakeholder consensus on what should be measured.
e [ocus on things that can be quantified—people, businesses or even organizations, rather
than notions of community and neighborhood betterment where considerable conceptual

ambiguity exists.

e Always report frequencies, rather than percentages or rates, to facilitate aggregation of
data across communities and states.

e Avoid use of baselines or benchmarks in reporting due to the sporadic, often one time
only nature of CDBG investments (e.g., asingle investment in awater system).

e Avoid any arbitrary time qualifiers as much as possible, but should report annual results.
e Allow aggregation from the local to national level.

e Overlap as much as possible with other community planning and development program
indicators so that HUD can demonstrate performance across related activities.
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¢ Avoid double counting of benefitsacross CDBG, ESG, HOPWA and HOME programs if
there are any.*

e Bevalid in measuring consistently and correctly over time.

Adopting a complex performance measurement system for CDBG will be a daunting task. At
this writing, al stakeholders have agreed to work together in a series of facilitated meetings to
address issues discussed in this report. The Panel endorses this initiative and offers to assist the
group in any way it can. In implementing such a system, HUD should consider incentives for
entittement communities and states that demonstrate exemplary performance measurement
practices. The relationship among performance measurement, the consolidated plan and IDIS
must be examined and probably redesigned.

CDBG's existing performance measurement system relies on data gathering and reporting
systems that are common in the department, the field and elsewhere. The Panel is aware of other
systems that might complement or supplement performance information reported in more
traditional practice. For example, social science findings could be used to impute outcomes to
CDBG beneficiaries when it proves cost prohibitive to gather outcome information directly from
beneficiaries themselves. It recommends that HUD explore some of these aternative systems,
perhaps through a series of demonstration projects, as a way to measure program
accomplishments.

! HUD’s Office of Community Development administers three other block grants—Emergency Services Grant,
Housing Opportunities for Persons with HIV/AIDS, and HOME Investment Partnership Program. All four block
grants sometimes benefit the same persons leading to double counting. There is some potential for double counting

in CDBG, but it is not an issue.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Nationa Academy of Public Administration (Academy) contracted with the Office of
Community Planning and Development (CPD) at the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) to develop performance measures for the Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) program. It was envisioned that the performance measures would:

e Comply with requirements of the Housing and Community Development Act of 19742,
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993, President’s Management
Agenda and Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART), as well as with entitlement
communities and states management needs.

e Beused by key stakeholders—HUD, the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
public interest groups, entittement communities and states—to discuss how they might
demonstrate CDBG’s performance to promote accountability and support program
management.

The contract aso caled for recommendations to improve HUD’s management information
system—Integrated Disbursement and Information System (IDIS)—in which entitlement
communities and states report performance measures to HUD. (See companion report,
Integrating CDBG Performance Measures into IDIS)

BOX 1
TASKSFOR THE ACADEMY WORK
Develop performance measures relevant to CDBG programmatic information

that would allow an evaluation of the impact, effectiveness and efficiency of
the CDBG program and activities at a national and grantee level.

Provide recommendations to enhance or refine IDIS data to improve
performance measurement capabilities.

Provide recommendations to ensure data quality and validity relative to
performance measures.

Provide appropriate model to be utilized in IDIS to measure the impact of
programmeatic information.

2 See www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevel opment/programs/index.cfm




CDBG: AN OVERVIEW

The CDBG program serves 1,160 formula grantees, the vast majority of which are entitlement
communities—cities (944) and urban counties (165)—and 50 states and Puerto Rico.?
Established under the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (as amended), CDBG
was designed to provide annual grants to entitlement communities and states based on a formula
alocation to fund activities that address one or more national objectives: to benefit low- and
moderate-income people, aid in prevention and elimination of slums and blight, or meet other
urgent community development needs. Chapter 4 lists eligible activities under CDBG.

Seventy percent of CDBG funding is granted to entitlement communities with the remainder
allocated to states. The former administer their own CDBG programs, while the latter act as
“mini-HUDS’ and award funding to small local governments through a competitive process
based partially on need. Although entitlement communities administer the CDBG program,
other agencies, grant sub-recipients, non-profits and non-governmental organizations provide
service delivery.

To receive its annual CDBG entitlement grant, a grantee must develop and submit a consolidated
plan to HUD. This comprehensive planning document serves as the jurisdiction’s application for
funding, not only for CDBG, but for other formula grant programs administered by CPD: Home
Investment Partnerships (HOME), Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA),
and Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG). In its consolidated plan, the jurisdiction must identify
program goals, including housing, which are the criteria against which HUD evaluates a
jurisdiction’s plan and performance. The plan also must provide several required certifications
under HUD regulations; for example, no less than 70 percent of CDBG funds received over a
one-, two- or three-year period must be used for activities that benefit low- and moderate-income
persons. The grantee must affirmatively promote fair housing. HUD typically approves a
consolidated plan submission unless some or al of it is inconsistent with the purposes of the
National Affordable Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 or is substantially
incomplete. Following approval, HUD awards a full grant unless the secretary determines that
the grantee has failed to carry out its CDBG-assisted activities in atimely manner, failed to carry
out those activities and certifications in accordance with the requirements and primary objectives
of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 or other applicable laws, or lacked a
continuing capacity to carry out its CDBG-assisted activities in atimely manner.

CDBG program budgets are presented below. Table 1 demonstrates that funding has remained
relatively constant in nominal funding over the past six years.

3 Office of the Secretary, US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Fiscal Year 2005 Budget Summary,
2004, p. 13.



TABLE 1
CDBG FORMULA FUNDING

(in billions)
‘ 1999 ‘ 2000 ‘ 2001 ‘ 2002 ‘ 2003 ‘ 2004
ENACTED ENACTED ENACTED ENACTED ENACTED ENACTED
[Entitlement | $2,952,740 | $2,965,235 | $3,079,510 $3,038,700 | $3,037,677 | $3,031,592
INon-Entitlement | $1,265,460 |$1,270,815 | $1,319,790 $1,302,300 |$1,301,862 | $1,299,254
Subtotal | $4,218,200 | $4,236,050 | $4,399,300 |$4,341,000 | $4,339,538 | $4,330,846
Set Asides | $531,800 | $545,185 | $647,123 |$659,000 | $565,371 | $603,469

TOTAL CDBG | $4,750,000 | $4,781,235 | $5,046,423 $5,000,000 |$4,904,910 |$4,934,315

For Fiscal Year (FY) 2003, entitlement communities spent at least half of their respective CDBG
funds on housing and public improvements, as shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2
CDBG EXPENDITURE BREAKDOWN, FY 2003
(in millions)
ENTITLEMENT
ACTIVITY COMMUNITIES STATES
Acquisition $223.4 6.4% $36.3 2.8%
Admin & Planning $574.0 16.5% $108.3 8.2%
Economic Development $237.2 6.8% $195.1 14.8%
Housing $951.3 27.4% $195.5 14.9%
Public |mprovements $828.0 23.9% $753.3 55.2%
Public Services $513.0 14.8% $18.0 1.4%
Other $13.9 0.4% $6.1 0.5%
Sect 108 L oans $130.4 3.8% $3.6 0.3%

IDISAND COMMUNITY 2020: BACKGROUND

The Integrated Disbursement and Information System (IDIS) collects data and distributes funds
for CDBG, HOME, ESG and HOPWA programs (IDIS is represented in Volume 2 of this
report). Its purpose is to improve performance and accountability. CPD grantees are allowed to
enter, maintain and report data that support grantee activities and to obtain disbursement of
funds. Designed to enable financia management, information reporting and performance
monitoring activities, IDIS ideally should provide afoundation upon which grantee performance
can be evaluated as it should include such core data as numbers of people served, jobs created,
houses rehabilitated, in addition to beneficiary characteristics. Administrative data—such as
account balances and the drawing down of funds—are maintained in IDIS, as well.

Until recently, Community 2020 software was employed in conjunction with the preparation of
consolidated plans and updates, annual performance reports, and consolidated annual
performance and evaluation reports. Entitlement communities and states may prepare and



update plans and then report them to HUD. Community 2020 also contained varied data that
could be accessed, mapped, and incorporated into planning documents. The system is now
inoperative, because it will not operate in recent versions of Microsoft Word software.

CPD is now in the process of reengineering IDIS to correct past shortcomings and to improve its
capacity for performance based management both from the CPD and grantee perspective. Indeed
this project is one of several intended to help CPD develop the new IDIS system.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS

In an Age of Reinventing Government, public managers are required to gather data on the
performance of their programs to determine whether investments made were effective, efficient,
and equitable. In short, did the program have the intended consequence for which it was
designed and executed? Performance data are used by others to hold public managers
accountable for their actions and by managers themselves to improve results or manage better.

In the case of CDBG, CPD ties together performance measurement, linking the national to state
and local grantees. Grantees gather and report performance data at CPD’s direction to CPD,
which in turn reports it to higher level policy makers and others (see below). CPD aso uses these
data to monitor how well grantees are doing managing their programs. Grantees often report the
same data to policymakers and others at the state and local level. In addition, grantees may
operate separate data gathering and reporting systems to satisfy state and local needs. Grantees
also use performance data to manage day-to-day operations of their programs. Taken together,
the gathering and reporting of performance data at the national, state and local levels constitutes
a performance measurement system.

The CPD’s performance measurement system in IDIS serves multiple purposes and uses. As
mentioned above, at the national level, CPD gathers performance data from state and local
governments, then reports themto avariety of interested entities:

e (Office of Management & Budget who monitorsit for the administration.

e Genera Accountability Office who monitorsit for the Congress.

e Congressional Committees in House and Senate who have oversight on operations and
who appropriate funding.

e Secretary of HUD who is responsible for the agency.

e Public interest groups representing grantees and beneficiaries who receive funding,
services or goods, or who are impacted by them.

¢ Citizens in whose name the program is offered.



States and cities are accountable mainly to their counterparts. state legislators, city councils or
commissions, mayors, governors or commissioners; public interest groups and citizens. CPD
focuses primarily on national concerns, states and local governments on community concerns.

In the program management arena, CPD focuses primarily on compliance—did the grantee
comply with federa laws and regulations governing CDBG expenditures>—and goal
attainment—did the grantee achieve its goals and objectives?, and why not?—and assistance—
how can CPD assist the grantee in performing better? At the state and local level, grantees must
worry about these national issues—compliance and performance, but in addition, must conduct
day-to-day program operations.

An effective performance measurement system must meet the needs of CPD and state and local
governments for both accountability and management purposes, and it must satisfy those outside
the system who monitor CPD and state and local government performance.

This project, then, must take into account the disparate needs of stakeholders within and outside
the system.

METHODOLOGY FOR THISREPORT

As with most Academy projects, this study was guided and overseen by a Panel of Academy
Fellows who were selected based on their expertise in the subject matter or on broader
management or policy matters. Supplemented by a project team of professional full-time
Academy staff, consultants and subcontractors, the four Panel members met throughout the study
to identify issues, develop options and alternatives, and provide recommendations. The
Academy views the Panel structure as a powerful and valuable management analysis vehicle as it
brings together experts with different views, experiences and skills in a process that yields sound
management advice. The Panel operates independently from other project Panels, and it is
responsible for the content of this report.

The Panel undertook a multi-staged, multi-pronged methodology that encompassed severd
aspects.

* Strictly speaking this is not realy a function of performance measurement. It is listed here because most

performance measurement systems produce compliance information either directly or for use in assessing
compliance in another system. So, compliance is often related to performance. For example, in CDBG, grantees
report on investments made in geographical areas having concentrations of low- to moderate income people so that
CPD can verify that these investments were eligible under the law. But the same geographical areas can be used to
assess whether or not an investment successfully met anet in an area.



BOX 2
How Academy Panels Work

Work of the Academy is performed through a Panel process. Fellows—in
this case four—of the Academy are recruited to serve on a Panel,
supplemented by Academy professiona full-time staff, consultants and
subcontractors. Some Panel members have expertise in the field of study,
while others have more general management or policy backgrounds. Panels
periodically meet in day long sessions to define issues, develop options and
aternatives, and eventually arrive at recommendations. Panels oversee the
work of professional staff, consultants and contractors. A professional staff
person serves as project director. Panels have been found to be very
powerful management and policy analysis tools because they bring
together experts with different views, experiences and skills in a process
that yields management or policy advice that is sound. Panels operate
independently, and are non-partisan.

Define Parameter s of Perfor mance M easur ement

Performance measurement means many things to many people in many contexts. Asaresult, the
debate over performance measures has become contentious in some quarters as discussants talk
past each other, creating disagreement where there may be none or very little. In the Panel’s
view, providing common ground for discussing performance measurement is essential. The
Panel reviewed documents, plans and reports and case studies on performance measurement
theory and practice. It then developed a framework for discussion and analysis, particularly
concerning outputs, outcomes and impacts. The framework will be discussed in Chapter 2. It
does not recommend that stakeholders adopt this framework. Instead, the Panel recommends
that stakeholders work with HUD to achieve as much consensus as possible on a common
framework.

REVIEW CDBG LEGISLATION, GPRA AND PART

Performance measurement generally originates in a broader policy, program and practice
context. Several laws and processes significantly impact CDBG and its administration, including
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, which addresses the program’s
objectives, GPRA, which imposes several performance-based management requirements; and the
President’'s Management Agenda and PART, which OMB uses to evaluate program
performance. The Panel reviewed these sources to assess their implications for CDBG
performance measurement and to try to find points of consensus and compromise among
stakeholder groups. Chapter 3 discusses these aspectsin greater detail.



Understand Stakeholder Views

The Panel and the project team met with a wide range of stakeholders—HUD and CDBG
program management, OMB examiners and policy analysts, public interest groups with strong

CDBG constituent interests,® city and state officials, and researchers—to identify performance
measurement issues. These issues are presented in Chapters 4, 5and 6. To stimulate full and
open discussion, the Panel did not attribute specific comments or points made in this report to
individual stakeholders. The perspectives of these stakeholders may not represent the positions
that their organizations have officialy adopted.

I dentify CDBG Performance Measur e Possibilities

The Panel cast a wide net to determine how practitioners, researchers, citizen groups, and
advocates in the field measure CDBG and community development related activities. The Panel
paid considerable attention to:

e State and local governments. State and local governments employ numerous
performance metrics, not only to measure CDBG activities but also to measure more
general management activities that involve budgeting, planning, and service provision.
Samples of promising and standard practices were gathered (e.g., Oregon benchmarks).®

e Comparable federal programs. Various federal programs use performance metrics for
activities smilar to those that CDBG grantees undertake. Samples of measurements for
other federal programs were gathered (e.g., HHS, Community Service Block Grant
(CSG), aso referred to as ROMA). Block grants were distinguished from categorical or
discretionary ones, as local/state performance measurement systems were from national
Ones.

e National Performance Indicators. Many national governments have established
national performance measurement systems. The Academy is assisting the President’s
Office in Colombia to design and implement such a system. It also is working with the
Government Accountability Office on its system. Systems and indicators were assessed.

e Think tanks and foundations. Think tanks and foundations fund performance
measurement studies and monitor public agency performance and quality of life
indicators (e.g., McAuley Institute, National Neighborhood Indicator Partnership, Annie
E. Casey Foundation, and United Way). These studies were assembled and reviewed.

®> These included the Council of State Community Development Agencies (COSCDA), National Association of
Development Organizations (NADO), National Association for County Community and Economic Development
(NACCED), U.S. Conference of Mayors, International City/County Management Association, National League of
Cities, Enterprise Foundation, National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO), and
National Community Development Association (NCDA). Letters of invitation, along with telephone follow-ups to
participate, also were sent to all prospective public interest groups.

® The review revealed no formal scientific evaluations of performance measurement systems.



Citizen groups. Citizen groups across the nation track performance of their communities
and regions in order to hold public officials accountable (e.g., Boston Foundation
Indicators). These reviews were assembled and examined.

Housing/community development public interest groups and associations. Public
interest groups and associations directly or indirectly involved with performance
measurement were contacted by letter or follow-up telephone calls, to obtain materials,
guidance, policy, and training manuals. Meetings were held with groups and, in several
cases, the Project Director attended association conferences.

Survey of literature. A literature review of CDBG block grant impact and evaluation
studies was conducted.

Major community development performance measurement approaches and documents are
provided as an appendix to this report, and they are available in their entirety on the Academy
website at www.napawash.org. What the Panel finds to be representative approaches to
community development performance measurement in the field are presented in Chapter 4.

Evaluate Possibilities and Nominate Performance I ndicator Candidates

The Panel assembled hundreds of performance indicators that would be tied to CDBG outcomes
and assessed them from several vantage points:

Evaluate items in catalog of performance metrics. The Panel evaluated performance
indicators against the following criteria against which performance indicators were
evaluated: relevance to statutes and PART, data collection and reporting costs, access and
availability, reliability and validity, usefulness, and preference of stakeholders.

Develop additional metrics not now in use. Initially, the Panel left open the possibility
that there might be potential performance indicators that have not yet been reported in the
field. None were identified.

Conduct survey of experts. The Panel conducted a non-scientific telephone survey of
experts in this field to gain their perspectives on performance measurement. These
conversations yielded reports and some insights for use in this study.

Assessment of Indicator Measures. The Panel evaluated many measures, summarized
against the criteria below in Box 3. (Selected individual performance measures
evaluation sheets are found in our report, Integrating CDBG Performance Measures into
IDIS.)




BOX 3

INDICATOR ASSESSMENT MATRIX

Description of performance measure

Outcome, or output measure

This study rejects impact measures in favor of outcomes or outputs that
can be interpreted as outcomes.

HUD national goal appropriate
for GPRA

The measure either should satisfy GPRA or PART immediately below.

CPD-CDBG program god
appropriate for PART

The measure either should satisfy GPRA or PART immediately above.

Refer ence wher e measur e can be found

Data source or method to
produce

Administrative data are preferred because they tend to be uniform and
easier to gather. Surveys are appropriate in some cases

Smallest geographical area
available for

While geographical targeting is a policy decision of states and entitlement
communities, geographical identifiers should be gathered whenever
possible and practicable.

Cost factors

If measures are too costly, they will not be recommended.

Availability/accessibility
factors

Measures must be easily accessible and available.

Compatibility with other CPD
program indicators

Measures that are identica to other CPD prograns—HOME, ESG,
HOPWA or economic development—are preferred because they allow
HUD to demonstrate greater overall impact of its programs.

Aggregation to nationa level

Measures should allow for aggregation at the national level.

Reliability/validity factors

Measures must be reliable and valid.

HUD-CDBG management
concerns

Measures should have support of HUD policymakers and program
directors.

Stakeholder concerns

Measures should have widespread support among stakeholder groups,
particularly state and local governments.

Citizens

Measures should be understandable to citizens who might want to assess
public expenditures.

OMB concerns

Measures should have OMB’ s support.

Overall usefulness assessment

Measures should rate positively on as many of the criteria above as
possible to be considered for inclusion in the reporting system.

Select Performance Indicators and Build Stakeholder Consensus

The Panel created a list of performance indicators that it believes will satisfy most stakeholders
most of the time. In some cases, stakeholders shared indicators that they had developed. The
Panel then met with OMB and public interest groups to elicit comment on the viability of
measures from their perspective.  Chapter 8 discusses these potentia indicators for
consideration by HUD.

Note: Shortly after this project began in October 2003, a working group led by COSCDA and
comprised of NACEED, NCDA, NAHRO, HUD, and OMB began pursuing asimilar initiative—
creating performance measures for CDBG and improving IDIS. It was decided to keep this
effort and COSCDA'’s separate. The COSCDA project is described in part on HUD’ s website at
www. hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevel opment/programs/cdbg30/DUNCA N performance. ppt




I dentify Performance Measures That Are Useful but Impractical

The Panel |eft open the possibility that some performance measures may be impractical due to
the cost and availability of some data in some or dl jurisdictions. The Panel did not identify any
measures that CDBG management, OMB management or grantees should pursue. This is
addressed in Chapter 8, aswell.

Examine Alter native Perfor mance Reporting Systems

Most performance measurement systems, especially those in federal agencies, employ
administrative data (e.g., Census) client surveys or caseload data for program beneficiaries.
There are numerous alternative vehicles or mechanisms that might supplement and complement
program performance at the national level. The Panel reviewed some of these options, bringing
them to the attention of HUD policy-makers by means of early drafts of this report. Chapter 10
examines these options.

Recommend Modificationsto IDIS

The Panel will later suggest modifications to IDIS to allow grantees to report and CDBG staff to
extract performance indicator data from the system. Specia attention was given to reliability
and validity problems that might arise with the modification. Preliminary findings are reported in
our report, I ntegrating CDBG Performance Measuresinto IDIS.

Rolling Out a Performance M easurement System

While considering potential CDBG performance indicators, the Panel identified severa issues
that warrant consideration when implementing a new system. Primary among them are the need
to build partnerships among stakeholders to execute the new system, the utility of offering
incentives to grantees to seek high levels of performance, and the possibility of phasing in the
new system. Chapter 9 addresses implementation.

Fitting the Pieces T ogether

This methodology sets forth criteria that a performance measurement system and its performance
indicators must satisfy if HUD is to adopt them as alternatives to the existing CDBG IDIS
system. No system or set of indicators is likely to satisfy all of the criteria—implicit or explicit.
Y et only those that satisfy the most should be adopted.

The organizational schematic for this study and the resulting report is depicted below:
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CHAPTER TWO
AN OVERVIEW OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

FINDING

Practitioners, policymakers, analysts, and advocates use
performance measurement concepts in very different ways. This
has lead to disagreements on what is to be measured and how with
respect to CDBG. The Panel offers a conceptual framework to
guide performance measurement development. The Panel
recommends that performance measurement focus on practical
measures, rather than theoretical abstracts.

Performance measurement in the public management field has evolved considerably in the past
five years. Nonetheless, there remains a great deal of confusion and dissension over what
performance measurement is and how it should be undertaken and interpreted. In this chapter,
the Panel lays out basic concepts and applications used throughout the study to ensure clarity and
help guide the discussion.” Prior to considering the conceptual framework, it is important to
illustrate definitional problems in the context of CDBG.

DEFINITIONAL DIFFERENCES

Performance measurement is a fairly new practice in community development specifically, and
public management generally. Numerous conceptua frameworks exist, which confuse the issue
al the more. As a result, many practitioners do not clearly understand the definitions of and
implications for performance measurement. What one community may view as an outcome
indicator for a particular goal actually may be an output measure. Because outcomes and
impacts are defined based on program goas and community priorities, the definitions and
indicators vary not only by jurisdiction but also among national players, including HUD, OMB,
the Urban Institute, Council of State Community Development Agencies (COSCDA), and others.
In practice, performance measures most often focus on outputs, to a lesser extent on outcomes,
and only occasionally on impacts. Inconsistent use of terms can impede understanding, increase
the difficulty of developing measures, and inhibit meeting the needs of multiple entities and
stakeholders. Consistent definitions and concepts are a simple yet essential first step in any
effective performance system. To illustrate this challenge, Table 3 shows multiple definitions of
“output,” “outcome” and “impact” that several organizations use.

" This materia is drawn in part from the National Academy of Public Administration publications produced by its
Performance Consortium, a group of 40 federal agency managers responsible for strategic planning and budgeting;
the COSCDA CDBG Performance Indicator Workshop Handbook, November 13, 2003; the W.K. Kellogg
Foundation, Logic Model Development Guide, December 2001, www.wkkf.org; and hundreds of works summarized
in an Appendix.
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TABLE 3

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT DEFINITIONS

HUD OMB COSCDA LOC?‘I Jurisdiction
(Fairfax County)
Thedirect products | A tabulation, Thedirect end- | Quantity or number of
of aprogramn’s caculation, or point of a units produced; Outputs
activities. recording of activity | processof are activity-oriented,
OUTPUT or effort that canbe | activity; what measurable, and usualy
expressedina programs under managerid
guantitative or produce. control.
qualitative manner.
The benefit that An assessment of Thedirect Qualitative consequences
resultsfrom a theresultsof a intended associated with a
programtypically | programcompared | benefittothose | program/service.
relatingto a to itsintended being served. Outcomes focus on the
OUTCOME | changein purpose. ultimate “why” of
conditions, status, providing aservice.
attitudes, skills,
knowledge or
behavior.
A definition for Measures of the Long term or A definition for impact
impact measuresis | direct or indirect indirect effects | measuresis not provided.
not provided. effectsor of outcomeson | Impacts are not deemed
IMPACT Impacts are not consequences communitiesor | measurable.
deemed resulting from individuals.
measurable. achieving program
gods.

Sources. The COSCDA Performance Outcome Project: Background and Content; OMB Primer on Performance
Measurement; HUD Notice: Development of State and Local Performance Measurement Systems for Community
Planning and Development Formula Grant Programs;, Measure Up: Fairfax County Manua for Performance

M easurement.

Because a range of fundable activities are under each goal, cities and states have various
interpretations based on the priorities of their jurisdiction. The issue is that jurisdictions define
success under these goals differently, as well as the indicators for success.

KEY PERFORMANCE-RELATED CONCEPTS

Key performance related concepts are described below. The Panel does not suggest that
Rather, it recommends that stakeholders develop a
common frame of reference for discussing issues of performance.

stakeholders adopt this framework.
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Activities

Entitlement communities and states make CDBG investments in those activities deemed eligible
under the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (a comprehensive list is included
in Chapter 4). For accountability in reporting, CDBG-funded initiatives typically are transated
into one or more activities so each can be assigned a unique code. For example, CDBG may
fund a project to revitalize a downtown, but the individual components of the revitalization—
housing rehabilitation, business assistance and infrastructure provision—are reported as separate
activities. Community development practices, CDBG aside, seem to be more project based.
Interestingly, CDBG reporting originally used “projects’ for reporting purposes.

M easur ements

Measurement is the act of comparing some object, thing, or entity against a known standard.
Some examples. When the edge of a table is placed against a ruler with units of measurement
expressed in inches, and it is observed that the table is 60 inches in length, then the length of the
table's edge has been measured. When researchers elicit responses to questions during a
telephone survey, the respondent’s attitude, opinion or belief is the object being measured
against the known standard, a specific survey question. When analysts cal culate unemployment
rates, they compare each person in the population against the definition of unemployment used
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and then assign people to the employed or unemployed
category.

Performance

Performance concerns how well a program did in attaining its goals and objectives. Performance
measurement specifically assigns quantitative or qualitative® scores or values to the results of
measuring goal and objective attainment. A job training program, for example, reduced
unemployment among participants by 50 percent over one year. The program can then be said to
have met its goals.

Indicators

An indicator is a label, concept, term, or name representing the set of operations defining how
measurement was, or will be, undertaken. Indicators can be either quantitative or qualitative,
though only quantitative ones are discussed for the purposes of this report. The terms “metric”
and “indicator” are used interchangeably here.  Some examples: Analysts measure
unemployment—an indicator—by dividing the number of people who are unemployed by the
number of people in the labor force. An indicator of a person’s improved reading ability is
comparing the score she earned on a standardized reading test taken at one time against the score
on atest she subsequently took.

It frequently is difficult to translate quality of life, safety, community viability, or revitalization
into precise quantifiable indicators. The reason is that such expressions are abstractions whose

8 An example of qualitative measurement is developing a case study of CDBG's impact by illustrating how a
CDBG-funded project changed peopl€e’ s lives.
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meanings are imprecise and vary considerably among people. In science terminology, they are
considered theoretical concepts or constructs; in ordinary language, they are abstract nouns.
Often, these expressions are conspicuous in program-authorizing legisation. Although such
concepts as “viable communities’ and “downtown revitalization” seem to have meaning, further
consideration suggests they are unclear. What do “viable,” “community,” and viable
community” truly mean? There can be hundreds of indicators for one construct. Performance
measurement for CDBG is especially complicated given the large number of theoretical
constructs that characterize the program in legislation and practice. The Panel recommends
that stakeholders concerned with perfor mance measurement focus less on discussions using
theoretical constructs and abstract nouns, and instead concentrate on precise indicators
that represent these abstractions. Performance measurement in practice overwhelmingly
focuses on indicators rather than abstract concepts.

Outputs

Outputs are products produced, engendered, created or developed as a result of undertaking an
activity.  When considering people, products include numbers of households, clients,
participants, customers, citizens, patients or cases. For communities, neighborhoods, places or
political jurisdictions, products include units, things, services, goods, items, or articles (note that
notions of community, neighborhood and place are very ambiguous theoretical terms). Some
examples: The number of low- to moderate-income people served by an activity is a people-
based output. Number of houses demolished is a place-based output. The number of children
served by a day care program in a neighborhood is an output combining people and places.
Performance measurement focuses on people and place-based measurement.

Outcomes

Outcomes are intended benefits (or negative or neutral results) produced for people, businesses,
institutions or organizations, or communities, neighborhoods, places, or political jurisdictions—
any of which would be the result of a CDBG-related activity. People benefit by participating in
an activity directly—such as a day care program—or indirectly—such as improved sidewalks in
a neighborhood. People benefit as a result of positive change in condition, status, attitudes,
skills, knowledge or behavior. Communities, neighborhoods, and places benefit as a result of
positive change in condition or status. Some examples: A reading program participant’s reading
ability may increase, decrease or remain the same as the result of participating in the program.
Communities may be more or less “viable” or remain unchanged as a result of a CDBG
investment.

Some outputs may be considered to be outcomes if they are interpreted as a positive or negative
change. Reporting numbers of people hooked up to a potable water source is an output because
it is the product of an activity. Yet it also demonstrates a positive change in the status of people
or households from not having access to safe drinking water to having it. In an example above,
“number of housing units demolished” is an output that may not be an outcome—there is no
reference to whether demolition made things better, worse or had no effect. Practical experience
shows relatively few outcome measurements, but numerous output measurements with outcome
implications.
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I mpacts

Impacts refer to effects on people, communities, neighborhoods, places, or political jurisdictions
caused by an activity, project, initiative, policy or program—that is, there is a cause and effect
relationship. Some examples: If CDBG invests in a health care center, the intended outcome
would be a healthier community. Such an investment may then cause improved (or at least
maintained) community health status, which would be considered the impact. Generally, cause
and effect are difficult to show, and many experts reject the possibility altogether. Indicators
usually expressed as rates—crime, unemployment, mortgages, health, well being, to name a
few—probably cannot be linked in a causal relationship with CDBG spending. In Chapter 7, the
Panel cautions against employing causality. Although impact measurement is problematic,
impact indicators—especialy crime, unemployment and poverty—abound, if not always at the
required level of small area detail.

Some analysts argue that impacts must include a long-term component, often seven to 10 years.
There is no compelling need to limit the concept in this fashion. A time parameter may be added
to any indicator, but it should not be required. This is especially relevant when considering
evaluation sudy designs that may assess one moment in time. Providing emergency shelter to a
family for one night, for example, would not necessarily require tracking that family over time.

Efficiency and Productivity

Productivity and efficiency refer to quantity, quality, and speed (and their inter-relationship) for
goods, services, cases, or people produced as a function of inputs. capital, labor, equipment, and
resources. A high ratio of outputs to inputs characterizes efficiency. A low ratio demonstrates
the opposite. With housing production, significant variability is extant in production efficiency.
The differences can be due to quality of management, labor saving technology or new and
improved building materials and techniques. As with time as a performance indicator, a clearly
defined and replicable output must be produced with some inputs. Take, for example, average
CDBG dollarsto create anew job. If the objective is unique, circumstances are unusual or novel
approaches are taken, it is virtually impossible to meaningfully assess efficiency or productivity.
It may be easy to measure the efficiency of garbage pickup, but it is difficult to do for the
provision of infrastructure grants to a community center sheltering domestic abuse clients.

Figure 2 provides a schematic that presenting how components of the performance measurement
system fit together.
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FIGURE 2
PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT CONCEPTS
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CHAPTER THREE
LEGISLATIVE PURPOSE, POLICY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

FINDINGS

Panel believes that the Housing Act suggests that: (1) the mission or
purpose of CDBG is clear and performance measurements can be derived
from it; (2) the Secretary of HUD can compel grantees to report on
nationally-determined performance measures, (3) the flexibility of
CDBG necessitates reporting on only high priority performance
indicators;, and (4) CDBG need only be targeted to low to moderate
income people, not places or institutions, per se. For GPRA: (1) GPRA
imposes major performance measurement reporting requirements on all
federal programs, CDBG being no exception and (2) CDBG can do much
more to report accomplishments for and progress toward national goals.
For PART: (1) CDBG’s mission is clear according to PART definitions;
(2) CDBG has never required grantees to target their programs
geographically, so having no targeting requirement cannot be a
shortcoming of CDBG; (3) Although it gathers a lot of data from
grantees, CDBG has not reported long-term outcome data; and (4)
CDBG has not reported sufficient efficiency and productivity data.

CDBG performance measurement is viewed very differently among entitlement communities,
states, HUD, OMB, program recipients and community development public interest groups, not
to mention analysts, researchers and advocates. Consensus on performance measurement
systems has never existed and only recently has anyone attempted to build it.° Disagreement
revolves around conflicting interpretations of CDBG’ s purpose, mission, goals and objectives, as
reflected in the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974; differing views about how
CDBG program managers are held accountable for achieving results under GPRA and PART;
and opposing opinions about the use of performance measurement to manage programs or
promote accountability.

In this chapter, the Panel reviews key parts of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 which created CDBG, portions of HUD’s strategic plan and performance reports as they
relate to CDBG, and recent PART assessments of CDBG. Providing this context is critical
because it dictates to a large extent how CDBG performance should be measured. Prior to this
assessment, the Panel presents its perspective on stakeholder differences concerning
accountability for, as well as the purpose and management of, the CDBG program borne of
lengthy conversations. These views do not necessarily represent official positions of stakeholder
organizations or policymakers.

® This project is one attempt to help achieve needed consensus. See also note on COSCDA project, p.12, this report.
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Overall, the Panel concludes that there is sufficient common ground to construct a
performance measurement system that will satisfy all stakeholders, regardless of
differences of opinion concer ning specific issues.

STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVES ON PERFORMANCE

Stakeholders have competing views of the CDBG program. Many of them understand—and
embrace the fact—that CDBG must report its accomplishments, although some do not. The
federal budget is not unlimited and every year there are more claimants on it. HUD and CDBG
grantees believe that CDBG investments have had major contributions to people and
communities. OMB is more skeptical, reserving judgment until these contributions can be
guantified. Nonetheless, many seem to agree that whatever its accomplishments, CDBG has not
done enough outcome performance reporting to make the case that it has been successful.
Anecdotal and unsystematic evidence abounds, and scattered data spread far and wide.”® Thereis
agreement that performance should be measured, but there is substantial disagreement about how
to do it—especially with respect to data reporting under IDIS—and how to use it.

OMB Performance M easurement System Requirements

From OMB’s perspective, credible evidence is needed to demonstrate that CDBG expenditures
have transformed communities.** It wants CDBG program performance tied to budgets; poor
performance risks funding cutbacks or elimination. Absent credible evidence of impact, OMB is
unwilling to accept the proposition that CDBG performed well, but smply did not demonstrate
it.

Performance measurement must be derived from the CDBG program and HUD’ s vision, mission
and purposes, according to OMB. Goal and objective setting directions and milestones must link
directly to specific performance indicators. Such a system allows all stakeholders, including
citizens, to consider CDBG’s purpose, what it was intended to accomplish, and how well it
performed. To develop a successful performance measurement system for CDBG, OMB wants
HUD to establish clear program goals and objectives, and develop information technology
necessary to gather, report and evaluate them. To satisfy policymakers, OMB offers two
possibilities for a system. The first option requires HUD to create a set of core measures that al
entitlement communities and states must use if they invest in these activities. The second
requires HUD to mandate some indicators under national goals, yet allow jurisdictions flexibility
in developing local approaches to measure them.

Prior to setting up the system, OMB wants CDBG stakeholders to agree on the elements that
constitute a developed or viable community model, define community development at the
national and local levels, and develop consistent data reporting standards for all jurisdictions.
After the system is in place, grantees should demonstrate that funding is leading to the
development of “viable communities.

10 www.hud.gov/news/rel ease.cfm?content=pr04-088.cfm
1 A perspective on OMB’s view of performance measurement is found in Dustin Brown, Presentation before the
CDBG Conference, September 14, 2004. www.hud.gov
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Additionally, OMB wants HUD to encourage jurisdictions to concentrate funds in a few targeted
neighborhoods where investments will have greater impact and to impose performance indicators
on entitlement communities and states, preferably with widespread consensus.

HUD Performance M easurement System Requirements

HUD management believes that program flexibility is one of CDBG’s cornerstones as it allows
jurisdictions to plan activities to suit local needs.”” Because any attempt to reduce flexibility is
viewed as negating the program’s purpose, HUD is reluctant to accept standardization through
performance measurement in exchange for limitations on flexibility. The department believes, as
do state and local jurisdictions, that performance measurement for CDBG should be as smple as
possible and consider only those data that jurisdictions aready collect. The more data requested,
the more resistance states and entitlement communities will exert. At the same time, HUD has
never reduced data reporting requirements for grant recipients.

HUD seeks a performance measurement system to address how CDBG activities and programs
achieve department-wide goas in housing, community development, and economic
development. Because there are numerous, mutually valid ways to measure performance, HUD
feels the national system should be limited to a few broad, high priority indicators that reflect the
program’s contribution nationwide, including severa performance indicators that measure areas
of excellence and those needing improvement. HUD’s preference is to measure outcomes, not
impacts, because it does not believe that impacts can be tied to specific CDBG activities. Given
this desire, local program flexibility does not easily lend itself to reporting a few nationa
performance indicators that can be aggregated from the local level. HUD believes that OMB is
incorrect in asking it to impose a performance-based model where “one size fits al.” Rather,
HUD seeks a balance in approaches.

State and Local Jurisdictions Performance Requirements

City, county and state jurisdictions recognize the need for performance measurement systems.
Nearly all have something in place and most are moving to make these systems more
sophisticated, and thus more accountable for performance and useful for management.
Entitlement communities and states support the need to report performance on national goals and
objectives because they are well aware that program funding may hinge on demonstrating
program accomplishments. For them, however, a performance measurement system should be
based primarily on local goals and objectives. After all, they invest CDBG monies in activities
that meet local needs and are reflect local preferences. Entitlement communities and states
equate mission and flexibility. Cities, counties, and states frequently expend CDBG funding
within a much broader use of local, state, other federa and private funds. As such, these
investments, which far exceed CDBG funding, should drive performance. Many grantees
believe they are held accountable first and foremost to state and local elected officials, and they

12 A perspective on HUD’ s views about performance measurement is found in Robert Duncan, CDBG Performance
Measures. www.hud.gov
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operate their own performance-based management systems that tie directly to budgets, planning
and policymaking.

Any OMB or HUD-imposed system should comport with other systems that may be in place. If
jurisdictions have their own performance measurement systems and CDBG is flexible addressing
their needs, they may be hard pressed to accept a nationally-imposed system that takes them to
far afield from local operations. Many cities and counties have limited time, staff and resources
to dedicate to performance measurement, and therefore may resist requests for new or competing
data collection and reporting systems. That communities award funding to sub-grantees, which
also lack resources, makes the process all the more difficult. The bottom line is that requests for
data and measures should be limited to what jurisdictions already collect or can easily collect
through existing resources. This is especially true for performance measurement systems for
states, which receive CDBG funds and must award them on a competitive basis to local
jurisdictions. These awards can be targeted to small, individual activities executed under short
time horizons. Because funds are competitively allocated, states need performance measurement
consistent with their program.

Entitlement communities and states extensively target funds geographically in communities, but
do not want their programs to be limited by any targeting requirements, except to low- and
moderate-income people.

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974
Overview

When Congress passed the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974*, it broke down
the barriers of prevailing practice, namely that the federal government made decisions about
locally-undertaken community development projects. The Act departed from this model by
creating the CDBG program, which merged seven categorical programs into a block of flexible
community development funds distributed annually according to a formula that considers
population and measures of distress, including poverty, age of housing, housing overcrowding,
and growth lag.

Entitlement communities and states determine the activities they will fund contingent on certain
requirements, including that each activity is eligible and meets one of the program’s three broad
national objectives. The Act states that, “The primary objective of this Title is the devel opment
of viable (urban) communities, by providing decent housing, and a suitable living environment
and expanding economic opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income...”
The statute also lists 25 ligible activities, which HUD since has expanded to approximately
eighty for classification and monitoring purposes. (These are shown in Box 4.)

13 www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/community development/programs/index.cfm
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BOX 4

CDBG ACTIVITIES

ACQUISITION/PROPERTY

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Acquisition real property

Public facilities: general

Disposition

Senior centers

Clearance & demo

Handicapped centers

Clean-up contaminated sites

Homeless facilities

Relocation

Y outh centers

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Neighborhood facilities

Rehab: public or private

Parks, recreation

Land acquisition/disposition Parking
Infrastructure Solid waste disposa
Building acquisition, cons., rehab Flood drain
Other improvements Water/sewers
Direct financial assist. for-profits Sidewalks
Technical assistance Child care centers
Micro enterprise Tree planting
HOUSING Fire stations
Loss of rental income Streets
Housing construction Health centers
Direct homeownership assist. Abused/neglected children centers
Rehab: single unit res. Asbestos Removal

Rehab: multi-unit res.

HIV/AIDS facilities

Public housing modernization

Operating costs: homelessAIDS

Rehab: publicly-owned res.

Interim assistance

Energy efficiency

Architectural barriers

Rehab: acquisition

Privately owned utilities

Rehab administration

Non-residential historic pres

L ead-based/hazard abatement URBAN RENEWAL
Code enforcement Urban renewa completion
Residential historic pres. CDBG higher ed
HOME Admin
HOME CHDO operating
CDBG non-profit capacity building
CDBG oper & repair foreclosed prop.
PUBLIC SERVICES
Public services: general Health services

Senior services

Abused & neglected children

Handicapped services

Mental health services

Legal services

Lead screening

Y outh services

Subsistence payments

Transportation services

Homeownership assistance

Substance abuse

Rental housing subsidies

Battered spouses

Security deposits

Employment training

Tenant/landlord counsdling

Crime awareness

Child care services

Fair housing
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Performance M easurement I mplications

The Panel made the following conclusions about the Housing and Community Development Act
of 1974 as it relates to performance measurement systems:

e Activities under CDBG are so numerous that a performance measurement system
cannot likely capture them all. Given the highly variegated eligible activities under
CDBG, comprehensively measuring its performance is not likely feasible. As discussed
in Chapter 4, entitlement communities and states might track 100 or more indicators and
then only touch the surface of performance measurement. At best, only a handful of
activities of highest priority to entittement communities and states and/or to HUD and
OMB can be used in practice.

e The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 allows HUD to require
entitlement communities and states to measur e performance for activities significant
to national policy goals as specified by HUD. The statute clearly indicates that
outcomes must be tied to entitlement community and state needs as well as to HUD-
determined national goals and objectives.

e There is no geographical targeting requirement, implied or expressed, in the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974. CDBG is a block grant that
merged numerous disparate, categorical programs for the purpose of achieving a wide
range of community development objectives through numerous activities. Other than
targeting funding to low- and moderate-income people, there is no geographical targeting
requirement. Requiring that funding be geographically targeted may run counter to the
statute’ s purpose: flexibility.

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTSACT
Overview

In 1993, Congress passed the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA),™ which
imposed performance-based management on al federal agencies. “The purposes of this Act are
to — improve Federa program effectiveness and public accountability by promoting a new focus
on results, service quality and customer satisfaction-help Federal managers improve service
delivery, by requiring that they plan for meeting program objectives and by providing them with
information about program results and service quality.” The information required agencies to:

e Establish performance goals to define the level of performance to be achieved by a
program activity.

e Express such goalsin an objective, quantifiable, and measurable form.

14" Government Performance and Results Act of 1993, (b) Performance Plans and Reports, Section 1115.
Performance Plans.
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e Describe the operational processes, skills, technology, and the human capital,
information, or other resources required to meet the performance goals.

e Establish performance indicators to be used in measuring or assessing the relevant
outputs, service levels and outcomes of each program activity.

e Provide a basis for comparing the actual program results with the established

performance goals.

e Describe the means to be used to verify and validate measured values.

Federal agencies must prepare five-year strategic plans and follow-on annual performance plans
with detailed goals and objectives, accompanied by performance measures against which they
are held accountable. Agencies post their plans and accomplishments on websites accessible to

the public.

performance by periodically assessing their reports.

CDBG'’s Contribution to the HUD GPRA Report

GAO, an agency of Congress, independently monitors and assesses agencies

Table 4 shows the goals and objectives that HUD included in its strategic plan for 2003-2008.

TABLE 4
HUD STRATEGIC GOALS

housing free from discrimination.

Mission: Increase homeownership, support community development, increase access to affordable

homeownership.

rental housing.

INCREASE PROMOTE AFFORDABLE STRENGTHEN
HOMEOWNERSHIP HOUSING COMMUNITIES
Expand national Expand access to affordable Provide capital and resourcesto

improve economic conditions in
distressed communities

Increase minority
homeownership.

Improve physical quality and
management accountability of
public and assisted housing.

Help organizations access
resources they need to make their
communities more livable.

Make home buying process less
complicated and less expensive.

Increase housing opportunities for
elderly and disabled.

End chronic homel essness and
move homeless families and
individuals to permanent housing.

Fight practices that permit
predatory lending.

Help HUD-assisted renters make
progress toward self-sufficiency

Mitigate housing conditions that
threaten health.

Help HUD-assisted renters
become homeowners.

Keep existing homeowners

from losing their homes.

Source:  http://www.hud.gov/offices/cfo/reports/03strategic.pdf and

http://www.hud.gov/offi ces/cfo/reports/2004/2004app. pdf
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CDBG invests in activities whose indicators somehow show CDBG’s contribution to HUD-wide
strategic goals and objectives. At present, CDBG provides only two indicators—number of jobs
created and number of households assisted—to the overall performance assessment.

Implications for Perfor mance M easurement

The Panel made the following conclusions in its review of GPRA and it relation to CDBG
performance:

e GPRA places major performance measurement requirements on all federal
programs. Some might argue convincingly that the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 imposes very limited performance measurement requirements
on entitlement communities and states. Yet GPRA, passed nearly two decades later,
imposes extensive data gathering and reporting requirements on HUD and entitlement
communities and states by extension. The Panel suggests that all stakeholders find
ways to meet theletter of the law.

e CDBG contributes only two* performance measures under GPRA. CDBG should
contribute more performance data in support of HUD’s overall strategic plan and annual
performance updates. Some performance measurements produced by entitlement
communities and states must address HUD'’ s strategic goals, which GPRA requires are
not inconsistent with outcomes in the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974
of 1974. Thus, it appears possible to target performance measurements to the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974 and till satisfy GPRA.

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT RATING TOOL
Overview

In 2002, the Bush Administration launched the President’s Management Agenda (PMA)™,
which includes OMB’s extensive review of individual agency programs using a management
tool, the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART), composed of about 30 questions addressing
various aspects of program design, management, and results. Program ratings based on the
PART are used to help inform budget decisions on agency programs. Results of this analysis
and detailed answers used during the rating process are posted on OMB’s website, as are
instructions for answering each question. This transparency enables interested persons or
groups to judge for themselves how programs are performing, regardless of whether they agree
with the ratings.

> CDBG aso reports on the percentage of low- and moderate-income people benefiting from entitlement
community and state funds, respectively; increase number of Neighborhood Revitalization Areas approved; and
increase share of completed activities for which grantees satisfactorily export accomplishments. The Panel
recognizes these as very important indicators, but considers them to be more compliance than performance. See
HUD FY 2005 Annual Performance Plan, Appendix B, at www.hud.gov/offices/cfo/reports/2005/2005app. pdf

16 See www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budintegration/pma._index.html
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Results of OMB’'s PART Review

The CDBG program received an overal “ineffective” rating under OMB’s PART review,
conducted in Fall 2003 and summarized below CPD program management anticipated the rating,
hence the execution of this project. PART rated the CDBG program as ineffective in four areas:

e |ack of clarity in the program’s purpose and design
e weak targeting of funds by CDBG formula and by grantees to areas of greatest need
e |ack of transparent program and performance information
e |ack of annual output or long-term outcome performance measures
Quoting directly from the PART:

1.1. Isthe program purpose clear? Answer: NO. Explanation: The program does not have a
clear and unambiguous mission. Both of the definition of “community development” and the
role of CDBG plays in that field are not well defined. Evidence: Throughout the CDBG's
legislative history there has been ambiguity between flexible, steady funding given to localities
and the requirements to benefit low- and-moderate income individuals and neighborhoods. The
program’s statute cites multiple purposes, but the primary objective of the program is stated as
“the development of viable urban communities.” In describing the means to achieve this end, the
statute includes, “providing decent housing and a suitable living environment and expanding
economic opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income.” Another purpose
was “consolidating a number of complex and overlapping programs of financial assistance to
communities of varying sizes and needs.” HUD will attempt to operationalize a definition or
definitions for what represents a “viable urban community.”

14 Is the program design free of major flaws that would limit the programs effectiveness or
efficiency? Answer: NO. Explanation: The model of providing flexible annual block grants to
State and local governments is a strength of the program. However, the lack of standards and
evidence of targeting funds limits the programs effectiveness and efficiency. Evidence:
Concentrating CDBG dollars in specific areas represents a more effective use of these resources
compared with communities that spread funds more thinly; however, the program provides few
incentives (and no measures) for communities to target most funding to a specific neighborhood.
The CDBG formula does not effectively target funds to the most needy communities and
insufficient information exists regarding leveraging of private funds or cost effectiveness of the
program’s activities.

15. Isthe program effectively targeted, so that resources will reach intended beneficiaries
and/or otherwise address the program’s purpose directly? Answer: NO. Explanation: CDBG
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funds can be targeted in two ways — 1) by the CDBG formula to States and localities and 2) by
grantees to benefit neighborhoods or households. The CDBG formula has been less targeted to
community need over time. Further, the two main types of activities — direct benefit and area
benefit — do not require maximum benefits for low- and moderate-income persons or areas.
Evidence: Formula Targeting — As new Census data was included in 1980, 1990, and 2000, the
effect each time has been a weakening of the formula s targeting to needy communities. The
formula does give more funding per capitato communities with greater need; however, the share
going to the two hundred communities with the highest poverty rates has decreased from 50 to
40 percent of the total since their first year of funding (this represents a decrease of about $300
million each year). The 200 communities with the highest poverty rates receive 35 per cent less
CDBG funds for each poor resident than 200 communities with the lowest poverty rates.
Grantee Targeting — Requirements allow grantees to thinly spread resources across different
specific neighborhoods. CDBG does not commit to a performance measure that encourage or
track the extent to which grantees target funds (current measure tracks amount of funds spent on
low- and moderate-income activities, not the targeting of funds to benefit low-income
neighborhoods). For an activity that benefits individuals directly only 51 per cent of the
beneficiaries must be low- or moderate-income. For a single family housing rehabilitation
activity, however, this standard can only be met if each dwelling unit is occupied by a low- or
moderate income household. Also, CDBG law alows nearly 40 percent of their grantees to fund
activities that serve areas below the standard 51 percent low and moderate income required of
most grantees (however, only 13 percent of entitlement grantees used this exception for activities
that amount to less than 2 percent of all CDBG expenditures).

2.1. Does the program have a limited number of specific long-term performance measures that
focus on outcomes and meaningfully reflect the purpose of the program? OMB Answer: NO.
OMB Explanation: “The measurable long-term goals CDBG identifies in their strategic plan and
annual performance plan/report have a weak connection to the program purpose and do not focus
on outcomes. CDBG has not developed a quantifiable measure that corresponds to its primary
objective—the development of viable urban communities—or corresponding to the nine specific
statutory program objectives.” (p.4) OMB Evidence: CDBG, one of the Department’s largest
programs, is one of the only HUD programs unable to identify itself with any of the
approximately 20 quantifiable long-term outcome goals included in HUD’s strategic plan. The
HUD Strategic Plan objective to “strengthen communities’ includes: (1) provide capital and
resources to improve economic conditions in distressed communities; and (2) help organizations
access resources they need to make communities more viable. The outcome measure,
‘neighborhoods in which significant CDBG investments have been made will demonstrate
increases in measures of neighborhood health’ represents a start; however, the indicator has not
yet been quantified.”

2.3. Does the program have a limited number of specific annual performance measures that can
demonstrate progress toward achieving the programs long-term goals? OMB Answer: NO. OMB
Explanation: “CDBG's GPRA measures fall short of demonstrating progress toward
achievement of the program purpose or strategic goals. CDBG is a flexible program that alows
grantees to set their own program priorities, however, the program has not established a
procedure to measure the extent to which grantees meet their own goals or the degree to which
they meet the objectives of the program.” OMB Evidence: “HUD reports CDBG
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accomplishments as two measures. number of households recelving housing assistance and
number of jobs created. The number of households assisted with housing assistance does not
contribute to our understanding of the program’s contribution to the community or the person
assisted (e.g., number assisted versus increase in home value or amount of annual energy
savings). Likewise, the Annual Performance Plan measure, “the share of funds for activities that
principally benefit low- and moderate-income persons’ does not reflect grantee performance.
Instead, the measure represents the percentage of funds spent on that national objective. The
CDBG program does not have atargeting, leveraging or efficiency measure.”

Source: www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2005/pdf/ap cd rom/part.pdf and
www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2005/pma/hud. pdf.

Implications for Perfor mance Measurement
The Panel drew the following conclusions when evaluating CDBG’s PART assessment:

e CDBG’s statutory mission or purpose seems clear. There is much consensus for
having mission, vision and strategy guide performance measurement, rather than
separating the two or developing performance before mission. Indeed, studies,
assessments, and evaluations by the Academy, GAO, universities, think tanks and
management consultants concur that the most successful public programs measure
performance against clearly defined missions, visions, goals, objectives, and strategic
directions, in addition to the purpose of the legislation creating them.*” Measures ought
to be derived directly from them. If not, it will be difficult to determine program
effectiveness.

e The PART assessment found a “lack of clarity in the program’s purpose and
design.” The Panel disagrees with this assessment. CDBG, a highly flexible block
grant, is intended as a source of funding to address needs of communities and states
within a broad national framework. If the CDBG program lacks clarity, it is likely
because the statute intended it so.

e The PART assessment also found “weak targeting of funds by CDBG formula and
by grantees to areas of greatest need.” By this, OMB means place-based targeting.
The Panel disagrees with this assessment for two reasons. First, there is no targeting
requirement in the legisation. Making CDBG more categorical by concentrating and
focusing investments to places seems to contradict the statute’s intent. Performance
measurement should comport with purposes of a highly flexible, non-categorical block
grant, not with a more focused, targeted program. Geographical targeting as policy
assumes that CDBG investments in concentrated areas have greater impact than a more
dispersed investment strategy. Some argue that the opposite strategy—dispersion—
might have greater impact. $1 million invested in a variety of activities in numerous
places might prevent marginal places and at-risk populations from becoming distressed

Y The Academy conducted a comprehensive study of successful and unsuccessful federal agency start-ups and
reorganizations for the new Department of Homeland Security. This and other Academy studies unambiguously
supports this conclusion.
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and dysfunctional, and become a distressed neighborhood in the future. The Panel
believes that entitlement communities and states should decide how and where to invest
CDBG funding.

Second, assuming for the sake of argument that the statute allows HUD to compel
grantees to invest CDBG monies in targeted areass—as defined by HUD or OMB—the
department has never done so. As such, the PART criticizes the program for policy
decisions that were not in effect. If targeting is essential in that it is required for the
successful execution of the CDBG program, it may be the case that only Congress can
resolve this dilemma by amending the statute to remove any ambiguity that persists.

Geographical targeting of funding is not a HUD-required policy. The CDBG program
leaves needs determination to policymakers at the state and local levels. Indeed, the
statute’ s purpose is to provide funding to communities and states that have very different
needs at any given time. CDBG targets funding primarily to the benefit of low- to
moderate-income people.

CDBG is moving toward more accountability. For government to be credible, it must be
held accountable. One way to do this is to provide performance information so that
citizens can assess for themselves how well government is serving their needs. PART
found a “lack of transparent program and performance information.” The Panel
agrees that there is very little easily accessible information on CDBG performance,
particularly on the Web, though it notes that CDBG is gradually placing more
summary performance data there.’®* Many entitlement communities and states report
data for their own constituencies on the Web. Much more can be done. HUD should
place al consolidated plans and annual updates on an easily accessible location on its
website.

CDBG has not reported sufficient performance measurement data for review by the
Administration, Congress, public interest groups, and especially citizens, in spite of the
fact that it requires grantees to report a great deal of information. PART found a “lack
of long-term performance measures that focus on outcomes” The Panel agrees.
This project is an attempt to rectify the situation.

There seems to be inconsistency in block grant program assessments. CDBG is one of severd
block grants that underwent an OMB PART assessment. A cursory review of the evaluation
scores assigned to those programs suggests that there are differences of opinion on what block
grants do and how they should be evaluated. The Panel recommends that OMB create an
intra-agency working group of budget examiners to review block grant programs and
develop a more consistent framework for applying the PART to them.®

8 Many ConPlans are several hundred pages in length and often loaded with graphics, maps and tables, making
them difficult to read electronicaly.
9 Since beginning this project, OMB has initiated such a program.
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In addition to these genera findings, the Panel notes specific implications of the PART process
for performance measurement:

CDBG must report more than the minimum number of performance measures required
under PART to demonstrate its accomplishments. PART looks for a few performance
measures that reflect program priorities. Two or three are acceptable, but the Panel
believes that this number would be insufficient given the program’s multiple, wide-
ranging objectives. There should be sufficient measures reported to cover the nine
genera statutory outcomes and GPRA’s strategic goals and objectives.

Outputs are acceptable measurements under PART. Both outcomes and outputs are
acceptable for measurement of performance. The Panel believes that it is desirable to use
as many key high priority outputs as possible when structuring a performance
measurement system, supplemented by outcome indicators. Doing so is much less
expensive, supported by entitlement communities and states, and complies with PART.

Leveraging can satisfy “but for” criteria. Thereisa“but for” requirement—funding that
would not be available from other sources to address a problem—under PART. It can be
measured by partially incorporating a leveraging indicator.”

Efficiency goals are required by PART. PART requires at least one efficiency goal and
measure. The Panel believes that more measures might be needed in a block grant
program of such complexity.

PART requires baseline data for comparison. Baseline data, as discussed in Chapter 7, is
highly problematic with respect to CDBG. The Panel suggests that OMB reexamine this
requirement under PART to assess its implications for measuring block grant
performance.

PART requires partnering with program grantees. A collaborative effort is needed among
stakeholders to increase chances that a new performance measurement system will be effective.

% Thisisacomplex issue discussed in greater depth in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER FOUR
STATE OF THE ART IN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

FINDING AND RECOMMENDATION

After reviewing hundreds of documents, the Panel concludes that the vast
majority of cities, counties and states extensively employ performance
indicators for a variety of uses, and mostly rely on output and impact
indicators where outputs can be interpreted as outcomes.

The Panel recommends that a CDBG performance measurement system
fit as much as possible within existing entitlement community and state
systems, but that more outcome indicators be incorporated where
possible.

The Panel reviewed nearly 200 performance measurement reports for state and loca
governments, federal agencies, citizen groups, foundations, think tanks, housing associations,
foreign governments, and socia science literature. Many are indexed in the Appendix, and all
are listed in their entirety on the Academy’s website at www.napawash.org. The Panel also
reached out to public interest group representatives and CDBG program directors to icit
information on performance measurement practices. This chapter is divided into two parts: The
first summarizes common practices and the second offers illustrative case studies. For each case
study, a statement about its relevance is included.

ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIESAND STATE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT
Perfor mance M easurement System Prevalence

The Panel found that the vast majority of cities, counties and states have existing performance
measurement systems. These systems range from very sophisticated, state-of-the art approaches
to fairly minimal efforts. Overall, states seem to have fewer well-developed systems for CDBG
than entitlement communities. In November 2003, the project team polled state community
development agency directors attending a meeting under the auspices of the Council of State
Community Development Agencies (COSCDA). Each director was asked to report on his or her
state’'s efforts to incorporate performance measurement systems into CDBG. The mgority did
not have independent systems in place, but were moving quickly to implement one. Only a
handful ad such systems, but most of these were output based and not comprehensive. Only
Pennsylvania—a state participating in HUD’ s demonstration project on alternative ConPlans—
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had a sophisticated system design it hoped to eventually implement. One-third of the states have
relevant benchmarking systems, but not dedicated to CDBG. Nearly all jurisdictions seem to be
moving more toward greater sophistication. They will be more likely to participate in CDBG
performance measurement if the measures they now use comport with HUD-measures adopted
for the program.

COMMON PRACTICES

The Panel’s review of the state-of-the-art performance measurement as it relates to community
development yielded the following general findings:

It is common for programs to link mission, strategy and performance. The Panel’s review
showed that community development agencies, with few exceptions, have mission statements,
strategies and goals and objectives. They are presented as stand-alone documents or merged with
others, especially those associated with budget requests and annual reports. At the same time,
much remains to be done to link specific aspects of mission, strategy and goal setting directly to
community development performance indicators.

Performance indicators tend to be tied to projects or programs, not specific activities. The
lion’s share of performance documentation relates to project- or program-level initiatives, rather
than activities that grantees report through IDIS to HUD. For example, a program may report
accomplishments for an industrial park development rather than for the constituent activities—
water, sewers, demolition, land preparation, etc. Practitioners trade specificity for simplicity and
clarity. Further, most people can identify with projects than activities.

Performance indicators are reported for a diverse range of geographical designations (e.g.,
census tracts, districts, wards or neighborhoods) and for cities, counties and states.
Community development largely is reported by alocal geographical area, and then aggregated to
the city or county level. Most geographical reporting tends to be for large geographical areas,
rather than small. One reason is that large jurisdictions would produce massive—even more
massive—reports to accommodate the data if they were to report on small areas.

Performance indicators are likely to be outputs based mostly on cases although output
indicators may relate to communities, especially at the state level. For the most part, local
community development activities are people based. The Panel knew of no case where a city or
county reported numbers of places served. States are different as they report on the number of
places (communities) assisted. This pattern likely exists because performance measurement
systems were put into place long before outcome measurement became the state-of-the art
assessment approaches. Additionaly, diffusion of knowledge has been slow to permeate state
and local government, but this is rapidly changing. The Panel concludes that indicators should
include output measures that can be interpreted as outcomes whenever possible.

Output indicators can be interpreted as outcomes in many cases. Although community
development performance employs output measures extensively in most jurisdictions, many of
them reflect outcome-related activities.



Outcome measurement is less prevalent than output measurement. Outcome measurement
isrelatively scarce in community development. Where reported, it tends to focus on programs or
projects where there is a clearly defined beneficiary or participant group that can be assessed and
tracked.

Impact measurement is common, but there is little concern about whether programs or
projects actually lead to the impact. Many communities report crime rates, unemployment
rates and income at the city or county level and occasionally by census tract. These impact data
have not been tied to specific projects, programs or activities. Few if any reports examined
actually demonstrated that increases or decreases in impact measures resulted directly from a
public investment.

Performance indicators are reported annually and change in performance is calculated.
Community development documents report changes in annual expenditures and performance.
These tend to occur not at the activity or project level, but for budget line items. Take, for
example, the numbers of people assisted by CSBG or CDBG. This likely reflects sensitivity that
public and private investment in community development varies from year to year, with
numerous projects starting and ending throughout the period.

Subjective performance measurement is relatively rare. Some organizations and programs
report subjective measures of performance—how residents feel about their communities through
surveys or focus groups, for example. Yet these are not widely used. They are expensive to
produce and difficult to aggregate.

COMMON PRACTICE CASE STUDIES
From the hundreds of case studies examined, the Panel provides case studies detailing different
approaches to performance measurement in a community development context generaly, and

CDBG specifically. They are discussed in no special order.

Pennsylvania CDBG*

Pennsylvania is a HUD demonstration project for performance indicators. The system is
under development, and has not been approved or tested. The indicators represent a wide
range of possibilities for states and communities. At the same time, many of the indicators are
impact measures that cannot be directly linked to CDBG investments. It is unclear whether
Pennsylvania will be able to gather data on such alarge number of indicators.

The State of Pennsylvania operates severa initiatives in which municipalities coordinate
community and housing development plans. It has an entitlement program for designated

% Consolidated Plan: 2004-2008. Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development, December
2003.
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communities, as well as a competitive CDBG grant program.?? Most significantly, Pennsylvania
uses its current consolidated plan to set outcome measures to guide its community devel opment
and affordable housing strategy. The impetus for utilizing them originates in the Pennsylvania
Community Services Block Grants program, which relies on the Results Oriented Management
and Accountability approach described in this report.

Pennsylvania's consolidated plan lists 11 goals for state community and housing devel opment
programs. The plan then presents outcome measures, which will be used to determine if the
goals will be used. The plan does not outline the activities to be pursued to meet the goals
(activities=output), but permits flexibility and maintains an emphasis on meeting goals. The
outcomes used to evaluate the goals were developed with public input. In addition, a set of
common measures relevant to the goals accompanies the outcome measures themselves. The
measures, along with analyst commentary (in italics), are summarized below:

Common M easur es

— Private dollars leveraged (including loans/mortgages)

— Persong/households assisted by activity and by income level

— Dollars expended per activity

— Vacancy rates of the neighborhood/community as a measure of its stability

— Diversion from institutions (e.g., nursing homes) or more restrictive placements (e.g.,
group homes)

— Increased value of homes and/or equity of households assisted

— Tax base increases

— Employment of people at living wage incomes

— Projects using “green building” technologies as certified by LEED Standards

— Number of new business starts and expansions

Goal: Maintain and Revitalize Neighborhoods and Housing

Comment. The poor quality of the housing stock is generally identified as one of
Pennsylvania’s largest housing problems. Census data does not contain sufficient
information needed to analyze this problem; however, the decennial Census contains
information about some of the most severe problems such as the lack of a kitchen or bath.
Homes with complete kitchens and baths may still have major structural problems such
as faulty roofs, bad wiring, plumbing problems, defective heating/cooling systems, etc.
‘In addition, more than 2.1 million housing units in Pennsylvania, or 41% of all units,
were built before 1950. This information about the deficient structural condition of
Pennsylvania’s housing. stock, substantiated by public input, implies that a significant
need to preserve and maintain our neighborhoods exists.

22 \www.inventpa.com
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® Primary Measure:
— Number of homes assisted with housing code violations that are eliminated
e Optional Measures:

— Energy cost savings provided: Available through weatherization standards

— Saved demoalition costs by maintaining home: Average demolition cost per rehab

— Non-assisted homes repaired (percentage of home improved without assistance)

— Reduced code violations (percentage reduction of violations reported annually)

— Building permits (percentage increase in building permit values)

— Housing values increased (local market analyses/property reassessments)

— Foreclosure rates

— Community clean-up/improvement projects (hours of volunteer work/homes hel ped)

— Employment/economic opportunities:

— Construction-related jobs where housing rehab is consistently over 50% of
annual work

— Number of firms doing over 50% of their work on rehab grant work annually

— Waiting list reductions

Goal: Build Capacity of Community—Based Organizations and L ocal
Governments

Comment. Another important concern is the need to improve the capacity of local
governments and local housing organizations to develop, manage, and maintain
affordable housing. Private sector developers and may also need to improve their
capacity to work with other housing organizations or to learn how to use housing
assistance programs.

® Primary Measures:

— Grantees with audit problems
— Grantees exceeding spending goals

e Optional Measure:
— Number of community development professionals trained

Goal: Provision of Supportive Servicesfor and Service-Enriched Housing
Comment. The Commonwealth encourages developers to provide service-enriched
housing that will help low-income residents maintain or achieve greater personal, social,
and economic independence and an enhanced quality of life. Support services helpmeet
an array of needs for individuals and families placed in housing. The Commonwealth and

its housing professionals have long recognized the need to educate families and
individuals about the importance of maintaining a job, budgeting finances, and properly
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maintaining a home. The Commonwealth will continue to provide support services and to
increase the level of these support services in order to keep families and individuals
housed.

* Primary Measure:

— Cost savings of maintenance and operating costs achieve
— Supportive services (includes improved rent collection, reduced turnover and reduced
eviction costs).

e Optional Measures:

— People/households move to higher level of self-sufficiency
— Number of people with access to needed support services (includes transportation)
— Partnerships established with service agencies (like CAPs) with specific
activity results
— New services funded with CDBG or local resources
— Improved financial status of residents via counseling, credit repair, or
energy education
— Reduced crime rates
— Number of housing projects with service coordinators or service management
agreements

Goal: Improve Rental Housing Opportunities

Comment. Census data indicate that renters have more housing problems than
homeowners. When renters are compared to homeowners of the same household type and
income level, the percentage of renters with housing problems is higher than owners.
Several rental needs, such as large families and preservation of the existing rental
housing stock, are critical. Although there are Federal and state resources currently used
for rental housing, the Commonwealth will continue to improve opportunities to develop
affordable rental housing.

® Primary Measure:

— Number of affordable units developed for low-income households
e Optional Measures:

— Affordability for target groups:

— Affordability for extremely low-income households (30% or less)
— Affordability for assisted living units

— Improved tenant usage:

— Vacancies rate of assisted rental stock
— Turnover rates

38



— Actual median family income of tenants based on survey, not on rents charged

— Mixed-income devel opment:

— Number of affordable units not receiving ongoing rental assistance (without
Section 8)

— Percentage of unitsthat are market rate

— De-concentration of assisted housing units

— Promoting self-sufficiency:

— Percentage of renters that become homeowners

— Percentage of former homeless or transitional housing residents now tenants/renters

— Accessibility: Accessible units provided for beyond minimum requirement

— Visitability: Number of units developed

— Adaptable: Number of units developed

— Improved quality of rental housing:

— Preservation of existing affordable rental units

— Code compliance of rental units viarehabilitation

— Wait list reductions

Goal: Assist Familiesand Individuals to Become Home Buyers

Comment. The Commonwealth recognizes that homeowners, even low-income owners,
take greater pride than renters do in their property and community, and tend to maintain
their homes and neighborhoods, thus, providing stability to the neighborhood.
Homeowner s also contribute more to the tax base of a local government. Lastly, in some
areas, once the down payment and closing costs are covered, home ownership can be
more affordable than renting. While every household may not be suited for home
ownership, many households might solve housing problems, build financial wealth, and
gain an enhanced sense of belonging to a community if they were able to purchase their
first home.

® Primary Measure:

— Number of successful homebuyers assisted after five years (i.e., not foreclosed after
five years)

e Optional Measures:

— Percentage of buyers receiving home ownership counseling

— Mortgage delinquency rates

— Employment/economic opportunities:

— Construction-related jobs where homebuyer work is consistently over 50% of annual
work

— Number of firms doing over 50% of work on home ownership grant work annually

— Educational benefits of stability in school population

— Community involvement:
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— Participation in community organizations (number of volunteer hours, percent of
population. involved)
— Voter participation rates

Goal: Use a Continuum of Careto Addressthe Economic, Social, and Health
Problems of the Homeless

Comment. The Commonwealths priority to assist very lowincome households will
benefit homeless individuals and families. The state has developed four regional
continuums of care that have identified the number of homeless in the state and the
housing and support services required to address the homel ess.

The driving forces behind homelessness are often economic and/or social problems.
Subsidies and assistance for housing development programs can help many very low and
low-income people overcome their housing problems. However, for the homeless
population with little to no income, physical or mental health problems, and/or a variety
of addiction problems, housing may often be a secondary issue. While continuing to
provide shelter and housing programs for the homeless, the Commonwealth’s goal will
be to address the economic and social problems as the primary causes. These needs must
be addressed through a continuum of care, not a segmented and categorical approach.

® Primary Measures:

— Percentage of clients placed in permanent or transitional housing
— Reduction in number of persons who are homeless

e Optional Measures:

— Recidivism rate reduced (percent of people returning for service within one year)

— Percentage of people placed in employment

— Percentage of people obtaining increased wages

— Children placed in health care and education programs

— Shelters providing services

— Duration of stay in shelters and transitional facilities reduced (average days or
months)

— Cost per client or family

Goal: Further Fair Housing and Address Community Opposition

Comment. The Commonwealth’s Consolidated Plan gives priority to projects that
benefit lowincome households and to projects that promote diversity housing
opportunities or further fair housing within Pennsylvania localities. This priority is just
one step the Commonwealth has taken to further fair housing in Pennsylvania. The
Commonwealth has a strong network of state and local fair housing enforcement
agencies and local advocacy organizations. The PA Human Relations Commission plays
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a statewide lead role with these organizations, and acts on behalf of FEUD in many
investigation and enforcement actions annually.

® Primary Measure:
— Percentage of fair housing complaints resolved
e Optional Measures:

— Number of educational sessions held and persons trained
— NIMBY and affordable housing complaints pursued
— Percentage of households served in protected classes

Goal: Improve Water and Sewer Infrastructure Systems

Comment. The Commonwealth’s grantees receiving CDBG funds consistently identify
sanitary sewer, storm sewer and water systems as their most pressing needs and use their
funds accordingly. DCED has also identified these service needs as priorities for non-
entitled areas of the Commonwealth that do not receive their own allocation of CDBG
funds. The Commonwealth will continue to address these critical health and
environmental needs through this goal.

® Primary Measure:
— Number of systems assisted and brought up to standard levels of operation
e Optional Measures:

— Improved quality and quantity of water

— Percentage of low-/moderate-income households/families served
— Reduced inflow and infiltration

— Economic viability:

— Affordability of user fees

— Projected savings of user fees because of assistance

— Reduced health risks

Goal: Provide Critical Street |mprovements

Comment. Community devel opment plans often require street and related improvements.
These activities may be vital to both transportation needs, as well as having an economic
impact for a community. The full range of these needs also include certain streetscape
improvements that may be required in a downtown central business district or
commercial corridor. The Commonwealth will continue to address these needs through
thisgoal.
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® Primary Measure:
— Percentage of low-/moderate-income households served within one-haf mile.
e Optional Measures:

— Streetscape improvements (sidewalks and lighting) for business devel opment
— Reduced traffic accidents

— Reduce traffic violations

— Streetscape improvements for crime and accident reduction

— Emergency vehicle access improved

— Improve inter-modal access (bikes and pedestrians)

— Improved access to goods and services (based on survey of residents)

Goal: Develop Needed Community Facilities

Comment. Community facilities can be a necessary element of a community devel opment
strategy. These facilities can be necessary for provision local services and holding
community events. They also support local recreational needs. The Commonwealth will
pursue this goal to support these community devel opment needs.

® Primary Measure:
— Percentage of target population served
e Optional Measures:

— Buildings with accessibility improvements

— Increased number and percentage of low-/moderate-income people served
— Utilization of facility

— Hoursin use daily/weekly

— Revenue generated to support facility through various uses

— Caollaboration/coordination of services:

— Co-location of service agencies established

— Number of services available

— Green space, open space and park availability

Goal: Develop Economic Opportunities

Comment. This goal focuses on the needs of both workers and businesses. The efforts for
workers require assuring that education, job training, and skill development programs
adequately prepare them for the jobs that are available. The business efforts include
providing economic assistance and loans that attract new firms, as well as retain and
expand existing ones. Community development programs at the state and local level
should link the two efforts together. The most important step to promote effective
economic revitalization is to develop sound local community development strategies.
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® Primary Measure:
— Jobs created and retained with sustainable wages and benefits.
e Optional Measures

— Percentage increase in income for clients

— Percentage of people retained in employment for nine months
— Jobs with health benefits

— Increased transportation access (car or transportation to work)
— Education advancement

— Child care and elder care needs

— Availability/access of business capital

COSCDAZ

COSCDA's effort represents the state of the art in eliciting state support to develop a set of
measures that programs can accept. COSCDA used a number of charettes and other group
process techniques to develop indicators and build consensus around their use. In addition,
COSCDA tied indicators directly to the goals and outcomes of the Housing Act. Indicators,
which focus primarily on outputs that can be interpreted as outcomes, can be aggregated to the
nationa level.

Drawing verbatim from COSCDA'’ s performance initiative document:

Over the past 18 months, The Council of State Community Development Agencies
(COSCDA), the membership organization for the State providers of CDBG...has
engaged its members and outcome framework experts in the development of an
“integrated outcome framework” which would address outcomes in the HUD programs
listed above. In undertaking this project, COSCDA has decided to take a proactive
design approach (rather than a reactive one). COSCDA members believe that those who
deliver the programs at the community level are better suited to determine appropriate
outcome indicators and measures for their projects and activities than agencies at the
Federa level.

One of the basic tenets of our efforts is the strong belief that any outcome system must
first and foremost be one that serves the management interests of those operating the
programs. The strength of these Federal formula grants are their flexibility, designed so
they can be tailored to meet state and local needs; therefore, outcome measures must aso
be flexible enough so that grantees can use them. This will ensure that the system is one
that is meaningful, relevant and useful at the direct service level and will aso help to
ensure that the information gathered will be as valid and reliable as possible. A key
COSCDA objective for implementation of an outcome system is that it should “add

% COSCDA'’s Outcome Framework System. Council of State Community Development Agencies, March 2004.
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value” to existing programs at both the state and national levels without causing undue
burdens to already taxed state and Federal reporting systems.

COSCDA believes that any nation-wide outcome system must be developed in
accordance with the statutory purposes and objectives that govern the relevant programs.
It should be noted that the proposed COSCDA Performance Outcome M easurement
System provides a clear distinction between direct program outcomes on those being
served in accordance with statutory requirements and indirect longer term impacts that
might be affected by the accomplishment of these program outcomes.

The COSCDA Performance Outcome Measurement System is a comprehensive approach
to measuring the outcomes of HUD’ s four magor community development formula grant
programs — Community Development Block Grants, HOME Investment Partnerships
Program, Emergency Services Grants and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS.
The System includes objectives, outcomes and indicators for each type of program
activity (i.e., housing rehabilitation, water and sewer programs, shelter for the homeless).
Every activity and project currently funded under the State CDBG, HOME, ESG and
HOPWA Programs would be covered by this system.

Based on input from the membership, the COSCDA Board of Directors established that
for this Performance Outcome Measurement System there are three overarching program
objectives under which all CDBG...program activities, outcome indicators and measures
will be grouped. They are:

|. Creating Suitable Living Environments
I1. Providing Decent, Affordable Housing
[11. Creating Economic Opportunities

The COSCDA Task Force carefully selected a range of outcome indicators in order to
alow the states to apply indicators which make the most sense given the outcomes they
seek to achieve and the activities that they fund. The outcome indicators are:

# of households assisted (i.e., with water/sewer, community centers, etc.)

# of community-wide assistance activities

# of new businesses assisted

# of existing businesses assisted

# of persons served (e.g., in shelters, in public services, etc). (broken down by
LMI and other if necessary)

# of jobs created

# of jobs retained

# of new homeowners assisted

# of rental housing units produced

# of new home ownership units produced

# of housing units rehabilitated (to code)

# of housing units repaired (for emergency)

# of affordable housing units preserved



# of years of unit affordability
# dollars of investment leveraged

States will be able to choose which of these indicators to apply to their targeted
outcomes depending upon the nature of the activity. Thus, a community that is
building a new water system in a town might say that it has two outcomes: Improving
Access to Potable Water and Enhancing Health/Safety. The outcome “Improving
Access’ might be measured by the number of households who access the new water
system while the outcome related to “ Enhanced Health/Safety” might be measured by
the number of communities that participated in the program.

Most of the indicators above are measured in individual units (households, number of
jobs etc.) However, for some activities, the proper unit of measure is number of
communities. For example, if the activity is community revitalization and the outcome
IS promoting sustainability, the outcome indicator might be the number of communities
that the state helped towards viability.

The McAuley Institute

The McAuley Institute’s approach is to ask citizens to rate their communities on measures that
represent what they would like the community to be. It combines visioning and performance.
Although the approach has great appesl, it is very expensive to implement given that it requires
surveys and focus groups. Additionally, the highly subjective measures cannot likely be
aggregated to the national level, or even compared across communities.

The McAuley Institute’s program to evaluate community development is unique in that it is
developed collaboratively with grass roots community development advocates and practitioners.
In effect, these are performance measurement and evaluation techniques designed to aid the
decisionr-making and improve the end user’ s resource utilization.

McAuley’s approach included 300 community development practitioners involved in finding
ways to measure the community benefits of their development activities and to increase
accountability to their constituencies.** Entitled the Success Measure Project (SMP), this effort
involved collaboration with community development organizations, first to define and then
measure “impact.” Based on a series of forums, practitioners created explicit definitions of their
activities and the benefits provided. Such activities included housing, job training and
community building. The participants also developed 44 outcome indicators to measure the
benefits. Thiswork is contained in the McAuley Institute’ s Success Measures Guidebook, billed
as “a practical tool for using participatory evaluation in community development program
planning, implementation and management.”

Many approaches have measures and criteria that are developed internally and implemented via
fiat. McAuley’s approach is different as the community, organization or program works to

2 program Evaluation in Community Development, 2001. McAuley Institute, Silver Spring, Maryland and
Development Leadership Network, Boston, Massachusetts.
% http://www.mcauley.org
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develop measures that not only make it more accountable in its stewardship of, but also enable it
to better meet its objectives. Thisis accomplished with knowledge of capacities, constraints and
social, environmental and political contexts.

Moreover, the SMP remains in the development and refinement phases. Give the collaborative
nature, up to 28 organizations have used and tested the project-developed measures and
developed the data sources for accurately measuring the indicator variables. This is done with
technical assistance from the McAuley Institute and consultants working closely with the
organizations. To date, only this approach has involved such extensive field-testing of
community development evaluation measures. McAuley is working to involve up to 500 more
community development organizations in this project.

The SMP uses a participatory process that involves community residents, program participants,
staff, board and other stakeholders to document and analyze community development program
outcomes. Stakeholders first articulate a “benefits picture” which describes, in practical terms,
the impacts they hope a particular program will have. They then choose from a set of 44 SMP
indicators that can measure these benefits; decide on appropriate data collection tools; collect
information; analyze results; create reports; and use the knowledge gained to improve programs
and inform others. SMP encourages community-based groups to think holistically about what
they hope to achieve, to articulate the entire range of interconnected benefits that can result from
programs, and to “begin with the end in mind.”#

Consistent with current trends, the SMP focuses on outcomes, not outputs. The indicators used
to measure particular indicators are listed below:*

McAuley Success M easures Project Outcome Indicators
|. Housing Program Indicators

Set 1. Measuring Benefits to Residents of New and Rehabilitated Housing
H1. Monthly Housing Cost and Affordability

H2. Wedlth Creation

H3. Quality of Housing

H4. Environmentally Sustainable Design and Construction

H5. Self-Esteem and Stability

H6. Participation in Community Life

Set 2. Measuring Benefits to Community
H7. Sense of Community
a. Participation in Community Life
b. Number of Organized Community Activitiesin One Y ear

26 .
Ibid.
" From Summary, Success Measures Project, www.McAuley.org
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c. Share of Residents Who Know Names of Neighbors in Adjacent
Buildings
d. Index of Residents' Satisfaction with Neighborhood

H8. Visual Attractiveness of the Neighborhood
H9. Community Use of Public Spaces

H10. Neighborhood Security

H11. Property Values

H12. Proportion of Owner-Occupied Homes

Set 3. Measuring Benefitsto M unicipality and Society
H13. Local Economic Impact

H14. Job Training and Placement in Construction Trades
H15. Duration of Residency and Resident Stability

H16. Diversity of Incomes and of Housing Values and Types

I1. Economic Development Program Indicators

Set 1. Measuring Benefits of Neighbor hood-Based Business Support Programs
E1. Number of Enterprises by Size and Type

E2. Job Creation

E3. Increase in Profitability

Set 2. Measuring Benefits of Job Training Programs

E4. Employment and Income from Job Training

ES. Trainee Evaluation of Job Training Program and Progress towards Family-
Supporting Employment

E6. Skills Acquisition (not yet devel oped)

Set 3. Measuring Contributionsto Community

E7. Attractiveness of Business District

E8. Extent to Which Basic Community Needs Are Met By Local Businesses
E9. Local Business Support of and Participation in Community
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Results-Oriented Management and Accountability®

Some observers offer ResultsOriented Management and Accountability, (ROMA) which
pertains to the Community Service Block Grant (CSBG), as a model for CDBG notwithstanding
programmatic differences. CSBG funds, distributed by Community Development Corporations
with clearly defined districts and clientele, invest primarily in people and services. CSBG had a
very ambitious data-gathering program that has been scaled back due to cost and complexity. An
association is responsible for gathering and reporting performance data to the HHS. CSBG
received low ratings on major areas of its PART assessment. By comparison, CDBG focuses on
many more activities that are geographically based and not services (e.g., housing, recreation
centers, small business incubators, and the like). CSBG islikely not a useful model for CDBG in
spite of the apparent similarity between programs.

Results-Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA) is an interagency initiative which
promotes outcome-based management strategies for community, state, and federal programs that
participate in the Community Service Block Grant program (CSBG). Designed in response to
GPRA, ROMA provides a flexible architecture of six national goals toward which the CSBG
network strives. Within these goals, agencies can show the outcomes they are achieving with
CSBG funds, as well as other programs they undertake to assist low-income families and
communities.

GOAL 1: SELF-SUFFICIENCY
LOW-INCOME PEOPLE BECOME MORE SELF-SUFFICIENT

Direct Measures:

a  Number if participants seeking employment who obtain it [as compared with the
total number of participants].

b. Number of participants maintaining employment for a full twelve months.

c. Number of households in which adult members obtain and maintain employment
for at least ninety days.

d. Number of households with an annual increase in the number of hours of
employment

e. Number of households gaining health care coverage through employment.

f.  Number of house holds experiencing an increase in annua income as a result of
earnings.

g. Number of households experiencing an increase in annual income as a result of
receiving allowable tax credits such as the earned income and childcare tax
credits.

h. Number of custodial households who experience an increase in annual income as
aresult of regular child support payments.

2 \www.state. ma.us/dhcd/components/dns/csbg/03/14goal s.pdf
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Number of participating families moving from subsidized housing into stable
standard housing, as compared with the total number of participating families.
Number of households which obtain and/or maintain home ownership

Number of minority households that obtain and/or maintain home ownership.
Number of people progressing toward literacy and/or GED.

Number of people making progress toward post secondary-degree or vocational
training.

Other outcome measure(s) specific to the work of your agency.

Survey Question M easures:

o.

P.

Number of clients who consider themselves more self-sufficient since
participating in services or activities of the agency.

Number of clients reporting an increase in income since participating in the
services of the agency.

Scale M easures:

q.

r.

Number of households, which demonstrated movement up one or more steps on
the scale or matrix measuring self-sufficiency.

Number of households achieving positive movement in self-sufficiency as
demonstrated by an increase of at least one point in the overall score of a Family
Development Scale.

Number of households achieving stability in the dimension of a Family
Development Matrix.

GOAL 22 COMMUNITY REVITALIZATION
THE CONDITIONSIN WHICH LOW-INCOME PEOPLE LIVES
ARE IMPROVED

Direct Measures:

a

b.

C.

- o

Number of accessible, living wage jobs created and/or retained.

Increase in assessed value of homes as aresult of rehabilitation projects.

Increase in proportion of state and Federal funds allocated for meeting emergency
and long-term needs of the low-income population.

Increase in access to community service and resources by low-income people.
Increase in available housing stock through new construction.

Increase in the availability and affordability of essential services, e.g.
transportation, medical care, childcare.

Other outcome measure(s) specific to the work done by your agency.
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Survey Question Measures:

h.

Number of households who believe the agency has helped improve the conditions
in which they live.

Scale M easures:

Number of communities, which demonstrated movement up one or more steps on
a scale or matrix measuring community self-sufficiency, community health, or
community vitality.

Number of communities achieving stability in the dimension of the
Community Scaling Tool. (MA N/A)

GOAL 3: COMMUNITY REVITALIZATION
LOW-INCOME PEOPLE OWN A STAKE IN THEIR COMMUNITY

Direct Measures:

a

oo

f.

Number of households owning or actively participating in the management of
their housing.

Amount of “community investment” brought into the community by the Network
and targeted to low-income people.

Increase in minority businesses owned.

Increase in access to capital by minorities.

Increased level of participation of low-income people in advocacy and
intervention regarding funding levels, distribution policies, oversight and
distribution procedures for programs and funding streams targeted for the low-
income community.

Other outcome(s) specific to the work done by the agency.

Survey Question Measures.

g.
h.

Number of households participating or volunteering in one or more groups
Number of households who say they fedl they are part of the community.

Scale Measures:

Number of communities that demonstrated movement up one or more steps on the
scale or matrix measuring community self-sufficiency, community health, or
community vitality.

Number of communities achieving stability in the dimension of the
Community Scaling Tool. (N/A)
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HUD Stakeholders Conference

The HUD stakeholders conference was a major attempt to get feedback on performance
indicators. It yielded a fairly comprehensive list of outputs, outcomes and impact indicators
organized around major Housing Act outcomes. A shortcoming of the effort was that there
was no attempt to validate whether data were available and reportable. Also, there are no
priorities for or analysis of indicators. The list is valuable for its insights into how
stakeholders think, but limited otherwise limited.

From February to May 2000, HUD hosted four forums in Atlanta, Chicago, Philadel phia and San
Francisco attended by 50 local CDBG grantees and sub-grantees, HUD field staff and university
researchers to discuss outcome-based measurement in the CDBG program. The events were
designed to provide input into HUD’ s strategic plan and performance measures were produced
(summarized below). The results are instructive because they reflect how entitlement
communities and states viewed performance measurement during the pre-PART era.

TABLES
CATALOGUE OF PROSPECTIVE PERFORMANCE
MEASURESBY MAJOR ACTIVITY
Employment and Employment Opportunities
Unemployment rate
Number successfully completing training
Poverty rate
Average hourly wage
Job training or placement opportunities
Number finding employment
Number finding employment with benefits; living wage
Number finding employment in targeted groups
Average commuting time to work
Percent migrating to find work
Percent high school diploma
Number Chapter 3 persons with jobs
Business Development
Number business startups
Number business licenses issued
Number start-up inquiries
Number big box retailers
Amount private investment leveraged
Commercia vacancy rates
Community Development
Number occupancy permits
Number bank applications
Mortgage default rates
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CATALOGUE OF PROSPECTIVE PERFORMANCE
MEASURESBY MAJOR ACTIVITY

Tax revenues

Bank deposits

Crime rates

Home ownership rates

Number of churches or social institutions

Number of homes rehabbed

SAT scores

Number building permits issued

Number rental rehab units

Number evictions

Physical Condition

Number houses flooded

Number curbs cut

Ft sidewalks poured

Ft sewer lines repaired

Miles streets paved

Number drainage projects completed

Number new community facilities build

Number of households using services

Percent residents receiving water or sewer services

Number water systems meeting Federal standards

Number gallons water lost in system

Percent brownfields/grayfields developed

Economic Capacity

Proportion investment from CDBG

Private sector funds leveraged

Public sector funds leveraged

Number residents in privately funded projects

Long-term vacancy rates

Average home/building sales prices

Average home improvement expenditure

Community Safety

Number traffic and personal accidents

Number code violations

Number of neighborhood watch groups

Number security devices

Per capita auto insurance costs

Number trash pickups

Number buildings condemned
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CATALOGUE OF PROSPECTIVE PERFORMANCE
MEASURESBY MAJOR ACTIVITY

Community I nvolvement/Pride

Number complaints

Resident satisfaction survey rates

Number infrastructure maintenance calls

Number residents participating in community activities

Self-Sufficiency and Social Services

Crime rates

Number homeless people

Reports child abuse & neglect

Number AFDC/food stamps applications

Number people stabilized in housing

Percentage below poverty level

Number low-/mod people served

Number in ESL classes

Number hospital visits

Number in health education programs

Number served by CDBG programs

Number of hours of safety for kids

Housing Quality

Number units rehabbed

Number newly constructed units

Home ownership rates

Number code violations

Number building permits issued

Positive Impacts of Housing

Number residents participating in block clubs

Average length of time housing on market

Average housing value

Number low-/mod people housed

Average length of stay in housing

Taxes to schools

School dropout rates, graduation rates, test scores

Proportion CDBG funds invested

Per capitaincome

Retention rate in housing

Changesin diversity
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Fairfax County, Virginia

Fairfax County, Virginia represents a best practice of a community that takes performance
serioudly in the investment and management of CDBG funds. It has instituted a wide
variety of processes that lead to effective investment.

Fairfax County, Virginia established a system for which grantees must have distinct goals and
indicators to fulfill performance measurement requirements and thus receive funds—CDBG and
other—for their programs and activities. Fairfax County approves these goals and indicators
during the application process and offers performance measurement training to all grantees,
demonstrating that this is an important tool for improving services, not just for fulfilling a
reporting requirement. Data are reported through a Web-based system, which makes information
more accessible and reports to local and federal simpler to generate.

Fairfax County assesses existing goals, objectives and indicators in order to shift from measuring
outputs to outcomes. It utilizes a four-step process, specifically “examining agency mission,
goals, cost center goals and objectives, and then developing indicators to measure performance.
This process was intended to improve operational and resource planning, and resulted in
improved goal statements, objectives and performance indicators.” %°

Fairfax County also has begun to compare its performance measures to external sources as
another way to make its system more outcome oriented. Efforts included initiating the Regional
Performance Measurement Consortium to compare measures with local governmentsin Virginia,
Maryland, and the District of Columbia; benchmarking performance measures and practices
against other jurisdictions, and joining the International City and County Management
Association’s (ICMA) Center for Performance Measurement which allows benchmarking with
more than 130 jurisdictions across the nation.

Charlotte, North Carolina: Quality of Life Index

Charlotte, North Carolina focuses on neighborhoods in its community development strategy,
using quality of life indicators and a Balanced Scorecard methodology. Depending on the
size of the investment and neighborhood, this approach may be able to link CDBG funding to
impacts.

Charlotte, North Carolina instituted a neighborhood “quality of life” index that evaluates
neighborhoods based on social, crime, economic and physical conditions. Conducted annually
since 1993, the index focuses on neighborhood statistical areas throughout the entire city.
Neighborhoods are classified into three categories. stable, threatened, and fragile. Charlotte's
FY 2004-2005 strategic operating plan describes its method of measuring outputs and outcomes:

29 | bid.



Neighborhood Development’s Balanced Scorecard measures our progress
toward meeting the City’s corporate strategy. Because the nature of
Neighborhood Development’s work, it is difficult to measure outcomes on an
annua basis. The Neighborhood Quality of Life Index measures much of our
success where overall changes are tracked in the number of stable
neighborhoods and the success of individual outcome variables such as housing
quality, appearance standards and economic growth. These ultimate outcome
measures are developed biannually.

Therefore, Neighborhood Development annually tracks output measures that
contribute to the Neighborhood Quality of Life Index outcome measures. These
outputs also impact the City Corporate Strategy related to neighborhood
classifications, housing quality, neighborhood appearance and affordable
housing goals. Beginning on the next page is Neighborhood Development’s
Balanced Scorecard and performance measures for the next two years.®

State of Oregon: Managing for Results and Benchmarking

Oregon’s initiatives are among the first performance measurement programs in the nation.
Although well known, they largely impact indicators that have not been linked to specific
investments. The initiatives nonetheless are important because they illustrate the continued
commitment of one state to accountability.

As part of its annua performance plan, Oregon initiated “Managing for Results’ to facilitate
process improvement and results-based management. Under this initiative, a performance task
force composed of legidlators and partners developed a list of 27 performance measures which
the state adopted in June 2000. Of them, 12 measures already were tracked by recipients and
another twelve required limited work and resources. Since the list was developed, agency staff
receive training on the performance measurement system, data quality improvement, and
interpreting performance data. Employee orientation includes performance training.

Performance data review and action are important to Oregon’s performance measurement
system. The state's leadership team reviews data and discusses necessary changes or
improvements every three months. In addition, the Economic and Community Development
Commission reviews the performance report every six months. This effort measures Oregon’s
progress against goals sets forth in its strategic plan, entitled “Oregon Shines.” The Oregon
Progress Board, which consists of 12 members appointed by the governor, submits a
“Benchmark of Progress’ report to the state legislature biannually. The process is unique, and

% Nei ghborhood Development Key Businesses, FY 2004-2005 Srategic Operating Plan, July 2003.
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the state promulgates measures and indicators tied to agency performance reporting systems and
to the entire budget process.®

Oregon was the first state to articulate its goals in measurable terms.** The process involves
setting goals and objectives to meet them. The objectives then are measured against
benchmarks. The state's political leaders and citizens determine the goals which are aligned to
objectives that state agencies can meet. The reality of what the agencies can do, coupled with
external factors, budgetary and other resource considerations, are included in the setting of the
objectives. Benchmarks serve as the established objectives stated in quantifiable terms. Thisisa
key component of the benchmarks. All objectives must be measured quantitatively in order to
meet state goals, thus ensuring accountability and the ability to realistically assess performance.
Oregon lists 90 goals annually that the state must meet and then develops indicators to measure
success in meeting these goals. The Oregon benchmarks include seven in the area of community
devel opment: **:

TRAFFIC CONGESTION

No. Overdl travel delay for urban Oregonians in 2001 more than doubled since 1991.
a. Portland metro. No. In 1991, Portland drivers experienced about 9 hours of
delay total. 1n 2001, it was 23 hours.

b. Other areas. No. Outside of Portland, drivers averaged about 3 hours of delay
in1991. In 2001 it was 7 hours.

DRINKING WATER

Yes. 93% are served by drinking water systems that meet health standards, up from 49%
in 1994.

COMMUTING

No. Since 1990, about 30% commute with others or use alternative transportation—no
real improvement.

VEHICLE MILESTRAVELED

No. Metro drivers are driving more, despite efforts to increase use of alternative modes
of transportation.

ROAD CONDITION

31 2003 Benchmarks Report, Oregon Progress Board.

32,
Ibid.

33 2003 Benchmark Performance Report 48 Assessment of progress derived from a computer-generated trend line (3

yrs min). Oregon Progress Board.
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Yes, but. The percent of state and county roads in good condition is improving but long-
term problems exist.

a. State Roads. Yes, but. 81% of state miles were in good condition in 2001, due
mainly to short-term surface repair.

b. County Roads. Yes. An estimated 89% of county road miles are good overall;
79% east of the Cascades and 93% west.

HOME OWNERSHIP

Yes, but. Home ownership rate increased from 63.1% in 1990 to 66.6% in 2002 but
Oregon ranks low among states.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
No, but. Housing is affordable for more owners but fewer renters than in years past.

a. Renters. No. 75% of low-income renters pay more than 30% of their income
for housing, up from 70% in 1990.
b. Owners. Unknown. Oregon survey data and U.S. Census data disagree on the
trend for homeowner cost burden.

Oregon’s benchmarks are unique because they are relatively few yet ssimple and clear. Also,
agency behavior and program management are linked to meeting the 90 explicit and measurable
goals.* Specific agency performance is tied to each benchmark, and ameliorative action must be
taken for not meeting the goals put forth in the strategic plan. Evidence must be provided should
exogenous factors (global economy, natural disaster, demographic change, etc.) be attributed to
not meeting the goals. Similarly, determination will be made if improper planning or
management, insufficient funding, or administrative or political factors played arole.

Richmond, Virginia

Richmond, Virginia is an example of a community attempting to tie performance and
neighborhood investment together under CDBG and HOME. Key is the long-term (three-
year) funding commitment to neighborhoods, which allowing the programs to establish
baseline data.

Richmond, Virginia has taken an approach to alocating funds that corresponds with OMB’s
recommendations. “Neighborhoods in Bloom” (NiB) is a targeted neighborhood investment
program that invests CDBG, HOME, and capita investment funds to revitalize six designated

3 The goals and goal characteristics and criteria can be found at:
www.econ.state.or.us/opb/perfmeas/quidelines.html
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areas in the city. Each NiB has its own improvement strategy with specific targets for success,
as well as a partnership team of local and political stakeholders that regularly assesses progress
and addresses problems within the neighborhood. Because Richmond commits to three years
worth of funding for each NiB, it can focus on improving results through baseline comparisons.

National Neighborhood Indicator s Project

The National Neighborhood Indicators Project is a nationwide effort in performance
measurement. Although the project gathers a great deal of data, its utility in aggregating to
the national level is limited. It also fails to tie program investments directly to beneficiaries
or impacts.

The National Neighborhood Indicators Project (NNIP) is an effort by the Urban Institute and 12
cities to assemble and apply current reliable information about neighborhood conditions and
trends. Its goals are to better use information to build communities and shape public policy.
Expected results are construction of a National Neighborhood Data System (NNDS) and the
project’ s expansion to other cities, thereby enhancing NNDS.

NNIP seeks to construct indicators or gauges of neighborhood well being, not measures of
CDBG performance or management. These indicators were developed in each community in
collaboration with local practitioners, public decision makers, community residents, and other
stakeholders. . As discussed in the section on measurement, abstract nouns can be used to
describe arange of attributes and characteristics. These same terms frequently are referred to as
“latent variables’ in the socia science literature. Basically, an idea such as “delinquency” is a
latent variable, measured by multiple measures—crime rate, truancy, and vandalism. In effect,
NNIP is geared toward the development and dissemination of a range of “multiple measures”
which can serve as proxies for the latent variables “neighborhood health” or “community
building.” Teaching the use of data sources, public databases, research methods, community
forums and other techniques are key to NNIP.

In NNIP's case, the challenges of teaching data analysis and interpretation to community
stakeholders, coupled with appropriate action and follow-up, are significant.®*® Similarly, the
requirements placed on data providers prove similarly onerous.

35 gee, www.urban.org/nnip/pdf/bailey2.pdf

58



TABLE 6
NNIP INDICATORS

Census Data I ndicators

% Female-Head of Households
w/Kids*

% High School Dropouts 16-19
years.*

% Population Age 0-9 yrs.*

% Population Age 10-19 yrs.*
Median Household Income*
Med. Vaue Owner-Occ.
Homes*

% No Vehicle Available*

% Persons Below the Poverty
Line*

% Population Black*

% Population White*

% Population Hispanic*

% Population Other*

% Unemployed, Labor Force
aged 16+*

% wi/College Degree, age 25+*
% w/No HS Diploma, age 25+*
% Manage./Prof. /Tech. Occ.*
% Females age 15+ Married*
%Persons Foreign-Born*

% Persons | nstitutionalized*
% Housing Units Built Since
1970*

% Housing Units Built pre-
1940*

% Housing Units Owner
Occupied*

% Housing Units Lacking
Plumbing*

% Aged 5+ In Same Unit 5+

Y ears*

% Unitsin Single-Family
Structures*

% Housing Units Vacant*

Administration Data | ndicators

Welfare Usage Rate (C, P)

Food Stamp Usage Rate (O, P)
Violent Crime Rate (B, C, O)
Property Crime Rate (B, C, O)

% Parcels Non-Residential (B, C)
% Res. Parcels Single Family (B, C)
% Parcels Tax Delinquent (C)

% Commercia Parcels Vacant (C)
% Residential Parcels Vacant (C)

% Birth Mothers w/<HS Diploma (C)
% Birth Mothers w/No Pre Natal
Care (C, O, P)

% Birth Mothers Not Married (C)
% Females Age 10-14 Giving Birth
(©

% Females Age 15-19 Giving Birth
(C,1,0)

% Births w/Low Weight (C, I, O, P)
% Births to Black Mothers

% Births to White Mothers

% Births to Asian Mothers

% Births to Hispanic Mothers

% Births to Teen Mothers

% Birthsto Mothers 15-17 (P)

Generic Data I ndicators

HMDA-Bases

Mortgage Approval %o**
Median Loan Amount **

# Loan Applications**

Home Improvement as %
Orig. **

Home Purchase as % Orig. **

Dun and Bradstreet-Based
Totd # of Businesses
Total # of Jobs

Total $ Sales

Data Quick-Based

Median Home Sales Price**

* 1990 ensus Data

**  Two Year averages, 1993-94 or 1998-99 for generic indicators
Parenthetical terms after administrative data indicators show cities for which indicator is available: B = Boston; C =
Cleveland; | = Indianapolis, O = Oakland; P = Providence
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National Performance I ndicator s*

The National Performance Indicators, a national effort, is just getting off the ground.
Its utility for local communities is limited; it reports national data as impact indicators
that cannot be linked to programs. Therefore, it is not likely to be amodel for CDBG.

According to U.S. Controller General David Walker, “To have a democracy that is performance-
oriented and accountable, key national indicators are needed to assess the overal position and
progress of a nation.” An increasing amount of dialogue and activity are occurring, throughout
the United States and around the world, on key national, state, and local indicators and ways to
develop them in a manner that is truly useful to a community or society. To advance this
dialogue, GAO, in cooperation with the Academy and the Nationa Academies of Science,
hosted a February 2003 forum on Key National Performance Indicators. The forum’s objective
was to discuss whether and how to develop a set of key national indicators for the United States.
The event produced a nearly unanimous point of view that this was an important topic to pursue,
with more than two-thirds of the participants willing to offer various forms of support to an
ongoing effort. An informal coordinating committee was established to guide the next phase of
the initiative. A report will be issued soon summarizing the results of the discussions. The
National Academy of Public Administration is participating in this initiative.

CONCLUSION

These case studies illustrate the wide range of activities, with varying degrees of sophistication
that many governments and organizations are taking with regard to performance management
systems. Many of these systems are conducted independent of federa initiatives and, indeed,
were developed and implemented prior to them. The management challenge is how to improve
the federal performance measurement system without interfering with existing efforts or creating
redundant parallel systems. Thiswill not be easy.

% Key documents, indicators, methods, bibliographies, and links to other related websites is found at

www.keyindicators.org. A summary report, Forum on Key National Indicators: Assessing the Nation’s Position
and Progressis aso available from GAO, May 2003.
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CHAPTER FIVE

ISSUESIN CDBG PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS

FINDING

Entitlement communities and states are concerned that any new HUD CDBG
performance measurement system:

Not compete with existing state and local systems.

Take into account the limited capacity of states and communities to gather
and report data.

Hold down gathering and reporting costs.

Make sure all stakeholders, especially grantees, buy into any new
performance measurement system.

Not hold programs responsible for things over which they have no control.
Not duplicate existing data gathering and reporting efforts.

Resolve conflicting policy/program goals.

Overcome a legion of technical challenges in defining and reporting
indicator data.

The Panel finds that all of these issues are justified and recommends that stakeholders
resolve them in the process of adopting any performance system for CDBG.

Many entitlement communities and states—in addition to researchers, practitioners and
advocates—expressed concerns about devel oping and implementing a performance measurement
system for the CDBG program.*” An effective system must address these challenges. Among

the major challenges around which stakeholder consensus should be reached include:

e Competing performance measurement systems. Entitlement communities and
states have performance measurement systems—related or specific to community
development—that serve their needs, but do not necessarily conform to HUD or
OMB standards and expectations. Consequently, they may be required to create
supplemental systems or gather and report data on different indicators to comply with

federal requirements.

e Limited capacity. Although some entitlement communities and all states have
administrative capacities to gather, process and report performance measurements,
many others do not unless they divert funding from other uses or find additional
funding or capacity. This especidly is the case when third parties, sub-recipients,

beneficiaries, non- and for-profit organizations are used to undertake projects.

37

The Panel’s findings are consistent with many of those found in HUD Community Development Stakeholder

Forums, The Urban Ingtitute & 1CF Consulting, August 2002.

61



e Cost. Although some performance data may be desirable, much are prohibitively
expensive to gather, especially where survey, focus group, or primary data gathering
methodol ogies are used.

e Stakeholder buy-in. Some entitlement communities and states are wary of national
initiatives that require significant effort to comply.® They have participated in prior
initiatives that failed to yield results or produced poor results. They are cautious
about wasting resources on what they believe might be an ineffective project.

e Lack of control. Many entittement community and state officials believe that
reported performance measures represent factors over which they have no control—
trends in the national economy, for example—and do not want to be held accountable
for them.®

e Duplicative reporting. Most entitlement communities and states are dissatisfied
with requirements which mandate that they produce data HUD already possesses. In
consolidated plans, for example, HUD provides Census and related data to
communities and states which, in turn, must report them back to HUD. Many
officials do not see the purpose of redundant reporting.

e Conflicting policy goals. There are fundamental disagreements about CDBG policy
goals. The primary ones are targeting and clarity of mission.

e Technical challenges. Technical issues surrounding CDBG performance
measurement pose significant impediments in measurement, aggregation and
reporting, so much so that many entitlement communities and states believe it may be
impossible to measure performance effectively or efficiently as HUD and OMB
expect. Among these issues are externalities that affect performance outside the
system.

COMPETING PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS

Many entitlement communities and states have advanced performance measurement systems that
serve state and local purposes. These systems may or may not comport with future HUD- or
OMB-mandated performance measurement. Those that have excelled on their own have a
legitimate complaint if they are asked to produce a new system for HUD or OMB that parallels
an existing one. In fact, CPD issued Notice CPD-03-09 in September 2003, which instructed:

The purpose of this Notice is to strongly encourage each CPD formula grantee
to develop and use a state and loca performance measurement system.

38 \We could find not data showing how many grantees might be suspicious or precisely what their concerns might
be. Nonetheless, afew were suspicious and thisis duly reported here.

39 See also Effective I mplementation of the Government Performance and Results Act, National Academy of Public
Administration, 1999. www.napawash.org.
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Measuring performance at the state and local level is critical to the flexibility-
driven formula programs. Since grantees are given the flexibility to make
choices about how to use program funds, it is only logical that grantees be
accountable, at the local level, for those choices.

The Panel recommends that entitlement communities and states be allowed to crosswalk
their performance measurement documents into HUD’s documents where appropriate,
rather than double reporting. If the number of performance measures that entitlement
communities and states are required to report is held to the absolute minimum, this need not
constitute a burden on grantees.

DEFICIENCIESIN CAPACITY

Entitlement communities and states spend as much as one-fifth of their CDBG funding on
administrative activities, trandating into hundreds of millions of dollars in expenditures
annually. Some estimates suggest that as much as $100 million annually goes into preparation of
the CDBG consolidated plan, an activity related to performance measurement. All of this would
be in addition to whatever they spend on their individual performance accountability systems.
Whether these amounts are too much or too little is for policymakers to decide, but this fact
illustrates that there is likely a great deal of capacity, at least for large cities and states, to
produce and report performance measurement data. Nonetheless, small cities and states have
much less capacity. To compound the issue further, entitlement communities and states often
directly or indirectly contract with non-profit, quasi-governmental and government organizations
with capacity to deliver services, but not as much administrative capacity to measure
performance, especially over the long-term.

COST

Some performance indicators may be too expensive to produce, not only for asingle jurisdiction,
but also nationwide. For example, survey research is an excellent methodology to gather data on
how CDBG spending affects community beneficiaries. If entitlement communities and states are
required to produce survey data for large numbers of neighborhoods and local units of
government, it would be prohibitively expensive. Indeed, many already use surveys to determine
community needs, further adding to the expense.

PAST EFFORTS

Some entitlement communities and states believe HUD has not implemented (or has
implemented ineffectively, inadequately or differently) policies and procedures that it previously
promoted. The IDIS management information system is an example raised by some state
grantees. The Panel believes that a few entitlement communities and states are suspicious when
HUD, itself or at OMB’ s direction, begins to impose additional reporting burdens. But, the Panel
was unable to establish the extent to which all grantees are suspicious. We suspect that it is a
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handful. Regardless, all stakeholders must work hard to attain consensus before a performance
measurement system is imposed.

LACK OF CONTROL

Unemployment, mortgage rates, personal and business income, and even crime rates are a
function of regional and national economic cycles. State and local officials have little or no
control over these trends, even though they choose when, where and how to spend CDBG
funding. National and regional business cycles affect local employment. Entitlement community
and state officials are unlikely to support any performance accountability system in which they
have no way to directly influence indicators, either through policy or spending.

The Panel agrees that there is no point in measuring local CDBG spending outcomes or impacts
using regional or national data. The Panel recommends that only measures that directly
relateto CDBG spending beincluded in a performance measurement system.

DUPLICATIVE REPORTING

HUD’s CPD and Policy Development and Research (PDR) offices have enormous amounts of
data reported from the Census Bureau and other federal sources. The Panel recommends that
CPD or PDR preparereports to Congress and OMB that correlate CDBG spending with
demographic and social indicator data in an effort to quantify program performance. This
contrasts with requiring entitlement communities and states to obtain data from HUD, only to
report them back to the department. PART acknowledges that GPRA measures may not meet its
standards. If so, grantees will be required to report separate measures under PART and GPRA.

CONFLICTING POLICY GOALS

Cities and states are concerned that performance measurement systems will neither account for
nor resolve conflicting policy goals. Some examples: Investing CDBG funding in affordable
housing to improve home ownership may lead to renters being displaced from targeted areas.
Or, focusing minority home ownership in neighborhoods through CDBG contradicts HUD’s
housing voucher programs that “de-concentrate” low- to moderate-income minority families.
Jurisdictions would be positively rated on one indicator yet negatively rated on the other,
notwithstanding the fact that they attained their goals and objectives under CDBG. Therefore,
the Panel recommends that HUD examine its programs to identify internal inconsistencies
that might confound performance measurement and resolve them before they are reported
and used in management and policy.



TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES

Inventorying potential CDBG performance measurements validates the concerns of entitlement
communities and states that there are no measures that are unproblematic, unbiased, valid and
reliable. Regardless of which indicators are chosen to be included in a CDBG performance
measurement system, they will be faulty, as discussed in the preceding and following chapters of
this report. Yet this does not imply that performance measurement is inappropriate or not worth
doing. Rather, it suggests that a sophisticated approach is needed.

The Panel recommends that whenever performance measures are reported, their
limitations must be clearly identified and placed in proper context so that program
managers and policymakers understand what they considering when they view CDBG
indicator data.
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CHAPTER SIX
ISSUESIN MEASURING CDBG OUTCOMESAND IMPACT

FINDING AND RECOMMENDATION

Given difficulties in establishing cause and effect relationships between
CDBG activities and expected impacts, a CDBG performance
measurement system should not employ activity impact indicators. If
used at all, these indicators should be part of scientific program
evaluations.

The Panel recommends that a CDBG performance measurement system
include primarily outcome indicators and output indicators that might be
surrogates for outcome indicators.

Researchers and anaysts acknowledge that the CDBG program possess one of the most
chalenging obstacles in constructing a performance measurement system that satisfies
President’s Management Agenda requirements, especially PRT. In this chapter, the Panel
examines moving beyond output to outcome measurement (feasible) and then into impact
measurement (much more problematic). Using crime rates as a case to tie these issues together,
the Panel has identified several issues that should be resolved:

UNLIKELIHOOD OF ESTABLISHING IMPACTS

After reviewing methodological issues associated with CDBG and community development
performance measurement, the Panel concludes that the potential to gather impact measurement
data that truly reflect program performance is remote. The issue is not gathering and reporting
impact indicators, which is relatively easy and widely practiced. Linking impact indicators
directly to programs, projects and activitiesis very difficult and, in many cases, impractical. Itis
unlikely that CDBG program performance measurement reported by entitlement communities
and states will satisfy rigorous, scientific criteria needed to conclude that the program had an
impact. HUD should fund and/or conduct impact studies, the reasons for which are summarized
below. Assuch, the Panel recommends that performance measurement focus on gathering
and reporting outcome data, as well as output data that can be interpreted as outcome
data.

CAUSAL LINKS
The current state of the art in most community development impact studies is to correlate every

possible social indicator against CDBG expenditures for a geographical area. Past study results
are methodologically unsound, but equally important, fail to demonstrate any but a few
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statistically significant correlations.  Although advances are being made in the field,
methodologically, much research on CDBG requires improvement.

BEFORE OR AFTER, WITH OR WITHOUT

Impact assessments determine whether effects would have occurred independent of some
intervention—in this case, CDBG investment. In order to demonstrate impact, baseline data
would have to be gathered prior to CDBG investments being made, and then compared with
follow-up data afterward. Given that CDBG is three decades old, it is difficult to establish
baseline data that would not be affected by past expenditures. In addition to before-and-after
comparisons, CDBG investments would need to be compared against similar communities where
no investments were made. Few locations with similar economies and demographics have not
had CDBG investments.

COMMINGLING OF FUNDING

Most local community or neighborhood investments are an amalgam of funding from federal,
state and local government; non-profit and quasi-governmental organizations, and the private
sector. Professional researchers and analysts have yet to sort out funding impacts, except in rare
cases. Disaggregating multiple funding sources and linking them to impacts seem impossible on
awide scale. If thiscould be done, adding them to a performance measurement system would be
daunting. The City of Seattle reports having spent years trying to assign funding from all
sources and link it to performance indicators.

MAGNITUDE OF EXPENDITURES

Although CDBG investments are important in communities and states, they represent a small
share of overall investment—public and private. As such their impacts can be easily dwarfed in
any economy. Finding impacts—statistically at least in small areas with limited cases—is like
searching for a needle in a haystack. For example: the payroll of a small manufacturing firmin a
poor neighborhood effectively dwarfs investments made by CDBG.

“BUT FOR” INVESTMENTS

Some argue that it is possible to establish impact by asking whether a given impact would have
occurred without a CDBG investment—the “but for” clause. Because entitlement communities
and states have multiple funding sources for CDBG-like activities, an activity may be directly
substitutable with a variety of other funding. Some critics find it difficult to see that any CDBG
investment would satisfy “but for” criteria in establishing program impact. Yet CDBG
investment is distinctive because it targets low- and moderate- income people, which is not
necessarily the case with other federal programs, and certainly not the case with state and local
spending. Even so, there is considerable overlap that likely cannot be unpacked for reporting
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purposes. PART allows programs to use “leverage” indicators as a way to satisfy the “but for”
issue. In CDBG's case, private dollars leveraged would suffice.

SPORADIC INVESTMENTS

Although they vary greatly, most CDBG investments, as intended by Congress, are sporadic and
widely dispersed frustrating efforts to measure impacts, an activity that depends on consistency
over time. In many neighborhoods, investment can be miniscule. Furthermore, investments may
be made one year but not the next, or even one time only; local investment patterns are virtualy
limitless. Some might argue that funding should be better targeted, not sporadic and dispersed,
leaving an impression that funding is being disperse for political reasons. This perception does
not follow. Some city councils distribute CDBG by district or ward to satisfy ther
constituencies, but investments often are made one year to comply with a federa requirement
which need not be funded in out years once the requirement is met. For example, states may
spend heavily on their water infrastructure to meet revised EPA standards; once these are met,
other community development needs can be addressed.

PEOPLE AND PLACE, INDIVIDUAL AND COMMUNITY

Although researchers and practitioners can measure impacts on individuals, they have not
resolved how to definitively relate them to conceptual issues. The CDBG program typicaly
invests in building or repairing structures or infrastructures. Its impact on a particular person is
difficult to establish. So, how does a group or community benefit from such investments?
CDBG may “rehab” a house of someone with limited means in order to bring it into compliance.
The results is that the house is safe and decent, but what this mean to the community in which
the person resides and the house sits? Is community defined by political boundaries, as with a
census tract or city ward, or is defined along fuzzy boundaries, for example “uptown” or
“downtown?’ |sthe community its people and, if so, do they comprise residents. commuters and
visitors? Or, is the community more than people; does it involve some level of interaction? In
short, how do we measure community?

From a performance measurement perspective, it is highly problematic to create geographically-
based indicators at the local level that can be meaningfully aggregated to the national level while
still measuring that geography. For example, it is unclear how HUD would aggregate a
community that reports serving 100 people in a community center with 1,000 other communities
that serve people in neighborhoods, census tracts, census blocks, wards, districts and the like. At
best, HUD only could state that several thousand people were served nationally in the average
census tract—a somewhat meaningless measure in the Panel’s view. The Panel recommends
that measures focus on people without trying to account for geographical boundaries
whenever possible unless there is some compelling management or policy-related reason to
focus on place.

A good case for place-based reporting is when states award competitive grants to small, local
governments (in this case, the number of places receiving awards.) Another good case is that
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grantees are asked for place based census or survey-based information so that CPD can verify
that funding was spent in places with high concentrations of low- to moderate-income people.
Because this information is needed for compliance it does no harm to leave it in the performance
measurement system. In addition, researchers can use these places to conduct place-based impact
studies.®

CRIME RATE ASAN IMPACT INDICATOR: A CASE IN POINT

Analysts and practitioners frequently propose “change in crime rate” as an indicator of CDBG’s
positive impact in people and places. The crime reduction program under former New Y ork City
Mayor Rudolph Giuliani isillustrative. Upon taking office, Giuliani made crime reduction a top
priority, replacing top police leadership and developing and adopting comprehensive
management information systems to detect crime trends quickly and allocate resources to address
them. His administration instituted one of the toughest zero tolerance programs in the nation,
placed more police officers on the street, and lobbied courts to hand out tougher sentences.
Crime fell dramatically across the city.

New York City receives $218 million under CDBG, a relatively small amount of which is spent
directly on crime reduction. A larger amount is allocated toward activities that might indirectly
reduce crime, such as youth centers, training programs, and drug rehabilitation. Other federal,
state, local and private sector initiatives fund activities that directly or indirectly relate to crime
reduction. For example, the 1990s unprecedented economic growth created jobs and reduced
unemployment. Poverty rates fell, persona income rose, and the number of juveniles in the
population declined.

The question: How much of a contribution to decline in crime rate, if any, would a CDBG-
funded youth center in a poor neighborhood make? Figure 3 scopes out this hypothetical.
Suppose further that the youth center was funded with other federal, state and local public
monies, as well as private monies, and was part of a program that placed more police on the
streets, instituted a neighborhood watch program and attracted new employersto the area. When
New Y ork City-based CDBG program directors report that crime rates fell, it seems unlikely that
the result could be linked to the youth center. For a causal linkage to be made, policy anaysts
would have to address the issues enumerated above: “but for,” “before-after, with-without,”
commingling of funds, small magnitude of funds, and exogenous effects including economy,
socio-economics and demographics, issues of place, and minimal effects. The Panel does not
believe that entitlement communities or states have the resources necessary to carry out
evaluation studies to assess impact. Even if they did, the studies would be more costly than the
value.

The Panel recommends that outcome indicator s be used as an alternative to impact studies.

O n fact, a sister project to this one is being conducted by the Urban Institute to explore the feasibility of placed-
based impacts.
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FIGURE 3
IMPACT OF A YOUTH CENTER ON CRIME RATES
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CONCLUSION

It appears that using the language of cause and effect—that is, impacts as defined here—is
misleading at best. It raises more questions than it answers and inserts a great deal of ambiguity
and complexity into performance measurement, something antithetical to the enterprise. It is
unlikely that any cause and effect analysis could be designed and executed. The Panel
recommends that performance measurement focus on outcomes.

Were a serious rigorous performance measurement system to be pursued, entitlement
communities and states would not have the expertise to do the required work. The Panel
concludes that HUD or some outside organization* with expertise and resources should conduct
the analysis nationwide and report on it if such a system were to be pursued.

1 HuD’s Office of Policy Development and Research might wish to assume responsibility for conducting impact
studies on behalf of CPD.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
ISSUESIN CONSTRUCTING PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

RECOMMENDATION

The Panel recommends that CDBG performance indicators comply with the following
criteria

(1) Report on cases, not places.

(2) Do not report rates and percentages.

(3) Report baseline data only when an activity represents continuous, high priority
investment.

(4) Report data annually.

(5 Report data that can be aggregated meaningfully at the nationa level.

(6) Useindicators that are consistent with other CPD programs.

(7) Eliminate double counting across other CPD block grants.

(8) Enhance reliability and validity.

(9) Avoid palitically-charged indicators.

(10) Use multiple measures to assess outcomes.

Discussions with practitioners, researchers and advocates, coupled with a careful review of
performance measurement literature, yielded severa challenges that the CDBG program presents
in the construction of a set of indicators to satisfy HUD, OMB, GPRA and PART, as well as
local and state management needs. These chalenges, described in this chapter, must be
overcome or minimized when undertaking this critical step of developing indicators.

CASES

All performance measurement systems must enumerate cases—beneficiaries, non-beneficiaries,
clients, patients, populations, residents, homeowners, and renters are just a few. They also must
enumerate cases that are very complex or fuzzy—communities, households, and families. Cases
have maor implications for measurement. In CDBG, for example, consider entitlement and non-
entitlement communities served by state programs. In any given year, CDBG may serve 2,000
communities ranging in population size from 5 million to 100 individuals. CDBG reports mostly
on beneficiaries. The program should maintain this convention when possible.

RATES, RATIOSAND PERCENTAGES
Many performance indicators use rates, ratios or percentages to tie a baseline to an outcome. For

example, a measure of unmet need is to divide the number of people receiving a benefit by the
number of low- to moderate-income people eligible, yielding a proportion of those served or not
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served. Reporting data for this indicator, it is necessary to report the percentage along with the
baseline or beneficiary if these are to be aggregated at the national level. The analyst would
know little or be able to extrapolate if the national performance measurement system reported
only the percentage of people helped, but not the actual number that served as the basis. Other
data used to derive that indicator need to be reported, as well, greatly expanding the amount of
information required. Averaging rates, ratios and percentages also presents a challenge. A small
community might report aratio of .1 (1/10) as would a large one (10,000/100,000). Both ratios
are equal, but the underlying calculations have much different implications. Y et this distinction
can get lost when dissimilar things are lumped together.

BASELINES AND BENCHMARKS

Benchmarks are defined as indicators that represent a standard or performance level derived from
another entity undertaking a similar task. For example, analysts might compare the health status
of a CDBG entitlement community against that for the nation, or for communities of similar size
or composition. Theissueiswhat the benchmark should be. Does the community reporting data
decide? Or, does HUD or OMB? Very few grantees actually use this measurement convention
in reporting.

Baselines are defined as indicators that represent past performance levels, such as the
performance of a CDBG activity in 2004 compared with the prior year. Theissue isthat CDBG
programs do not invest in the same activities year after year. One year, may invest in affordable
housing, and the next in infrastructure. That being the case, it may appear that CDBG was
highly successful in some years but not in others. The performance measurement system would
be too complex to annotate each measure with the CDBG investment strategy in effect for a
given year. One way to manage this variance would be to report moving averages. Rather than
report annual indicators separately by year, analysts could average three years together and, in
subsequent years, drop the earliest year and add the latest year. Thisway, program effects would
be smoothed, with spikes from changing investment strategies removed.

TIME PARAMETERS

A significant issue is determining the time that should elapse prior to reporting outcomes. How
many months or years should pass from the time an entrepreneur is trained in a CDBG program
to the time she is monitored for job creation? If the entrepreneur creates no jobs the first year,
the program may appear to be afailure. The longer analysts must wait to see whether jobs were
created, the more likely the data will be unavailable or problematic. A CDBG entrepreneurship
training program offered as a one shot effort would unlikely have the capacity to track
entrepreneurs over several years. Entrepreneurs typicaly gain and lose members of their
workforce at startup. How can these gains and losses be meaningfully reported?

With CDBG investment, some activities are completed in days and do not have longer term
implications, while some transcend fiscal or calendar years in which the same activity may occur
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in different ways over time (e.g., a microfinance program may extend for one or five years). The
Panel recommends that results only be reported annually.

AGGREGATION

It is necessary that indicator data for a national performance measurement system, be aggregated
from entitlement communities and states to a national level. Some observers would like to
mandate or encourage entitlement communities and states to target CDBG investments in small
geographical areas to maximize program outcomes. For the purpose of this report, such a policy
prescription can be separated from the issue of outcome measurement. It may be too
complicated or even meaningless to report indicators tied to geography. For example, CDBG
might improve home ownership opportunities for low- to moderate-income persons by investing
in distressed neighborhoods. Grantees would report the number of homeowners produced under
CDBG, a dtatistic that can be aggregated to the national level. If the concept of distressed
neighborhood is graphed onto the measure, grantees would first define a distressed
neighborhood, and then how home ownership improved under CDBG. It seems likely that there
will be as many measures as there are grantees; distressed communities in rural North Dakota,
inner city New York, and downtown Anchorage are different and how CDBG improved them
will be, too. It is difficult to see how this would be measured then aggregated to the national
level. Even if grantees were to report the number or percentage of distressed neighborhoods
improved, such a statistic would be meaningless to the extent that the cases added are not
comparable.

COMPATIBILITY WITH OTHER HUD PROGRAMS

In addition to CDBG, CPD manages three other block grant programs—HOME, ESG and
HOPWA—and severa competitive programs—Economic Development Initiative, Brownfields,
Y outhbuild and Rural Housing and Economic Development. These programs invest in some of
the same activities as CDBG, and sometimes they both leverage each other or match funds.
Often, the programs use the same indicators to measure outcomes for different activities. A
performance measurement system should seek commonality across programs so that indicator
data can be aggregated within and across programs to determine how CPD funding contributed
to national goals and objectives.

DOUBLE COUNTING

Many projects have multiple purposes under CDBG. One investment might address safe
housing, while another would address decent housing. Both activities might be made in the same
housing unit. |Isthe number of safe and decent houses rehabilitated one or two? Clearly, double
counting would be inappropriate in performance based management systems. This is no longer a
problem in CDBG as was the case in years past. HUD’s Office of Community Development
administers three other block grants—Emergency Services Grant, Housing Opportunities for
Persons with HIV/AIDS, and HOME Investment Partnership Program. All four block grants
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sometimes benefit the same persons potentially leading to double counting.” Double counting
across CPD should be addressed.

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

Reliability asks whether an indicator would yield the same result when it is measured two or
more times under the same conditions—in other words, consistency. Weather reporters often
base their forecasts on “known” factors that often turn out to be incorrect. Pollsters attempting to
predict electoral outcomes may get different responses to the same questions asked in a short
time.

Validity asks whether an indicator measures what it is supposed to measure, in this case CDBG
outcomes. For example, is the unemployment rate a valid measure of joblessness in a poor
community?*® As an outcome, many consider it important to reduce unemployment using CDBG
investments. The Panel disagrees. Unemployment rates are calculated from unemployment
compensation claims and population surveys for which a respondent must have been actively
sought work within the most recent two week period to be considered unemployed. Those not
looking for work for whatever reason are not considered unemployed for statistical purposes. In
poor neighborhoods, where legions of people may not be looking for work, the labor force
participation rate might be a better measure of unemployment than Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS) measures.

POLITICAL CONCERNS

All outcomes can be measured in some way, but some may be “off limits’ for politica or
ideological reasons. For example, some elected officials promote CDBG investments because
they increase a community’s tax base; investments increase housing values which in turn
increase property tax assessments. Tax increases are a byproduct of improved property values,
seemingly a good outcome. Y et other elected officials may object to the notion of using federal
tax dollars—specifically, CDBG funding—to increase the local tax take, seemingly a bad
outcome. This also might be a factor when localities use CDBG to attract other federal funding
asaform of leveraging.

TRIANGULATION

Because indicators have associated methodological problems, it is desirable to use multiple
sources to measure the same activity outcomes, known as multiple measures. For example,
researchers could use employment and administrative survey data to determine whether they find
the same level of performance. Thisis done at the national level when economists compare the

2 our project does not look at ESG, HOPWA or HOME, so we are unable to suggest how much of a problem

double counting might be.
3 Terry F. Buss, “Loca Unemployment Rates and Their Implications for Planning,” Journal of Economic and
Social Measurement, 14 (1986), 1-18.
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Survey of Employers and the Household Survey to determine how many new jobs have been
created. Having multiple indicators pointing to the same impact bolsters the analysts' confidence
that certain activities very likely produced outcomes. Of course, triangulation is expensive, but
might be worth the cost for some activities.

There are certain characteristics of the CDBG program that inhibit effective design and
implementation of an outcome based performance measurement system. Since CDBG is a block
grant, recipients can delegate funds to sub-recipients within a broad range of program goals
including housing, community, and economic development. Thisresultsin varied interpretations
of goals, measures that indicate goal attainment, and definitions of outcomes versus outputs.
Across communities, the use of CDBG funds in tandem with other Federal, State, and locally
appropriated dollars varies considerably; making an assessment of whether funds were well spent
difficult.

Difficulties in constructing performance measures stem from interrelated issues at the local,
national, and program definition levels. Program flexibility combined with the range of
activities that CDBG funds can be used to generate a series of issues that must be addressed in
construction of useful performance measures. Table 7 summarizes many of the key issues and
challenges attendant to CDBG performance measurement.

TABLE 7
|SSUES CONCERNING CDBG PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

| SSUE EXPLANATION
Staffing/Financial Not al grantees, but especialy sub-grantees, have sufficient staffing or
Capacity of L ocal financia capacity to gather and report sufficient performance data.
Jurisdictions Additiondly, the set up and administration costs associated with a

performance measurement system may not be deemed worthwhile at
the expense of the project or activity dollars. Sub recipients will have

most difficulty.
Episodic Funding of Sub recipients may not receive funding every cycle and makes project
Grantees tracking difficult after the termination of funding and project closing.

What incentive do businesses or recipients have to provide data after
the grant dollars expire?

Portfolio/Shotgun Some CDBG investments represent a shotgun approach, rather than a
Investments & Priorities | carefully thought out strategy in aportfolio having priorities. Itisvery
common that funds are distributed without specific targeting of
neighborhoods and therefore outcome measurement is difficult.
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| SSUE

EXPLANATION

Validity/Rdliability of
Data

Firgt, the current IDIS system has poor data vaidation capabilities.
Second, it isdifficult to tell how and if jurisdictions validate the
reliability of data gathered from recipients. It isdifficult or impossible
to verify at the local level given funding and access congtraints. Third,
existing performance measures are often invalid and they do not
measure what they appear to measure. They often reveal different
results when measured more than once.

L everaged Funds

Since CDBG funds are used to leverage other funds, it isdifficult to
isolate CDBG' simpact.

Services Delivered By
Third Parties

Problem compelling small or poor non-profits to gather performance
data. They often have little incentive to gather data once the grant
award expires. Utilize Fairfax training as an example and putting it
into perspective that cities/'states can gpproach non-profit performance
data collection as an opportunity for improvement and future funding
increases.

Befor e/After,
With/Without

For an accurate picture of the effects of CDBG money, we would need
indicators that can be gathered before and after expenditure, and these
indicators need to be compared with comparable places having smilar
expenditures and those without, to assess outcomes. However, the
commingling of funds and sporadic investments defy precise
measurement standards.

Substitution

CDBG funds may displace private investments that would have been
made in the absence of CDBG.

Range of Activities

Range of fundable activities allowed by HUD makes measuring the
effects of the program difficult since cities and states fund various
activities based on their own local needs and goals.

Geography

If programs are spread across alarge area, jurisdictions have problems
seeing results

Existing Performance
Reporting Systems

CDBG reporting requirements may complement, duplicate or
supplement the existing budget or planning process engaged in by
cities and states.

Federal Law/Regulations

Many cities and states will comply with the minimum reporting
standards required by law

TimeCondgraintsin
M easur ement

How much time can/should pass before impacts should be measured

Performance Trends

Since jurisdictions may define success differently based on their own
goas/needs, it isdifficult to define nationally what counts as successin
measuring outcomes over time. Optionsinclude measuring by
increases only, decreases only, or rates of increase/decrease.
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| SSUE

EXPLANATION

Individual Versus
Community Benefits

CDBG benefits individuas specifically and communities generdly.
Individual benefits are easier to measure than community benefits and
the government is often looking for community benefits.

Neighborhoods

We need to discern if it is desirable to measure some outcomes at the
neighborhood level, even though we do not have a standard definition
of neighborhood or community.

Palitical | ssues

Although some may view an outcome as positive, others may disagree.
For example, increased tax collection may be a positive outcome for
elected officids but be viewed as a negative outcome by
businesses/individuals.

Aggregation of
Performance M easures

Communities often take full advantage of the CDBG program
flexibility. This produces consderable variability in year-to-year
spending patterns, thus performance targets are only of episodic
relevance and making aggregated targets at the city and nationd levels,
difficult to set and update.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
POSSIBLE PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

After reviewing literature and meeting with stakeholders and thought leaders, the Panel
identified numerous performance indicators for the CDBG program that appear useful and meet
OMB and HUD requirements. The Panel does not endorse any specific measure, but it
encourages HUD to exercise due diligence and consider the usefulness of each measure
suggested.

In this chapter, the Panel reports CDBG performance indicators that serve the following
purposes:

e Contribute to GPRA, PART and HUD'’ s strategic plan requirements.
e Addresstheissue of “viable communities.”

e Capture CDBG accomplishments under the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974.

e Measure productivity and efficiency.
e Measure key outcomes.
® Address several technical issues.

As observed earlier in the report, the Panel has nominated indicators that represent common
practices in the field and meet most or al of the following criteria:

e Dataare easily gathered, and in many cases already gathered, if not reported.
e Dataaretypicaly gathered by programs and do not pose much additional cost.

e Data are based largely on outputs that can be interpreted as outcomes (impact
indicators have not been proposed).

e Dataare easily aggregated from state and local to national levels.
e Data minimize confounding factors in measurement.
e Dataare easy to understand and interpret, and easy to report.

e Data can be merged with other CPD block grant data—HOME, HOPWA, and ESG—
in some cases yielding HUD-wide data.
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INDICATORS SATISFYING GPRA AND PART

CPD must contribute more to HUD' s strategic planning document. The department periodically
changes its strategic goals—during and across administrations—under GPRA. The Pand has
taken the most recent set of HUD strategic planning goals (for FY 2003-FY 2008) pertinent to
CDBG and proposed a set of performance indicators that it believes satisfies GPRA reporting

requirements (see Table 8).

Performance measures are arrayed across three goals—increase

home ownership, promote affordable housing, and strengthen communities—and each goa has
several objectives. Entitlement communities and states undertaking any of these activities
should be required to gather data and report them for each indicator listed.

TABLE 8

HUD STRATEGIC GOALSAND INDICATORS

Mission: Increase home ownership, support community development, and increase access to
affordable housing free from discrimination.

INCREASE HOME PROMOTE AFFORDABLE
OWNERSHIP HOUSING STRENGTHEN COMMUNITIES
Expand national home ownership. | Expand access to affordable Provide capital and resources to

# new homeowners

rental housing.
# years of affordability
# units added

improve economic conditions in
distressed communities
# HUD-assisted startups

# jobs created
# jobs retained

Increase minority home ownership.
# minority new homeowners

Improve physical quality and
management accountability of
public and assisted housing.
# housing units rehabbed

Help organizations access resources
they need to make their communities
more livable.

# business inquiries for assistance
private $ leveraged/CDBG dollar

Make home buying process less
complicated and less expensive.
# organizations assisted

Increase housing opportunities for
elderly and disabled.

# elderly assisted: rental, owner

# disabled assisted: rental, owner

End chronic homel essness and move
homeless families and individuals to
permanent housing.

#in transitional or permanent housing

Fight practices that permit
predatory lending.
# organizations assisted

Help HUD-assisted renters make
progress toward self-sufficiency
# no longer needing assistance

Mitigate housing conditions that
threaten health.
# units returned to code

Help HUD-assisted renters become
homeowners.

# HUD-assisted renters becoming
homeowners

Keep existing homeowners from
losing their homes.

# owner occupied rehab assisted
# assisted
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With few exceptions, consolidated plan regulations already require communities to report data
for these output measures—frequencies—that can be interpreted as outcomes. Regulations aso
require communities to report “estimated need” and “unmet need gaps.” CPD should report
unmet need gap data in addition to frequencies included in the HUD strategic planning process.
In so doing, CPD would establish both its contribution to the national agenda and how much
more needs to be accomplished. Reporting these data annually would establish progress made
toward CDBG goals. CPD should take the community-reported needs and convert them into
long-term targets to satisfy the PART assessment.

OTHER INDICATORS

In addition to contributing to HUD’s strategic plan, CDBG should publicize its
accomplishments, and at the same time provide data to help managers guide state and local
programs.

The Panel offers a template with proposed indicators, many of which are reported as part of the
consolidated planning process. It draws heavily on the work of COSCDA in laying out the
framework depicted below in Table 9 which classifies indicators into three broad purposes.
suitable living environment, decent affordable housing, and economic opportunity. Indicators are
further classified by five outcomes. access/availability, affordability, sustainability/livability,
health, safety and quality, and economic opportunity.

TABLE 9
POTENTIAL CDBG OUTCOME MEASURES
Outcome
. - Health .
Access/ - Sustainability/ ' Economic
ACTIVITY Availability Affor dability el Safety, Opportunity
Quality
Suitable Living Environment
Community average
facilities served/month/facili
ty
Health centers average additional
patients
seen/month/facility
Water, sewer, # households #gallonslost in # businesses assisted
solid waste hooked up system
Public safety # housing
code
violations
Roads, # miles roads, # traffic
sidewalks, curbs | # yards concrete volume;
# traffic
accidents,
Transportation
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Outcome

. - Health .
Access/ - Sustainability/ ' Economic
ACTIVITY Availability Affordability Livability QS?Jf;Itl)t/y Opportunity
Utilities # households # businesses assisted
served/utility
Flood, drainage # acres
improved,
restored;
# service
cals
reduced
Environmental # acres
Remediation remediated
Downtown # new businesses,
revitalization # retained businesses;
$increase business
tax;
$increase property
tax;
# new jobs created;
# hours in operation
Neighborhood # new housing # years of # housing
revitalization units produced; affordability; units
#new rental units | #increasein restored to
created; property value code;
. - Health .
Access/ - Sustainability/ ' Economic
ACTIVITY | ability Affor dability el Safety, Opportunity
Quality
Decent Affordable Housing
Home # new # years of $increase in property # new mortgages
ownership homeowners, affordability; value; applied for
# new minority $ median home loan; | $increasein equity;
homeowners, # renters becoming # mortgage defaults
# disabled; homeowners
#elderly;
#HUD rental
assisted becoming
homeowners
Rental rehab # units rehabbed; # years of # returned to
average days affordability code
vacant
Owner occupied | # assisted # years of # mortgage defaults | # returned to
Rehab affordability code
Rental # assisted; # years of # off rental assistance | # returned to
assistance # disabled; affordability code
# elderly;
Housing # households
infrastructure assisted




Health,

Access/ - Sustainability/ Economic
ACTIVITY | ability Affor dability el QS“J;{’)’, Opportunity
L ead-based # housing units # housing
paint tested; units lead
ratio of lead found free
v. total units
Preservation # housing unit
preserved;
# structures preserved
Homelessness # assisted monthly | #in transitiona or #firsttime | #employed;
average—shelter, permanent housing; homeless; # permanent
meals Average months # repeat address
homeless homeless
Disabilities # assisted #first time
assisted;
# repesat
assisted;
#
successfully
completing;
ratio
successful
completion
v. total case
load
Counseling, # assisted #first time
supportive assisted;
services # repeat
assisted;
#
successfully
completing;
ratio
successful
completion
v. total case
load
Rental units # units added;
ratio number units
added v. tota
number of units
available
C Health .
Access/ - Sustainability/ ' Economic
ACTIVITY Availability | AAffordability Livability safety, | opportunity
Quality
Economic Opportunity
Direct Averageincrease # businesses $changein | # businesses
assistance hours operation; receiving assistance | insurance assisted;
businesses # new businesses failed; premium # jobs created at
attracted; ratio failuresv. total startup;
# businessinquiries assisted; # jobs retained;
for assistance; ratio number #increased
# businesses assistance solved v. business taxes
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o Health ,
Access/ - Sustainability/ ' Economic
ACTIVITY 1 availability A 2111 Livability QS“J;{’;/ Opportunity
assistance total assisted paid; $ increase
property value
Microfinance # businesses
assisted;
# jobs created at
startup;
# jobs retained;
#increased
business taxes
paid,;
$increase
property value
Infrastructure
Community #
facilities participants/facility/m
0
Flood control, | ratio acres controlled, # number of
remediation, remediated v. tota in service cdls
demolition need made;
# acres
usable for
devel opment
TA & training | # of participants #
successfully
completing
training;
ratio
successful v.
to
participants:
# certified
Job training # of participants # # participants
successfully | obtaining job;
completing | # participants
training; holding job for
ratio at least one year;
successful v. | # participantsin
to jobs with health
participants; | insurance
# certified

CPD should provide data pertaining to CDBG’ s productivity and efficiency. PART requires at
least one indicator of efficiency. In addition, leveraging indicators satisfy “but for” criteria in
PART. The Panel proposes that CPD require grantees to report private and public dollars
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leveraged per CDBG dollar invested to satisfy the leveraging requirement. Because jobs and
home ownership seem to be very high priority goals, the Panel recommends that CPD require
grantees to report the number of CDBG dollars necessary to create or retain a job and create a
homeowner. It already reports on timeliness of expenditures and targeting to low- to moderate-
income people. For activities that yield revenues—business or wage taxes—from a CDBG
investment, CPD might suggest that grantees report return on investment (revenue
obtained/CDBG investment).

TABLE 10
SAMPLE PRODUCTIVITY AND EFFICIENCY MEASURES*

Leveraging
Private dollars leveraged/CDBG dollar invested
Other public dollars leveraged/CDBG dollar invested

Efficiency & Productivity
CDBG dollars/new job created
CDBG dollarg/job retained
CDBG dollars/new homeowner created
Number water connections/$100,000 CDBG
Revenue/CDBG investment: Return on Investment

Compliance

Timeliness
% CDBG funds reaching low- to moderate-income people

Annual accomplishment and performance indicator data are misleading, as observed above. The
Panel recommendsthat CPD report annual results data.

4 More detail on productivity and efficiency measuresis found in Volume 2 of this report.
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CHAPTER NINE
PRACTICAL CONCERNSIN IMPLEMENTING A PERFORMANCE
MEASUREMENT SYSTEM

FINDING AND RECOMMENDATION

Stakeholders should form a working group to build consensus
around the design and implementation of a CDBG
performance measurement system. HUD might consider
offering incentives to grantees to encourage innovation and
compliance. The relationship between reporting under IDIS
and the consolidated plan must be revisited and alternatives
explored. The complexity of the performance measurement
system may necessitate phasing it in over time, but this is a
higher risk strategy.

Reengineering a complex performance measurement system is a daunting task. Design work is
especially complicated, illustrated by the work necessary to produce a handful of performance
measures in this report. Even more complicated is system implementation.

The CDBG program is such that HUD, OMB, community development associations, entitlement
communities and states ought to work in partnership to develop and implement a performance
management system. The Panel recommends that HUD negotiate a consensus agreement
with stakeholders on what will be measured and reported, and how it will be used. Each
stakeholder group has both individual interests and common ones. Each controls only a portion
of the program; entitlement communities and states undertake activities often with matching or
leveraged funds while HUD promulgates regulations, monitors compliance and allocates
funding. OMB represents the interests of the administration, but not necessarily HUD
management or Congress.

Entitlement communities and states respond well to HUD incentives to participate in the
furtherance of national goals and objectives. CPD may consider stimulating participation in
performance measurement activities by rewarding stellar performers in any or al of the
following:

e Offering bonus points on HUD competitive grant programs.

e Awarding discretionary or reallocated funding for special projects.

e Granting program waivers.

e Creating specia demonstration projects.
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e Creating national award/recognition programs.

There are two ways to approach implementation of a new performance measurement system: a
phased-in approach or wholesale adoption. Given numerous complexities, there is a tendency
toward the former. Y et because stakeholders are anxious to begin to work in a new system and
because much can go wrong with a phased in approach, the Panel recommends development
and adoption of a wholesale approach. The Panel recognizes the myriad constraints and
challenges faced with this approach. Nonetheless, a rapid adoption is essential to success of a
new performance system.

The new focus on performance-based management for CDBG will be successful only if HUD
makes it a high priority. CPD and CDBG management are equally behind the effort. Indeed, this
project and others are afirst step. The Panel recommends that the HUD Secretary make this
initiative a high priority.
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CHAPTER TEN
ALTERNATIVE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS

FINDING AND RECOMMENDATION

Numerous methodologies exist that would supplement HUD’s
traditional performance indicator approach.

The Panel recommends that HUD explore these methods as a way
of demonstrating CDBG program accomplishments. This can be
done either through a series of demonstration projects or through
HUD’ s Office of Policy Development and Research.

CDBG grantees typically use commonly available performance indicators gathered from
administrative data, surveys, client records and the like. Several additional methodologies might
be employed that would supplement or complement a traditional performance measurement
system, as described above. These would be undertaken by HUD or some competent outside
organization with expertise and resources. State and local entitlements, as observed above, likely
could not pursue these aternatives.

SOCIAL SCIENCE ATTRIBUTION

Some performance indicators likely cannot be produced by grantees across the country. An
aternative is to take social science research that demonstrates, with high creditability, impacts of
CDBG programs on one city or neighborhood, and then extrapolate the impact to all similar
programs across the nation. For example, if it can be demonstrated that expenditure in a city
reduces the number of homeless people by 10 percent, one could estimate that similar
expendituresin all other cities would have the same effect.

SHIFT-SHARE

Some performance indicators are readily available for states or cities, but not neighborhoods.
Performance data would be produced by alowing planners to estimate outcomes or impacts by
estimating the share a neighborhood contributes to the city on the whole. For example, if a
public health program expenditure improves the health of low- to moderate-income people in a
city, a neighborhood having a known proportion of these residents might have benefited by that
share.
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BEST-WORST CASE SCENARIOS

Some grantees may not report or be able to report performance indicator data on some outcomes,
but other grantees can. CPD could take indicator data from those reporting, calculate the range
of outcomes, and then attribute them to non-respondents. For example, if 100 cities report
indicator data on an outcome that ranges from a high of 20 percent and a low of zero, with an
average of 10 percent, these figures would be converted into a nationwide estimate that would
report the high, low and average.

SIMULATION

Simulation often isjust as accurate as primary data gathering, and much less expensive and much
more available. CPD would commission simulations of outcomes in those CDBG expenditure
areas where it is difficult to acquire primary data from grantees. A simulation is a mathematical
model representing key relationships between inputs and resources, outputs, outcomes and
impacts. Simulations usually run on computer programs. In CDBG, CPD might build databases
for various activities where it knows costs, outputs, outcomes and impacts for some
communities, then enter in data for communities where these data are not known, asking the
simulation what they likely outcomes and impacts would be based on the experience of others
that is known.

OPPORTUNITY COSTS

Whenever grantees make expenditures on some activities, they forego benefits that might have
been accrued had they expended these funds on other activities. Grantees might be asked to
report opportunity costs as a measure of the importance of CDBG. If one were to simply ask
whether CDBG was important, all grantees would invariably say yes, but measuring what was
foregone might reveal true program impact. For example, grantees might be asked to report how
many houses could not be brought up to code because only enough funding was available to
provide potable drinking water to a community in distress.

OVERSIGHT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

To make these options viable, an independent board of practitioners, researchers, policymakers
and advocates could certify that the performance information produced was objective, satisfied
social science research criteria, and consistent with laws, regulations and policies.
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

HUD, either through PDR or CPD, often funds demonstration projects to test ideas. It might

fund severa demonstrations for which performance data are gathered traditionally and compared
with data gathered through the supplemental methods. If they are comparable, HUD might use
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the supplemental mechanism to gather performance data where it is not adequately being
produced or to gain greater insight into the meaning of data gathered in the traditional system.
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APPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF SELECTED PERFORMANCE REPORTS

Federal Research Articles

Document Name

Document Source

Description

Measuring Up: A
Practical Approach to
Measuring Performance
in State CDBG-Funded
Programs

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development
(COSCDA Sponsored
Training)

HUD/COSCDA course for State CDBG-Funded programs an
overview of how to implement an effective performance
measurement system. Information includes:

--Tuning up your program

--Basics of performance measurement

--Measuring program outcomes

--Applying measurement to programs

--Developing an Implementation

Additiondly, the training integrates work done by HUD to develop

performance measurement systems and suggested draft COSCA
indicators.

Community
Development Block
Grant Program — Guide
to National Objectives &
Eligible Activities for
Entitlement
Communities

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development: Office of
Community Planning
and Development

Thisguideis designed to help public officias and citizens understand
what activities are digible to be asssted under the CDBG program
and to guide them in making choices among aternatives available
within the program for carrying out particular activities. Organizes
igibility requirements, provides explanatory materials, and provides
guidance on accessing additional CDBG resources in acommunity.

Notice of the
Development of State
and Local Performance
Measurement Systems
for CPD Formula Grant

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development

Encourages CPD grantees to develop and use a both state and local
level performance measurement system.  Provides guidance to
grantees on an effective performance management system and
suppliesalist of additional resources.

Programs

HUD Strategic Plan FY | s, Department of Provides long-term goal's and objectives for HUD through 2008. The

2003- FY 2008 Housing and Urban bulk of this document goes over HUD’ s strategic gods, including
Development Improving homeowner opportunities, Promote decent and affordable

housing, Strengthen communities, Ensure equal opportunitiesin
housing, Embrace high standards of ethics, management and
accountability, and Promote participation in Faith-based and
community organizations.

Annua Performance
Plan, Fiscal Year 2004

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development

Closdly rdated to both HUD' s Strategic Plan and HUD’ s FY 2004
budget request. The Annual Performance Plan also dovetailswith
HUD’ s new Human Capital Strategic Plan for FY 2003-2008 that
was completed in March 2003. This new Human Capital Strategic
Pan supportsthe HUD Strategic Plan. HUD' s three strategic gods
for human capitd are: 1) amission focused agency; 2) ahigh qudity
workforce; 3) an effective succession plan. The Annua Performance
Pan outlinesthe steps that HUD plansto takein FY 2004 to achieve
the Strategic Goals and Objectives outlined in HUD' s recently
released Strategic Plan. The Annual Performance Plan dso tells
Congress and the public what we expect to achieve with the funds
requested in the FY 2004 budget.

Homes & Communities
Highlightsfrom HUD’s
FY 2002 Performance
and Accountability
Report

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development

HUD’ s Performance and Accountability Report for Fiscal Y ear 2002
provides the Congress and people with an accounting for the results
of the expenditure of public funds toward the mission and strategic
goals and objectives of the Department for this year.
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Federal Research Articles

Document Name

Document Source

Description

The President’ s Proposal

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development

The President's Budget offers new strategiesto: 1) meet aggressive
goalsfor increasing home ownership and ending chronic
homelessness; 2) strengthen housing assistance and community
development programs, and 3) continue the effort to improve HUD's
performance and provide better stewardship of funds.

The Administration has amulti-part strategy to expand home
ownership with aspecial focus on increasing opportunities for
minority households. This strategy includes new financing options,
increased funding to educate borrowers, down payment assistance,
and support of self-help programs.

Sec. 5301.*
Congressional findings
declaration of purpose

[* Section 101 of the Act]

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development

This document is an overview of the Congressional findings of Sec.

5301. Therewere four main findings:

1. The Nation'scities, towns, and smaller urban communities face
critical socia, economic, and environmental problems

2. The Nation and the well-being of its citizens depend on the
Establishment and maintenance of viable urban communities;
systematic and sustained action by Federal, State, and local
governments; expansion of and continuity in Federal assistance;
increased private investment; streamlining programs and
improvement of functioning of agencies; action to address
consequences of scarce fuel supplies

3. TheNationisin need of Decent housing, suitable living
environment, and economic opportunities for persons of low- and
moderate-income; community development activities which may be
supported by Federa assistance

4. The Nation must develop a nationa urban growth policy by
consolidating a number of complex and overlapping programs of
financial assistance to communities of varying sizes and needs into
a consistent system of Federal aid

Presentation for the
World Bank Group

U.S. Department of
Commerce —Economic
Development
Administration

Presentation, to the World Bank Group, provides an overview of the
Economic Development Adminigtration (EDA), EDA programs
offered to distressed communities, EDA’ s performance measurement
system, and how to gpply the EDA experienceinternationdly. Of
particular interest istheir performance measurement systlem. EDA
hastwo clearly stated goals. EDA defines specific performance
messures for each god, indicates data sources, and reporting
timeframes for sources.

Economic Development
Administration

U.S. Department of
Commerce

Economic development supports two important public policy
objectives: creating wealth and minimizing poverty. The cregtion of
wesdlth enables people to become economically self-sufficient and
provides the resources needed for building safe, hedlthy, convenient,
and attractive communitiesin which people want to live, work, and
raisether families.

Closing Guidance for
Awardees of the 2001
Small and Emerging
CDFI Assistance
Component of the CDFI
Program

The Department of the
Treasury — Community
Development Financia
Ingtitutions (CDFI)
Fund

This guidance workbook for recipients of the 2001 Small and
Emerging CDFI Assistance (SECA) Component of the Community
Development Financid Ingtitutions (CDH) is designed to inform the
recipients of the processto closetheir award and identify
respongbilities for completing key action items necessary to receive
their award.
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State/City Research Articles

Document Name

Document Source

Description

Community
Development
Services Performance
Measures

City of Redwood, CA

Describes performance measures for the Community Development
Services department of the city of Redwood, California The evaluation of
performance measures for this department includes results for 2003, a
definition of the measure, analysis of results, and next steps for
improvement.

Affordable Housing —
Santa Monica, CA

SantaMonica, CA

| Defines a housing affordability goal to develop strategiesto creste and
preserve affordable housing in Santa Monicaand assist low-income
residents with their housing needs. To accomplish thisgod, they define
two work objectives, action steps for each work objective, and
performance measures for each work objective.

Santa Barbara South
Coast Community
Indicators 2002

University of California—
Santa Barbara

An overd| picture of the Santa Barbara South Coast Community’s heglth
and well-being. 1t o provides the employment and income data. Goes
into detail about Socia Indicators Environmenta Indicators, and
Economic indicators, which affect qudity of life.

Data Centra ~ Self-

Northern Cdifornia

Report Overview—The 2002 State of the Bay Area: A Regiond Report is

Sufficiency for Council for the Community | astudy of four key areas of life— economic self-sufficiency, hedlth,

Families education and safety. The report includes the nine counties of the Bay
Area Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma.

Data Central ~ Northern Cdifornia The Bay Areaisone of the least affordable regionsin the country for

Housing Council for the Community | home ownership, and this situation has been getting worse. In 2002, only

Affordability 9% of homesin San Francisco, San Mateo, and Marin counties were

affordable to median income families, down from 25% in 1998. Further,
as seen in the map below, median prices for new and existing sngle-
family homes and condominiums ranged from $200,000 in Solano County
to $1,000,000 or more in some parts of Santa Clara, San Mateo and Marin
counties.

Redefining Progress
~ Community
Indicators Project

Redefining Progress—
Cdifornia

Despite the growing number of indicators projects, there has been very
little communication among them. In response, Redefining Progresss
Community Indicators Project links existing and emerging projects and
fecilitates the development of community indicators initiatives nationwide
through a series of toals, resources, and technica support, including: ane-
mail-based discussion group, a database directory including basic
information on over 200 community indicators projects around the United
States, and the Community Indicators Handbook. The project hasaso
recently organized the California Community Indicators Initiative to
grengthen indicators work in the state.

Pasadena/ Altadena
Quality of Life 2002
Index

City of Pasadena

The 2002 Qudlity of Life Index builds on our core belief that hedthis
more than the absence of disease. In public hedlth, we recognize that
economic, environmental and socia conditions can diminish or advance
population health and quality of life, just as our individua behaviors and
choices do. This verson of the Index acknowledges that wholeness and
balancein al areas are necessary for al members of acommunity to
thrive. It isaguide for community progress and renewd. Itisatool to
build ahedthier, more vital community.

Joint Venture s 2003
Index of Silicon
Valley ~ Measuring

Joint Venture: Silicon
Valey Network

Joint Venture published the annua Index of Slicon Valley to gauge the
region’ s progress toward the Slicon Valley 2010 vison. Using avariety
of regiond indicators, the Index offers a comprehensive, up-to-date look at
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State/City Research Articles

Document Name

Document Source

Description

Competitiveness ~
San Diego Region

Regiona Planning Agency

Progress Toward The the region’s economy and qudity of life.

Goals of Silicon

Valley 2010

Indicators of SANDAG —SanDiego's | Thisreport istheinitial step in adifferent way for the region to
Sustainable

evaluate itsalf in three broad areas: the economy, the environment and
equity. These three areas are inextricably linked and work
synergistically to affect the quality of lifein aregion. Although
improvements can and should be made in al three“Es’, for San
Diego, this report shows that, for San Diego, the city has their work
cut out for usin the area of equity. Theregion is at a competitive
disadvantage in the areas that define equity, including housing
affordability, income distribution, traffic congestion and early
childhood education. In addition, the outlook for these equity areasis
not good, suggesting the city likely will not see any near term
improvement if they continue with a business as usual attitude.

Telling Our Story,
Measuring Our
Progress: Cdifornia's
Regional Quality of
Life Indicator
Projects

Cdifornia Center for
Regiona Leadership

Thisreport isan inventory and analysis of the growing field of practice for
Regiona Quality of Life Indicator Projectsin Cdifornia Indicator projects
are growing in popularity throughout the state, and indeed the nation, asa
vauabletoal to: Identify and track community conditions, Measure
progress towards shared god's, Mobilize action to improve community
outcomes provider and partner.

Bay Arealndicators:
Measuring Progress
Toward
Sustainability,
January 2003

Bay Area Alliance For
Sugtainable Communities

The Bay Area Indicators. Measuring Progress Toward Sustainability isa
key companion document to the Compact for a Sustainable Bay Area
(Compact) (http://Amww.BayAreaAlliance.org/compact.html) and an
integral component of the overall implementation strategy of the Bay Area
Alliance. Organized by Commitment in the Compact, the set of broad
indicatorsin this report was developed in a multi-stakeholder collaborative
process by the Indicators Working Group, adopted by the Bay Area
Alliance in 2000, and published in the Draft Compact. Theseindicators
will be used to measure the current status and gauge progress (or lack
thereof) toward amore sustainable future.

Strategic Plan 2003-
2005

Regiona Civic Alliance for
Ventura County, CA

During its 2003-2005 program cycle the Regiona Civic Alliance will
focusits efforts on three program goas and objectives:

e Regional Growth and Sustainability
e Civic Engagement and Education
e Resarch

Locked Out 2002
California Affordable
Housing Crisis
Continues

The Cdifornia Budget
Project

Documents the long-standing Cdifornia affordable housing crisis as of
2002. The exponentialy increasing home prices and rents have caused
both middle and low-income families to be locked out of the housing
market. For low-income families, families are often forced into
substandard or overcrowded conditionsin order to afford shelter. Previous
reports caled for an increased Federal commitment to affordable housing
in Cdliforniaand increased ate report to reversethistrend. However, the
most current findings show little progress and the Sate fiscd crisishas
resulted in areduction of state funds allocated to affordable housing.
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Document Name

Document Source
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Affordable Housing
Production:
Comparing the
Expenditures of Six
U.S. Cities

Southern California
Asociation of Non-Profit
Housing

Examines housing production expenditures for mgjor U.S. and Cdifornia
cities. Citiesinclude Los Angdes, San Diego, San Jose, New Y ork,
Chicago and Phoenix. Spending is expressed as amount spent per person.
San Jose spends the most on affordable housing production per person
while Los Angeles, the second largest city in the study, spends amost the
least per person. The study aso findsthat cities depend heavily on Federa
fundsfor affordable housing development; Cadifornia cities depend
heavily on Redevelopment Agency funds for affordable housing
development; and cities are now using more innovative mechanisms,
including public-private partnerships to increase funding sources.

Cdlifornia. The State
of our Children

Children NOW

Documents how California’ s children are doing in terms of education,
hedlth, family, economic resources, and safety. The report measures how
Cdliforniacomparesto nationa tatistics while also including county-level
gatigicsto look at differenceswithin the state. In response to the data, the
report offers strategies for improving young children’ swell being.

County of Orange
Community
Indicators 2003

County of Orange, CA

The Orange County Community Indicators Project annually measures
quality of lifein Orange County by tracking key indicators of economic,
socid and environmenta well-being. Modded after successful programs
in the state and nation, the Community Indicators Project servesasan
ongoing and dynamic measurement tool that can support avariety of loca
and regiond initiatives.

Regional Quality of
Life Indicator
Projects and the
California Progress
Project

Cdifornia Center for
Regional Leadership

Thisreport discusses the California government and how it affects urban
development; talks about Qudlity of Lifeindicators and how it affectsa
community’ swell being; and giveslinks to severa reports concerning
different regions community development.

Assessing the Region

The Greet Vdley Center

Thisreport can be used as abenchmark for ng the progress of the

Report — November
2000 (Report No. 00-
15)

Anayss and Government
Accountability for the State
of Florida

Vialndicators Valley through community well being as an important component of
Community Well- quality of lifein theregion. Individual communities may develop specific
Being — The State of indicators tailored to their own concerns and unicue assets. The report can
the Great Central - then serve as aguide and amodel for developing an indicator-based
Vaélley of California assessment of smaller communities and cities.

Oppaga PB2 Status | Office of Program Policy | In 2000, legislature and the Governor enacted changesto Floridal's

performance-based program budgeting (PB?) to strengthen itsimpact on
government efficiency. This report examines the state of Floridal's PB?
reform including the recently enacted changes to make the budgeting more
useful to state budgeting and agency reform efforts. The report further
discusses the strengths of PB?, weaknessesthat limited itsimpact, and
solutions for these weaknesses to improve the system and enhance state
efficiency.

Measuring Progress:
Community
Indicators and the
Quiality of Life

Jacksonville Community
Council Inc

Summarizes mgor gpproaches and issuesin the national and international
community-indicators movement and then focuses on the experience of
the Jacksonville (Forida) Community Council Inc., a pioneer and leader
in the community-indicators movement.

FY 1998/99 Goals,
Objectives and
Selected Performance
Measures

Ft. Lauderdale Planning
and Economic
Development Department

For the various divisons of Ft. Lauderdal€ s Planning and Economic
Development Department, the department states the division’s goals,
objectives and selected performance measures (workloads/outputs,
efficiency, and effectiveness).
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Document Name

Document Source

Description

IDISBOSMAC

Measurement Report

: Boston HUD Office of The Boston Macro (BOSMAC) enables usersto conduct andyses of IDIS

Demonsiration CPD datain an easier and more efficient manner. BOSMAC can be used for
monitoring, preparing a CAPER, managing IDIS data, and responding to
ad hoc requestsfor data. Essentidly, BOSMAC changeslong IDIS
reportsto an easily manipulated Excel spreadshest. BOSMAC dso
provides CDBG Activity Summary Reports (GPR).

IDIS Macros Boston HUD Office of The Boston office of CPD developed MS Excel and MS Word macrosto

CPD fecilitate the andysis of IDISreports. The Excel macro will convert the

IDIStext file to Excd databases that can be then anayzed with pre-formed
Excd filters, pivot tables and other useful tools

Boston Indicators The Boston Foundation The site presents Boston housing goal's, measures for these goals, and

Report 2002 ~ accomplishments.

Housing: Goals &

Measures

Boston Indicators The Boston Foundation The site presents Boston economy goals, measurres for these goals, and

Report 2002 ~ accomplishments.

Economy: Goals &

Measures

2001 Community Massachusetts Department | Thisreport is an overview of CSBG activities and performance messures.

Services Block Grant | of Housing & Community | The report includes information on data collection and analysis methods,

(CSBG) Performance | peyelopment results-oriented and accountability, action planning, and nationa goals and

outcome measures.

Community Services
Block Grant Federal

The State of Ohio, Ohio

Presents Ohio’s Nationa performance god's and outcome measures.

Y ears 2003-2007

Economic Development

! Department of Results are broken down by goals. Measures arelisted for each god and
Fiscal Year 2004 Development, and the how Ohio has performed against these measurres.
State Plan—State of | Office of Community
Ohio Services
Rating the Region Citizens League Research | The Citizens L eague Research Intitute has assembled a comprehensive
Indtitute, Cleveland, Ohio list of regional community benchmarks comparing the Greater Cleveland
metropolitan areato 24 other metropolitan areas across the United States
with whom we compete for business and people. The indicatorsin this
report are designed to: serve asacommunity resource to simulate a
dialogue about regiona issues, and illuminate the region’ s strengths and
aress of potential weakness.
Reported Columbus, Ohio This document indicates dligible housing, economic development, and
Accomplishments public service digible CDBG activities and their associated outputs from
1/1/02 — 12/31/02.
Agency Strategic Arkansas Department of The Arkansas Department of Economic Development states two agency goals
Plan for the Fiscal for FYO3-FYOT7:

1. Todtimulatejob creation, retention and capital investment in the Sate of
Arkansas

2. Tosupport and increase the development capacity of Arkansas
communities

For each goal and agency program, objectives and strategies are defined,

aswdl| as performance measures (effort, output, outcome and/or

efficiency) and the associated data sources for each fiscd year.
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Indicators Report—
Denver

& County of Denver

2003 State of Texas | Texas Department of Summarizes Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs
Low- Income Housing and Community performance during FY 2003. The performance report is organized by
Housing Plan and Affairs program, activity, and income category.

Annual Report

Performance Planning Board of the City | Describes the housing goals, associated performance indicators, and

accomplishmentsfor the city of Denver. There are three main housing
goals: increase the amount of affordable housing; increase home
ownership, and the expansion of housing options.

2002 — 2005 Arizona
Master List of State
Government
Programs

ArizonaHousing
Development Agency

A drategic god of the ArizonaHousing Development Agency isthe
adoption of gods and performance measures. This document summarizes
program gods and performance measures for the Housing Devel opment
Agency and the Housing Finance Authority.

lowa CIPA Project:
Selected Performance
M easures Suggested
by Various Citizen
Performance Teams

lowa CIPA Project

Thismatrix provides performance measures for various services and
critical elements. Servicesincluded are palice; fire; emergency medical
services, aguatics programs, recregtion center programs for youth or adults
and parks, community development and neighborhood services —nuisance
control; library; street construction repairs and maintenance; and snow
removal.

Case Study: Citizens
Identifying
Performance
Measures — The
Experience in lowa

Alfred Ho and Paul
Coates, lowa State
University — Department of
Political Science

This paper describes athree-year project taking placein lowaaimed a
getting citizensinvolved in the development and implementation of
performance measuresin select cities. It aim wasto get citizensinvolved
in city decison making and at the dame time devel op efficient
performance measures.

Public Hearing on the
Annual Evauation of

Minnegpolis Community

The policy contains three requirements and eight goalsfor affordable

Minnesota Office of the

Development Agency housing production. Included in the report isameatrix outlining
the Affordable: (MCDA) requirements and goals, MCDA’s 2002 accomplishments, and whether or
Housing Initiative for not each requirement or goal was me.
the City of
Minneapolis 2002
Comments on the

Critics the 1996 report and comparesit to the 1994 bicentennia report.

Report

Development of Legidative Auditor — Suggests changes that would make it more useful. Goes over

Trade and Economic | program Evaluation improvements that were made from the 1994 report to the 1996 report,
Development's 1996 | pivision which aidsthe report.

Biennial Performance

Report

Accomplishment City of Milwaukee CDBG, ESG and HOME Funds 1999 Community Block Grant Activities

by Key Activity. (A list of organizations and activity descriptions)

The New York State
Socid Indicator
Project

Universty of Albany, NY

The New Y ork State Socid Indicator Project isamap-based information
system or data archive. Designed to meet the needs of avariety of
potential users, from planners and public officia's to community
organizations, thisweb application is useful in identifying for example the
mogt attractive and successful aspects of acity's development (useful in
marketing the city to newcomers) aswell asthe problem areasrequiring
more focused public policy intervention.

The application differs from most since it extends beyond asingle locdity
or metropolitan region. Data a the county and tract level is available for
al of New York State, making it easy to compare counties with counties
and tracts with tracts for the whole State.
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Center for

Development Block
Grant Program ~
2003-2004 Program
Funding
FRAMEWORK for
Community and

! Universty of Wisconsin- The Univerdity of Wisconsin initiated a project to identify several
Community Extension community indicators. Their intent was to develop and publish online
Economic templates that will provide practical thought provoking information and
Development stimulate discussion at the community level. The templates were designed
(Community to provide easy accessto avariety of data about acommunity. They aso
Indicators) enable acommunity to obtain similar data about other communities
throughout the United States.

Sustainable University of Wisconsin- This document gives extensive examples of indicators of Community

Community Extension Cooperative Sustainability. These indicators are broken into 6 categories. economy and

Development ~ Extension individuals, business, agriculture and natural resources, education,

Indicators of environment, and government.

Community

Sustainability—

January 1998

Madison, Wisconsin | City of Madison, W The City of Madison established five major godls and ten primary

~ Resullts: 2000 — outcome objectivesin its 2000-2004 Five-Y ear Consolidated Community

2004 and Neighborhood Development Plan. These were established as aresult
of along series of discussions, andysis and review with many individuas,
groups and palicy bodies within the City. Once approved by the Common
Council and HUD, these goals became one of saverd mgor funding
factorsin the design, funding, and evaluation of activities over the plan
period.

Community City of Madison, WI The CDBG Commission has established four primary goas and nine

outcome objectives for the use of funds to be administered by the CDBG
Officein 2003 and 2004. These funds include three mgjor Federa
programs administered through the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (Community Development Block Grant, HOME,
Emergency Shelter Grant) several State-funded or administered programs
(Divison of Housing), and loca City of Madison funds. The godsand

Accomplishments
(SEA) Reporting

New Jersey, Campus at
Newark

Neighborhood objectivesfor this two-year period are derived from the CDBG Office's

Development Community and Neighborhood Development Five-Y ear Plan and support
other Department and Citywide Strategic gods, objectives and dlocation
processes.

Recommended The State University of Thiswebsite indicates the SEA inputs, outputs, outcomes, efficiency

Service Efforts and

messures, and explanatory information for measuring business atraction
and marketing programs. Outcomes include both intermediate and longer -
term outcomes. Explanatory information includes Federa indicators of

Indicators for economy and local economic conditions.

Economic

Devel opment

A Manual for Fairfax County, VA — This manual discusses the importance of performance measures, provides
Performance Department of information about the factors of performance measures and gives direction
Measurement in Management and Budget asto how to make use of the various factors. Chaptersinclude: Improving
Fairfax County 2003 Performance Measurement, Linking Strategic Planning to Performance

Measurement, Performance Measures — Terminology, Four Step
Methodology, and Resources.
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Manual for Data

Fairfax County, VA —

Goesinto great detail about the benefits and ways to collect data for

Collection for Department of performance measurement. Talks about factors such as data presentation

Performance Management and Budget and dataintegrity initsreview of data collection.

Measurement in

Fairfax County 2003

Mero, Portland, Metro — Portland, OR This report diiscusses the housing affordability needs of the Portland ares;

Oregon ~ Regional regiond housing gods; strategies for increasing and preserving the supply

Affordable Housing of affordable housing; and recommendations for implementation.

Strategy

Report on the Oregon Economic and This document evaluates Oregon’s methods of performance messurement

Methods to Evaluate | community Development | and reporting results. The task force recommended atotal of 27

Performance on Commission—Report to performance measures as the best way to track the full range of

Programs and the Joint Trade Economic department and partner responsibilities. Of these 27, the task force

Services funded Development Committee recommended continuing 12 measuresthat they currently track and

through the and the Joint Legidative another 12 that are developmental. Of the new 12, some require only

Community Audit Committee limited work whereas some require more significant work and will require

Development Fund afurther feasibility andysis.

Townof Cary 2003 | Town of Cary, NC Describes the current state of housing in Cary, North Carolina. Goes over

Housing Report aninventory of housing type, construction trends, sales price, rent aswell
as other related data so that the town can assesstheir current housing stock
and plan for the future. Displays other population figuresin an attempt to
show trends from previous years.

Townof Cary Town of Cary, NC The Cost of living in Cary, North Carolinais o high that teachers, firemen

Affordable Housing and policemen have trouble affording houses within the town’ s limits.

Initiative Thus funds are being distributed in order to help out low or median
income people livein Cary.

ARC Strategic Plan~ | A ppajachian Regiondl The Digjtal Appalachiainitiativewill encourage private investment in new

Program Initiatives. Commission (ARC) infrastructure and leverage other government and nonprofit resources. This

Egl Ir?é 2? (;an Firm specidl initiative will also further ARC' stradition of supplementing the

undati

work of other Federa programs—such asthose a the U.S. Department of
Commerce's National Telecommunications and Information
Adminigration, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’ s Rurd Utilities
Service, the U.S. Department of Transportation, and others—by
addressing barriers that are unique to Appaachia; ensuring that
Appaachid s communities can participate fully in those other programs;
and serving as a clearinghouse for Federal telecommunications activities
in Appdachia
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Neighborhood
Indicators: Taking
advantage of the New
Potential

The Urban Indtitute

Studiesthe technical and ingtitutional progressin the use of indicators for
changing neighborhood conditionsin cities that have made computer-
based neighborhood indicators sysemsfeasble.  Examinesthe potential
uses of such systems. Ten lessons are then presented that the author draws
from his own experience with neighborhood indicator systems.

The Impact of CDBG
Spending on Urban
Neighborhoods

The Urban Inditute

Examines whether available data sources can be used to track outcomes of
activities funded with CDBG. The study concludes that two readily
available data el ements---median home loan amount and number of
businesses-hold some promise as tools for helping local communities
messure the effects of concentrated CDBG expenditures, but that
additiona research is needed to verify the utility and clarify the limitations
of this methodology.

Program Evaluation | McAuley Inditute Cresates a basdine of information regarding the current performance

in Community Development Leadership measurement practices in the community development field in order to

Development Network inform the Success Measures Project and aid in the development of their
web-based information and data management system. Questionnaires
were received from 453 organizations describing eval uation practices.
Results were then complied to determine characteristics of credible,
successful evaluations.

Success Measures McAuley Ingtitute and Overview of the Success Measures Project (SVIP), launched in 1997,

Project Development Leadership sponsored by the McAuley Ingtitute and the Development Leadership

Network Network. SMPisanationd initiative, driven by individuals working at

the community-based organization level, to define and measure impact in
the community development field. SMP uses a participatory process for
involving community residents, program participants, staff, board and
other stakeholdersin documenting and analyzing outcomes of community
development programs and activities. The document provides housing,
economic development and community building indicators developed
through a series of structured dia ogues with hundreds of individuas
active in community development.

IX: Measuring McAuley Ingtitute This article describes the Success Measures Data System, anew

Community participatory evaluation system, and other technological endeavorsin

Development Impact: messurement tools for the nonprofit field. The Success Measures Data

New Technology System is organi zation-spexific and can reside on a central server, making

Tools for impact analysis at almost no additional cost to an organization. This

Eaf;' Cgt)_amfy system, anational participatory evaluation initiative, was jointly sponsored

valuation

by the Development Leadership Network and McAuley Ingtitute. The
report studies this system in the context of what technologies have
preceded it in the development of participatory eval uation theory and
community level technology tools while aso exploring current

technol ogies to realize technology’ sfull potential for expanding impact
mesasurement of community development activities.

Bringing In The Jobs
— Draft Strategic
Action Plan 2001-
2011

Northeast Lincolnshire
Council

Long-term gpproach to both address fundamenta wesknessesin the
economy and aso build on its srengths to deliver increased employment
opportunities. All effortswill bein collaboration with local, regiond, sub-
regiond and national organizations. Performance measurement is viewed
asacritical agpect of this drategic plan. Progresswill be evaluated against
indicators shared with SRB programs. The plan is centered on 6 main
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objectives. For each objective, an overview of therationa and key
indicatorsis provided. The authors then provide amatrix including what
needs to be done to achieve the objective, how North East Lincolnshire
plansto achieve this objective, when the objective will be reached and
who will be responsible to take forward each project.

The North East
Lincolnshire Housing
Business Plan 2003

North East Lincolnshire
Council —Directorate of
Community Care

Challenges faced by the North East Lincolnshire Council as landlord of 8973
houses. The plan is broken into sections, each describing an individual issue.
The various sections include: a brief description of the demands on the
Council of Loca Housing from awide range of requirements, an explanation
asto how they arrived at their current vision for the future, where money has
to be spent to achieve the goals of the Council, the resources that are
available, the changes that are going to have be made, the choices that are
going to have be made, a discussion on stock transfer, a summary of the steps
that have to be made to follow through with the Vision of the council, and a
description as to how they will follow through with their aims.

Defining the Prize:
From Agreed-Upon
Outcomes to Results-
Based Accountability

The Children and Family
Policy Center

This guidebook discusses the importance of building consensusin
establishing outcome indicators and performance measures that can be use
to inform and guide reform efforts and hold themselves accountable to
achieving improved outcomes.

Guide to Organizing
and Reporting
National Indicators of
Community Action
Performance

National Association for
State Community Services
Program (NASCSP)

A guidefor state and local communitiesto better organize and report
Reaults Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA) outcomes that
make up 12 nationa indicators of community action performance. There
are two steps provided by this guide for organizing and reporting national
indicators of community action performance. They include: competing
the “Preliminary Agency Checklist” to match activities to one or more of
the 12 Nationa Performance Indicators; and organizing and reporting
outcomes from those activities under the appropriate nationa indicator.

First Annual Report
of Performance
Outcomes from the
Community Services
Block Grant Program
FY 2001

National Association for
State Community Services
Program (NASCSP)

First annua report of community action outcomes reported by states as
required by the Community Services Block Grant Reauthorization Act of
1998. Thisreport contains outcome information for al 50 states,
Washington, DC, and Puerto Rico. The Nationd Associetion for State
community Services Programs (NASCSP) collected thisinformation
through the FY 01 Community Services Block Grant Information System
Statistica Report.

Guide to Organizing
and Reporting
National Indicators of
Community Action
Performance

National Association for
State and Community
Service Programs
(NASCSP)

This guide' s purposeis to help state and local communities report and
organize the 12 national performance indicators of community action. The
guide first acts the community to link services, actions and funding sources to
the 12 national performance indicators and then asks to obtain outcomes for
those activities for the appropriate indicator.
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from Federd Register
Notice of Fiscal Year

Proposed Framework Enterprise Foundation— Thismatrix is aproposed framework for CHDO — TA (Community
for CHDO TA The CHDO TA Providers Housing Development Organizations Technical Assstance). The matrix
Working Group is split into the four types of CHDOs. These are emerging, Start-up,

intermediate, and mature CHDOs. Technica assistance types are based
on the needs of each group. For each CHDO group, the matrix provides
the TA type, need/problem (CHDO moetivation), typical technical
assistance/training intervention, expected outcomes, and importance to
HUD.

Thinking About The Ressdlagrville Indtitute | This briefing book is meant as an introduction to outcome thinking for

Outcomes: A Brigfing COSCDA and other members of the housing and community

Book for the COSCDA development sector. It includes an overview of the concept of outcomes,

Performance an introduction to the concept of outcome thinking, and examples of

Measurement Task initiatives taken by several Federd offices to meet the CPRA mandate,

Force information regarding the HUD efforts to document theimpact of CDBG
spending on urban neighborhoods, and a brief survey of some major
outcome modelsin use today.

Out of Reach 2003, Nationa Low- Income FMRs are used to determine payment standard amounts for the Housing

Appendix A: Housing Codition Choice Voucher program, to determineinitial renewd rentsfor some

Explanation of Fair (NLIHC) expiring project-based Section 8 contracts, and to determineinitial rents

Market Rent (excerpts for housing assistance payments (HAP) contractsin the Moderate

Rehabilitation Single Room Occupancy (SRO) program. Other programs
may require use of FMRs for other purposes. Today’ s notice proposes

Congressiond Budget
Process

2003 Proposed Fair revised FMRs that reflect estimated 40th and 50th percentile rent levels
Market Rents (FMR)). trended to April 1, 2004.

Out of Reach 2003, Nationa Low- Income The analysisin Out of Reach is based on Fair Market Rents (FMRs)
Appendix B: Housing Codition proposed by HUD for fisca year 2004.

Methodology and (NLIHC)

Sources (excerptsfrom

Federd Register

Notice of Fiscal Yesar

2003 Proposed Fair

Market Rents (FMR)).

Center for Government | The Performance Ingitute | The Performance Indtitute and a codition of good-government groups
Performance ~ Forum sponsored the “ Executive-L egidative Budget Summit on Program
Focuses on Role of Performance and the FY 04 Budget Process.” The purpose wasto incresse
Performance awareness in Congress of the development of the Program Assessment
Information in Rating Tool (PART) and how it can be used to enhance the focus on

performance in the budget process and the level of did ogue between the
two branches.

A Toolkit of Indicators
of Sustainable
Communities
(formerly A Toolkit of
Sugtainability
Indicators)

The Housing Corporation
and the European Indtitute
for Urban Affairs (UK)

Housing markets are increasingly becoming akey focus of Government
palicy. The Sugtainable Communities Plan has brought an emphasison
market failure, both through the nine low demand pathfinders and the four
growth areas. Equaly, the creation of regiond housing boards and the
emerging regional housing strategies have put a premium on collecting
sound information about the sustainability of demand for socia housing.
This Toalkit istherefore designed to furnish its users with the building
blocks to analyze complex market processes and thereby make afull
contribution to this evolving operating environment.
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Measuring Thelmpact | Flynn Research In responseto the nationd call (both public and private) for an impact

of The Nonprofit andysis of the nonprofit sector, this study was conducted to gain a better

Sector understanding of “develop precise empiricd tools to measure the impact
of the charitable nonprofit sector, or specific sub-sectors, on society.”
Eighteen scholars collaborated to investigate potential research
approaches, methodol ogies, conceptual frameworks, and issues
associating with measuring theimpact of nonprofits on society. The study
concluded that program outcomes need to be measured at the
organizationa level. Benchmarks and indicators at the community level
must be based on what the community is striving to achieve through the
nonprofit sector.

The Government The Maxwel Schooal, The Government Performance Project (GPP) is an unprecedented, Six-year

Performance Project ~ | Campbell Public Affairs research initiative eva uating the management capacity of Federal, state,

Find Report Indtitute, Syracuse, New and local government entities. While the project has conducted four

York rounds of surveys and reports, thisisthefirst effort to addressthe GPP's

cumulative body of work. Therefore, this report does not restate or
reeval uate past findings, but addresses the lessons learned about the five
key management systems at the sate, city, and county levels of
government. Thisreport also addresses the overarching themes
synthesized from six years of research, including commentary on
leadership and management integration and, finaly, it assessesthe
applicability of the GPP mode and methodology to governments not
included in the original surveys.

How to Assessthe The World Bank Group This article uses adum-upgrading initiative as an example of how to

Impacts? Monitoring monitor and evaluate a program or project. The study focuses on

and Evduation assessing the impacts and indicates monitoring project results are
necessary to understand if the programs reach intended beneficiaries, if
resources are being spent efficiently, or if the program or project can be
better designed to achieve the intended outcomes. The study uses key
considerations to define project objectives, expected output, intermediary
indicators, outcome/impact indicators, and monitoring and evauation
activities.

Indicator-Based The Bertelsmann Discusses I ndicator-based Management and how they can affect Qudity

Management and Foundetion of Life. Goesinto detall of citiesall around the world and how they use

Monitoring of Quality I ndicator-based management.

of Lifein

Municipalities

Performance Reports~ | Council on the Cost and Audtralia devel oped anationa framework for performance measurement

Housing 02 ~ Quality of Government— in housing assistance. This report describes the performance measurement

Developing Sydney, Audrdia inputs, outputs and indicators for New South Wales' public rental

Performance Indicators tenancies covered by the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement

for Housing Assstance (CSHA).

Performance Reports~ | Council on the Cost and SRD dttractsinvestment projectsto, or retainsinvestment in NSW through

Economic Quadlity of Government— marketing, the provision of information, project facilitation (assistance

Development 03 ~ Sydney, Audtrdia with the gpprova process), financia assstance, or amixture of these

State and Regiond drategies.

Development
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Municipal Ministry of Municipal Initiative designed to provide taxpayers with useful information on service

Performance Affars—Ontario, Canada | ddivery and municipditieswith atool to improve those services over

Measurement Program time. The program requires municipaitiesto collect datato measure their
performancein 10 core municipa service areas. All relevant and current
information, including important updates to the program’s requirements
and answersto technical questions by service area as asked by
municipalities, have been drawn together in a"one-window" format.

Lis of MPMP Ministry of Municipal Municipa Performance Measurement Program (MPMP) Handbook in

Mesasuresfor 2002 Affairs—Ontario, Canada | PDF or HTML format

Reporting Y ear

Communityand | DLEVah FAD, | DEOIOnd aUiiast o A oo o Conmuty

gg\r?eln(])gr]:]tgnt Parts| University of Arkansas Deve opment in Historical Perspectivg; Community Devel opment Prac.ti ce

: Community Development as I nterventions Processes; and The Dimensions of

tolll the Community: community Development as Science.

On Target: The The Audit Commission Criteriafor robust per.for.mance iqdicators These recommendations help to

Practice of (UK) ensure that prppo;ed indi c.ators. wi I.I bg useful and effective. The. -

Performance Indicators recommendamlqnslncl ud.e.. havmg |pd|pators rgl evant to the organization;
clear and intelligible definitions of indicators; indicators that are easy to use
and understand; use of indicators that are comparable on a consistent basis
both between organizations and over time; and indicators where information
and data are verifiable.

Quality of Life The Audit Commission Recommends sequ anlity of Iife indi(;atorsfor councils aqd Local .

Indicators Filot (UK) Strateglc Partner;hl ps Wllth agod in helping to better monitoring community

2001/02 strategies. Goes intoa history of how the government got involved in these
indicators. Also discusses how the future role of indicators.

Housing Association The Housing Corporation The hpu;i ng association Performapce Indicators site gathers Fjata from

Performance Indicators | (UK) associations through annual statistical returns, data about lettings on an

ongoing basis, and financial data from the website. Analyses of the
performance of all associations collectively are compiled annually.

DRAFT ~ Reaults
Oriented Management
and Accountability
(ROMA) —Progress
Report and Next Steps

ROMA — Reaults Oriented
Management and
Accountability

Over the past nine years, the Community Action Network has been engaged
in a pioneering effort to strengthen community action program effectiveness
and accountability through the development and installation of “ Results
Oriented Management and Accountability,” or ROMA.
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HUD—Guidance for
Reporting CDBG
Accomplishmentsin
IDIS

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 requiresHUD to
give reliable and comprehensive information about their performance
messures. Thisguidanceisintended to help HUD report accomplishment
datain IDISin order to meet the Government’ s requirements. The
document goesinto detail about: Timely reporting of data, Avoiding
duplicationsin reporting accomplishments, Assigning correct matrix codes
and national objectivitiesto activities, How to report information on
various IDIS screens, and to Identify the IDIS screens from which the
various accomplishment data on the Grantee Performance Report,
originate.
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Cooperative Service

HUD- Community U.S. Department of This program gives out grants to a number of cities and counties so they
Development Block Housing and Urban can develop their community through improving their facilities, and aiding
Grant Entitlement Development their economy. The grant focuses especialy on those citizens of the
Communities community who have low- or middle income.
Overview
HUD- State U.S. Department of In 1981, Congress amended the Housing and Community Devel opment
Administered CDBG Housing and Urban Act of 1974 so that individual states had the opportunity to distribute
Development CDBG funds non-entitlement areas. These included cities with lessthan
50,000 people and counties with less than 200,000 people which do not
aready receive CDBG funds directly from HUD. Every state (besides
Hawaii) and including Puerto Rico participatesin the program.
CPD - IDIS Reference | U.S. Department of This document defines codes used in the Integrated Disbursement and
Manua—Appendix B: | Housing and Urban Information System (IDIS). These definitions include accomplishment
IDIS Code Definitions | Development codes, IDIS matrix codes describing the nature of the activity being
funded by HUD, and fund source types.
HUD CFO Reports U.S. Department of Thiswebsite list number links to documents such as;: FY 2004 Budget, FY
Housing and Urban 2004 Congressiond Judtifications, FY 2003 Budget, Details of HUD'sFY
Development 2003 Budget, etc.
LISC Online Resource LISC Online Resource Library is made possible by the generous support
Library of the HUD and the National Community Development Initiative.
The L1SC Online Resource Library contains in-depth information resources
and distance learning opportunities for community development
practitioners. For more information about the Local Initiatives Support
Corporation or about the Community Development Corporations (CDCs)
that we support, please vigt the “What We Do” section.
Data Definitions The Enterprise Foundation | Thisdata dictionary includes definitions of divisions of the Enterprise
Foundation and data definitions.
Rura Business— USDA
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RBS—Business
Programs Directory

USDA

Promoting a dynamic business environment in rural Americaisthe god of
Rural Business-Cooperdtive Service (RBS), Business Programs (BP). BP
worksin partnership with the private sector and the community-based
organizations to provide financial assstance and business planning. BP help:
fund projectsthat create or preserve quality jobs and/or promote a clean rurg
environment. The financia resources of RBS BP are often leveraged with
those of other public and private credit source lenders to meet business and
credit needsin under-served areas. Recipients of these programs may includ
individuals, corporations, partnerships, cooperatives, public bodies, nonprofi
corporations, Indian tribes, and private companies.

Office of Community
Development Online

USDA

Each program and initiative promotes salf-sustaining, long-term economic
and community development in rurd areas. The programs demonstrate how
every rurd community can achieve saf-sufficiency through innovative and
comprehensive strategic plans developed and implemented at a grassroots
level. The programs stress continued local involvement and decision making
which is supported by partnerships among private, public and nonprofit
entities. Please contact us for further information on the range of rura and
community development programs administered by USDA or to jump start
your local community development projects.

Rurd Development
Online

USDA

Thiswebste contains numerous links to various documents relating to
Nonprofit Opportunities, Public Bodies Opportunities, Lender Opportunities
Developer Opportunities, etc.

Rurd Development
Online ~ State Offices

USDA

A map of State Offices.

Rurd Development
Online ~ Publications

USDA

Thiswebdte has links to numerous publications such as: Rural Cooperativey
Magazine, Business/Cooperative Publications, Community Development
Publications, etc.

Performance Measures | New Mexico — Economic Overview of performance measures for New Mexico. Fiscd Year 2001
Summary —New Development Department and 2002 are compared to FY 03 budgeted measures, FY 04 requested
Mexico measures, and FY 04 recommended measures.
Accomplishment City of Milwaukee Organization activities are listed by funding source, funding amount,
Report by Organization annua god, and god achievement.
Panning Area 3— City of Milwaukee Provides gatistics for the Lincoln Park area of Milwaukee, including
Lincoln Park demographics, housing gatistics, community crime statistics, employment
satistics, etc.
City of Milwaukee City of Milwaukee The Community Block Grant Administration is responsible for applying for
Community Developme] recommending the allocation of, and overseeing the effective use of
Block Grant Program gpproximately $30 million of Federa funds or programsin targeted central
city neighborhoods. Mogt of the funding isto assst lower income families
and remove blight.
BIA Homepage The Building Industry The Building Industry Association of Superior Cdifornia(BIA) isa
Association of Superior professiond trade organization, whose god isto secure amore favorable
Cdifornia (BIA) economic environment for homebuilding.
Data and Reports Community Services Linksto more than 100 web sites with va uable information and data for
Panning Council community planners, students, grant writers and researchers. Thissteaso
(Cdifornia) provides maps and map links, regional data, specia reports on community
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issues, and research and planning services.

Grantee Data System:
Rankings~ CLIKS:
County-City-
Community Level
Information on Kids

The AnnieE. Casey
Foundation

This ste provides datafor Cdiforniaon children. Thisincludes education,
hedlth, family economics, child welfare, and parents education.

Housing thermometer
and progress reports ~
Minnespoalis
Affordable Housing
Gods

City of Minnegpoalis

This Ste presents production and preservation gods for both new and
rehabilitated affordable units.

Oregon Benchmarks

(tables)

State of Oregon

This table presents performance measures from 1980 — 2010.

Library of Loca
Performance Indicators

UK —Audit Commission
and Improvement and
Development Agency

Arrange 'off-the-shelf' quality approved performanceindicators (Pls) that
authorities can voluntarily select and use if gppropriate to their local
circumstances. All indicators have clear definitions that ensure consistency
and enable comparison with others. Further indicators will be developed
over time to address the range of locd authority services and crosscutting
issues that authorities and their partners are currently tackling.

Compendium: A
Globd Directory to

Indicator Initiatives

Internationd Indtitute for
Sustainable Development
(11SD)

A worldwide directory of who is doing what in the field of sustainability
indicators

Ranking of Provinces
for Sdlected Poverty
Indicators/ Annud

Poverty Indicators

Survey (ARIS) /
October 1999

Republic of the Philippines

Highlights of the October 1999 Annua Poverty Indicators Survey (APLS)
conducted by the National Statistics Office (NSO). The survey provides
access and impact indicators that can potential be used for the
development of a poverty indicator and monitoring system. The survey
covered 41,000 sample households in the Philippines across 77 provinces.
APIS gathered information on the socio-economic profiles of familiesand
other living condition indicators to compare how acertain province fares
in relaion to other provincesin terms of families meeting one of the 15
included minimum basic needs (MBN) or covered by a particular poverty
corrlate. Thereport summarizes resultsfor survival, security, and
enabling indicators.

Community Action

The Community Action Partnership was established in 1972 asthe

Partnership National Association of Community Action Agencies (NACAA) andis
the national organization representing the interests of the 1,000
Community Action Agencies (CAAS) working to fight poverty a theloca
level.

The Enterprise The Enterprise Foundation and their 2,400 Network memberswork

Foundation together to provide low-income people with affordable housing, safer
streets and access to jobs and childcare. They are nonprofit, community-
based organizations, public housing authorities and Native American
Tribes from around the country cresting powerful partnershipsto rebuild
communities and empower people in neighborhoods nationwide.

Affordable Housing Novogradac & Company, This site displays current news regarding affordable housing

Resource Center — LLP

Breaking News
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PalicyLink PalicyLink, anationa nonprofit research, communications, capacity

building, and advocacy organization, is enlarging the sphere of influence
that affects policy so that those closest to the nation’ s challenges are
centrdl to the search for their solutions.

NNIP Publications Nationa Neighborhood Links to various publications such as: Project Concept and Overview,
Indicators Partnership Building and Operating Neighborhood Indicator Systems, Building
(NNIP) Community Capacity to Use Information, etc.
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Nicolas Retsinas, Pandl Chair*

Director, Joint Center for Housing Studies, Harvard University; Lecturer in Housing Studies,
JFK School of Government and Harvard Design School, Harvard University. Former Assistant
Secretary for Housing-Federal Housing Commissioner, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development; Director, Office of Thrift Supervision, U.S. Department of the Treasury;
Executive Director, Rhode Island Housing and Mortgage Finance Corporation; Director of
Policy for the Governor, State of Rhode Island.

Thomas M. Downs

President and CEO, ENO Foundation. Former Executive Director, National Center for Smart
Growth and Education, University of Maryland College Park; Executive Vice President and
Chief Executive Officer, National Home Builders Association; President and Chairman,
AMTRAK; Commissioner, New Jersey Department of Transportation; President, Triborough
Bridge & Tunnel Authority; City Administrator, Government of the District of Columbig;
Executive Director, U.S. Urban Mass Transportation Administration; Associate Administrator
for Planning and Policy Development, Federal Highway Administration.

Barry White

Director, Government Performance Projects, Council for Excellence in Government. Former
positions with the U.S. Office of Management and Budget: Deputy Associate Director,
Education, Income Maintenance, and Labor; Chief, Education Branch; Budget Examiner,
Employment and Training Programs. Former Director, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Food and Nutrition Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture; Special Assistant to the
Secretary, U.S. Department of Labor; Director, Elementary and Secondary Education Analysis,
Office of Planning and Budget, U.S. Department of Education.

David F. Garrison’

Senior Fellow and Deputy Director, Greater Washington Research Program, Center for Urban
and Metropolitan Policy, The Brookings Institution. Former Vice President, National Academy
of Public Administration. Former positions with U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services: Counselor to the Deputy Secretary; Acting Director, Office for Civil Rights; Principal
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation; Deputy Director and Senior Advisor,
Intergovernmental Affairs. Former Director, The Urban Center, Levin College of Urban Affairs,
Cleveland State University. Former positions with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development: General Deputy Assistant Secretary, Office of Policy Development and Research;
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Office of Policy Development and Research. Former Budget
Analyst, Committee on the Budget, U.S. House of Representatives, Legislative Counsdl,
National League of CitiesU.S. Conference of Mayors.

" Academy Fellow
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Terry Buss, Responsible Saff Officer and Project Director

Former positions: Dean, School of Policy and Management, Florida International University;
Policy Director, Community Development and Planning, US Department of Housing and Urban
Development; Senior Policy Analyst, Congressional Research Service; Senior Strategy Advisor,
World Bank; Senior Policy Advisor, Council of Governors' Policy Advisors; consultant for US
Information Service and US Agency for International Development in 10 countries; director of
policy research centers at Ohio State, Youngstown State and University of Akron; director of
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