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FOREWORD

Under the rules of the Senate, the Committee on Government
Operations has as one of its basic functions the duty of studying
intergovernmental relationis between and amoug the United States,
the States and municipalities. This responsibility has been assigned
by the committee to its Iéubcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations.

The search for better ways—more efficient and effective ways—to
improve the quality of American life is continuing at an accelerated
pace. The President endorsed the implementation of an integrated
planning, programing, budgeting system in August 1965 and directed
major Kederal agencies to Install a PPB system. State governments
and municipalities, encouraged by the Federal effort, have turned
to consideration of PPB systems of their own design. By comple-
mentary planning activities, full value of grant-in-aid funds can be
more nearly assured. Improvements in Federal aid requirements can
assist in coordination of public services, but the direct tough decisions
on coordination to improve the quality of American life for their
citizens rests on the States and localities where the services are
provided.

The Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations has undertaken,
through a 3-year survey of local, State, and Federal officials, and
through public hearings, to explore ways of improving the quality of
American government at all levels. That improvement and innovation
to meet new demands is called for, has been amply demonstrated
through our researches in the field and the testimony before the
subcominittee.

Congressional enactment over a long period of time, but especially
in the last 6 years, of legislation estab{)ishing national programs to
assist State and local governments in such areas as poverty, unemploy-
ment, urban blight, and education (to neme just a few) has been
accompanied by intergovernmental confusion and frustration which
defeats the very objectives of the congressional mandates of aid to the
States and localities. The federal system—of interdependent yet
independent units of government at all levels—is a unique and at
the time of its inception an innovative idea of government. The
pressures of new relationships, of new shifts in responsibilities demand
now that innovation again be called upon to reestablish “creative
federalism.”

Processes of an integrated system of planning, programing, and
budgeting call for routine formulation of the objectives of public
programs, and the setting forth of options for public action. The
development of options is essentially an inventive and creative under-
taking that points to innovation in State and local governments in
the period ahead. Effectively designed and fully implemented planning,
programing, and budgeting systems thus become a way to, and an
essential part of, creative federalism.
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v FOREWORD

We have in the past mensured publie services by the dollars spent
for salaries, buildings, materials, and like expenditure items. We
clearly need better measures of these public-service outputs in terms
of what is gained for the dollars spent. We stand in danger of frittering
away the advantages of the bold and imsginative legislative programs:
that have been established unless” we approach the problem of the
administering of these programg.with the same boldness and imagina-
tion. This calls for an examination of management practices, with no
reluctance to discard shibboleths of tradition at the Federid Govern-
ment level and at the State and locol level u. well,

“Since the major portion of nonmilitary pubiic expenditures lies in
outlays for public services by State and local government, it is appro-
priate for these jurisdictions to direct critical attention to their organi-
zational and managerial shortcomings. As President Johnson has said
in his state of the Union message:

Fach State and county and city needs to examine its
capacity for government in today’s world—as we are examin-
ing ours, and as T see you are examining yours. Some will
need to reorganize and reshape their methods of administra-
tion—hs we are doing. ‘Others will need to revise their consti-
tutions and their laws to bring them up to date—as we are
doing, Above all, I think we must work together and find ways
in which the multitudes of small jurisdictions can be brought
together more efficiently.

A central part of the problem of effective management of State and
local government resources, and of the Federal Government, for that
matter, is manpower. No system of planning or programing can be
effective without personnel adequately trained in modern techniques.
Here again the President has recognized the stake of the Federal
system In assisting the States and localities in meeting their man-
power needs. He has recommended legislation aimed at providing
such assistance, and this committee has before it proposed legislation
providing for specific aid through a system of fellowships, training
grants, and interchange of personnel to strengthen the Federal as
well ag State and local government, This approach, I believe, is the
kind of imaginative proposal that will benefit all levels of government.

As_a tool for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of State
and loeal governments, P%’B systems seem to hold a promise well
worth pursuing.

The Council of State Governments, the International City Managers
Associgtion, the National Association of Counties, the National
(Giovernors Conference, the National League of Cities, and the U.S.
Conference of Mayors have urged a demonstration to test the opera-
tion of PPB systems in States and local governments and are coop-
erating in its implementation. The demonstration, financed by the
Ford Poundation through a grant to the State-Local Finances Project
at George Washington University, calls upon five States, five cities,
and five counties to explore together the problems of ecoordinating
public services and of planuing programs so that they may achieve
public objectives effectively. Mr. Frank Bane, with his long and
varied experience in State and local affairs, serves as chairman of
the advisory board of the project, and staff coordination work is
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directed by Dr. Selma J. Mushkin, This subconunittee will follow the
demonstration project with ('(msidombl? interest. B

The implementation of PPB at the State and local level may very
well shift the basis for consideration of Federal nid uﬁl‘ermg fmn}:
Are we getling all Federal grant funds that are available? to: (a) Af]T e
we seeking aids that will permit ns to carry out effectively and effi-
elently our program objectives? and (b) Are we developing a vxmdh
nated, planned set_of progranms to meet the ue(:d? of our citizens?

The gouls recently set forth by the Governors ( .()Pf) erence Comunittee
on State Plunning suggests the timeliness of this 1 PB effort:

Every Governor understands that we must develop more
sophisticuted ways of sorting facts, of fucing issues, of vpening
options, to muke better decisions if we, as States, are to
continne us effective partners in onr federal system. We must
huve means to survey where we are, what the gaps in our
efforts are, what onr goals should be, what the alternative
mieans and ways to these goals are, what the costs and benefits
are, what the relutive priority berween the various goals is,
The list is weil known, but for sore reason, these questions
have never excited the imagination.

Transmitted herewith for use of the committee and the States nn(,}
municipalities is a “Criteria for Evaluation in Planning State and Ifm‘.‘ul
Programs,” by Harry P. Hatry, deputy director of tho State- mml
Finances Project. It aims at clurifying and developing the i:un(l_mnlor(litnl
concapts of the approach to governmental program p}agu;ung includec
under the term  “planning-programing-budgeting (reny .}\v,stgm.
This paper represents an attempt at identifying spe(‘lﬁ(‘:'('rlt(ll'la ({.el"'
measures of effectiveness) for use i evaluating ultemlmlve' p'l()p()sithi
for programs fur earrying out major State an(;l }nou gov ef;_lﬂ)@lf tﬂ
funetions. It is intended for discussion purposes, :mdmio stimula (iz
further resenrch on specific criteria for public services. The hstmg_ 0
eriteria contuined in the paper represents a starting pulnit n Iproving
-ardsticks for program measurement, o .
}zl}lfllréléklpihésigliffth(» paper is on nonmonetary eriteria of ('vah.mt{un,
criteria of special relevance for State and local government, program
unalyses, :mcll for mensuring the effectiveness of cooperative inter-
covernmental programs. .
bo}l%ﬁ ?)iper 1'1(!1)1'259111‘5 the work of a competent speecialist In prnggla‘llm
planning and systems analysis for State and local gn\:ermner}t».f }xe
conclusions are not necessarily those of the subcommittee or o l'l‘e
chairman. They are published as background material for fu‘tu;‘e con-
sideration by the committee, and as thoughtful ‘presemultim‘mlur 1)f)).\.\1~
ble approaches to the urgent need of assisting State anc n(in 2oy ern-
ments in their search for more efficient management procedures.

Epuvsn S, MUsgIs,
Chairman, Subeommittec on Inde rgorernmental Relations.
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PREFACE

This paper aims at clarifying and developing some of the funda-
mental concepts of the approach to governmental program planning
commonly included under the term ‘“planning-programing-budgeting
(PPB)” system. This paper represents a first attempt at identifying
specific criteria (i.e,, measures of effectiveness) for use in evaluating
alternative proposals for programs for carrying out major State and
local governmental functions.

To date there has been little written that attempts to identify
specific criteria useful for government program analysis. This paper
discusses the criteria problem and makes the rash attempt to identify
meaningful criteria in the hope that it will stimulate further efforts
both within individual governments and by professionals outside
governments who are experienced in analytical techniques. The list
of criteria provided here 1s far from being either exhaustive or defini-
tive,

It is to be emphasized that for individual program analyses, con-
siderable effort will still need to be applied to the determination of
evaluation criteria appropriate to the specific problem. The list of
criteria contained in section III of this paper can be used as a starting
yoint,

! The emphasis in this paper is on noumonetary criteria where the
author feels the greatest effort is needed in State and local government
program analyses.

The author wishes to express his appreciation to the following persons
for their time spent in reviewing early drafts of this paper and for their
most helpful suggestions: Alan J. Goldman, of the Ig ational Bureau of
Standards; Prof. Jesse Burkhead, of Syracuse University; Joel
Posner, of the Interrational City Managers Association; Nestor
Terleckyj, of the U.S. Bureau of the Budget; and John F. Cotton, of
the State-Local Finances Project.
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CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION IN PLANNING STATE
AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

HARRY P. HATRY
Introduction

In order to place the material in this report in clearer perspective
the nature of planning-programing-budgeting systems is summarized.!

Basic Purpose oF PLANNII%G—PROGRAMING~BUDGET]NG (FPB)
YSTEMS

PPB gystems are aimed at helping management make better
decisions on the allocation of resources among slternative ways to
attain government objectives. Its essence is the development and
presentation of relevant information as to the full implications—the
costs and benefits—of the major alternative c-urses of action.

PPB systems do not examine many aspecds of government manage-
ment. Such problems as budget implementation, the assessment and
improvement of the work-efficiency of operation units, manpower
selection, and the cost control of current operations are outside PPB.
Cost accounting and non-fiscal performance reporf,ing‘P gystems are
very important in providing basic data required for PPB analyses
(as well gs for ﬁsca{ accounting and management control purposes);
however, such systems are usually considered to be complementary
to PPB rather than being directly part of it. .

PPB systems hope to minimize the amount of piecemeal, frag-
mented, and last minute, program evaluation which tends to occur
under present plonning and budgeting gmctices.

There is actually little new in the individual concepts of PPB. The
concepts of program and performance budgeting with their orientation
toward workload date and toward program rather than object classi-
fication (such as personnel, equipment, and so forth) have been ap-
plied by a number of governments since at least 1949, when the Hoover
Commussion strongly recommended their use. The analytical methods,
such as marginal analysis and cost-benefit analysis are familiar tools
of the economic analysis, What is new is the combination of a number
of concepts into a package and the systematic application of the
package in total to government planning. '

Mayorn CHARACTERISTICS

The primary distinctive characteristics of PPB are:
1. It calls for an identification of the fundamental objectives
of the government.

1 This summary ls drawn from Harry P, Hatry ond John F. Cotton, *Program Planning for Siate,
County, and Clty," State-loeal finances projeci, George Washington University, January 1067,




2 PLANNING XTATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

o 20 It requires explicit consideration of futnre year fiscal
implieations,

3. It ealls for systematic analysis of alternative ways of meeting
the governmental objectives. This characteristic is the crux of
PPB. The selection of the appropriate eriteria for the evalnation
of ench alternative against relevant objectives is the subject of
the main body of this report, ’

~Note that the terms “PPB” and “‘program budgeting” as tradi-
fionally used, are not equivalent. Typically the term “program
budgeting” hus been limited to budgeting systems emphasizing cat-
egorizations by programs without explicit provision for the systematie
atalysis and multivear perspective of PPB, '

Masor Couroneats or A PPB Syarnw

A PPB system typieally hus the following components:
1. A across-the-board governmental program stractiure

One of the first steps performed in instituting PPB is the identifi-
cation, at least tentatively, of the government’s basic objectives,
Based upon these, the government’s activities are grouped into cat-
egories, which aim at grouping together activities (regardless of or-
ganizational placement) that contribute toward the same objectives.
An abbreviated example of a PPB program structure is shown in the
appendix,

2. A multiyear progeam and financial plan

At ahy given point in time there should exist an approved multi-
year plah which uses the program structure categories discussed above.
The plan is in two major parts. The first part is the “Anancial plan.”
All pertinent costs are considered—including capital costs as well as
noricapital costs, and associated support costs (such as employee
benefits, associated vehicle and builtfing maintenance costs) as well
ag direct costs. Major associated external revenues should be identified
where appropriate and the expected net cost to the jurisdietion indi-
cated. The program, or output part of the plan, should contain the
major measurey which indicate to the usets of the plan the scope and
magnitude of the approved programs. Five years in addition to the
current fiseal year has typically been selected for presentation in these
multiyear plans.
8. Program analyses

Lhe systomatic identification and analysis of alternntive ways to
amtieve government objectives is the cornerstone of PPB.

The analysis of & program issue should result in the identification
and documentation of -

(1) The fundamental govermmental objectives involved;

(2) The major feasible alternativey;

(3) For each alternative the best available estimates of the
total program costs for exch vear considered;

(4) Tor each alternative the best available estimates of the
benefits (and/or “penalties”) relevant to the objectives for each
year considered;

(5) The major assumptions and uncertainties associated with
the alternatives; and
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(6) The impact of proposed programs on other programs, other
agencies, other levels of govermment, and on private organi-
zutions,

The presentation and discussion of alternatives and of the costs
and benefits of each goes considerably beyond the scope of typieal
budget justifieation material which deseribes specific budget funding
requests and goes beyond the scope of muteria{ generally included in
physical planning studies,

T be most useful, the analysis should indicate preferred program
mixes at different funding levels since specific funding levels should
seldom be chosen without explicit consideration of the change in
costs and benefits (i.e., the “marginal” costs and benefits) in going
from one level to another.

The analysis process should not ignore the political and legislative
constraints that are relevant. The analysis should seek to optimize
resource allocation within these constraints. Howeéver, analysis also
should be used to indicate the potential penalties arising from them.
This will provide information to government decision makers sug-
gesting bow worth while it might be to try to overcome these con-
straints. In the short run these may indeed be firm constvaints; for
the long run, however, changes may be possible.

This type of unalysis places emphasis on the preparation of quanti-
tative information, but when this information is not available, qualita-
tive materials should be included to place the issues in proper
perspective,

In PPB, analysis can take many different forms and can be done
at many levels of refinement. However, it is nseful to distinguish two
levels—u less-refined, less-rigorous analysis, and “in-depth” analysis.
Each is briefly deseribed below.

Less *‘rigorous” analysis.—-This level of analysis is very like, at
least initially, to be the most prevalent. Where in-depth studies are
not attempted or prove of slight use, & considerably improved under-
standing of program alternatives can be achieved through less-
rigorous, less-refined analysis. A great deal can be achieved for re-
sotiree allocation problems through the identifieation and examination
of the six elements listed above.

Although these elements are also essential for iu-depth studies, their
investigation even without the more rigorous analytical tools can
provide considerable illumination.

Much of the real gain {from existing PPB systerns has probably been
derived from the “dialog”—the questioning and response—among the
decision makers, the proposal makers, and the program anal?,’sts.
Much of the relevant analytical work done thus far in government
PPB systems has resulted not from very sophisticated, technicul
analyses, but from penetrating questioning and the improved perspec-
tive obtained on the issues by applying this less rigorous level of
analysis,

“In-depih” analysis.—A fully implemented PPB systemn shoeuld
provide for the preparation of in-depth studies, often referred to as
cost-henefit studies—-also sometimes culled cost-effectiveness or cost-
utility analyses. These studies draw heavily upon the analytical tools
of the professional disciplines, including mathematics, economies,
operations research, engineering, and the computer sciences, They
a{su seek the six elements listed above, but with a mueh closer examina-




4 PLANNING STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

tion, The studies attempt to identify, quantitatively to the extent
possible, the cost and benefit implications of the range of feasible
alternatives.

(qut,-beneﬁb aqalyses can seldom provide complete answers. They
are intended primarily to provide information to decisionmakers
concerning the major tradeoffs and implications existing among the
alternatives considered. This information would then be available
for use by decisionmakers, along with any other information avail-
able—e.g., that pertaining to political, psychological, and other factors
which may not have been iucﬁuded in the cost-benefit study.

Program analysis, at either level, is not easy. It is still true that
program analysis (or whatever it may be called) is still as much an
art as a science. Probably the most important limitations on the
undertaking of meaningful analyses are:

(1) Problems in defining the real objectives;

(2) The presence of multiple, incommensurable benefits:
. (3) Inadequacies of data relevant to the analysis, including
information as to what effect each alternative course of action
will have on the objectives as well as information describing
where we are today; and

(4) Difficulties in considering a time stream of costs and
benefits and not simply the evaluation of costs and benefits for
& single point in time.

4. Program updating procedure

PPB requires explicit provision for the revision and updating of
resource decisions: The system must be responsive to changing needs
and changing information. The latest multiyear program and financial
plan can form the “base” from which proposals for program changes
can be made.

Concrusion

PPB potentially can help State and local governments deal with
public problems ahead of time, in a comprehensive manner, and can
place in mu‘ch improved perspective the principal issues on resource
allocation. The visibility of relevant information (on costs and benefits
of pertinent alternatives) provided by PPB is the key element.

Lhere are considerable difficulties and potential misuses that can

oceur. Certainly, too much should not be expected of the system. It
should never be expected that PPB will be able to give definitive
answers, but rather considerably improved information pertinent to
resource allocation and program selection decisions.
. An integrated PPB system is designed to provide information that
1s so vital to decisionmaking in our complex governmental structure.
It is primarily a tool for high level decisionmaking, it will not be
worth while unless the high level management understands it, wants
1t, and uses it. '

SECTION I. THE CRITERIA PROBLEM

A major part of a program planning process is the attempt to
estimate the contribution that each alternative program, or mix of
programs, makes toward meeting fundamental governmental objec-
tives. For the purpose of this paper, the terms “goals,” “aims,”
“purposes,” “missions,” or ‘“functions” may be substituted for
“objectives.” The need for evaluation criteria arises because funds
and physical resources are scarce; there are not enough available to
satisfy all needs and proposals. (The term “measures of effectiveness”
is sometimes used by analysts instead of “criteria.’’) Thus the problem
of choice arises, and emiyuatvion of proposals is needed to make the
best use of available resources. To perform this evaluation, it is
necessary to identify specific criteria that can be used to evaluate
performance against the governmental objectives.!

For example, if a governmental objective such as “to reduce
crime’’ wes identified, then it would be appropriate to use crime
rates as the major criterion (but not necessarily the only eri-
terion) for evaluating activities aiming at these objectives. That
is, in comparisons between various proposals, each prei--al’s
effect upon the anticipated future crime rates would need to be
estimated.

As the example indicates, the selection of criteria depends upon the
objectives that are formulated. Also the procesz of s2lecting the
criteria will often suggest the need for revision oi the objectives.
Thus, the establishing of objectives and criteria are interacting
processes. In this paper, the emphasis is on criteria; objectives are
discussed and presented only briefly. Ideally, a thorough discussion of
State and local government objectives would be undertaken first.

An important characteristic of both “objectives” and ‘‘criteria”
as used in this paper is that they are intended to be ‘“‘end” oriented
rather than “means” oriented. That is, they are intended to reflect
what is ultimately desired to be accomplished and for whom, not
ways to accomplish such objectives. L

For example, the phrase, “to disperse cultural facilities rather
than concentrating them in a single locality” is a means “to
provide adequate cultural opportunities to ail.” Use of the former
phrase as the statement of objective rather than the latter would
lead to somewhst different criteria, such as “the number of
cultural facilities.” Program analysis would better compare
dispersal programs with centralized programs as alternative
means to providing adequate cultural opportunities.

1'Thto term “output measure” Js also oceasionally used instead of “criteria.” Howaver, when “output
measure” §s used, it ofton is used to encompass not only program evaluation criteria (the subject of this
paper) but also indicators of the size of programs such as the number of ¢oses handled, the number of fize
stations, policomen, teachers, hospital beds, ote., which though of considerable interest aro not mafjor eval-
uation eriteria in tho sense used In this paper. 5
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Alsy, the coneept of objectives as used in this paperavoids inelusion
of specific numerical magnitudes. For example, & statement of objec-
tives such as “‘to reduce crime rates 10 percent” should be avoided.
For program analysis it is seldom appropriate to prespecify magni-
tudes. The specific amount of improvement that should be sm;gzht
should generally not be determined until after the alternatives have
been evaluated as to the costs and benefits of each and after these
tradeoffs are understood.

The criteria for program analyses ideslly should have the following
general properties: -

(1) Each criterion should be relevant and important to the specific
problem for which it is to be used. (This will depend upon the funda-
mental objectives to be satisfied.)

(2) Together the criterin used for a specific problem should con-
sider all major effects relative to the objectives. Encugh criteria
should be evaluated to cover all major effects, The use of insufficient
eriteria can be very misleading,

. For example, programs to improve housing conditions should
in general consider not only the number of acres of slums removed
but also the effects upon the persons removed (perhaps by includ-
ing a second criterion: the number of persons still living in sub-
standard dwelling units), ‘

Although it would make the evaluation considerably easier to
have only one criterion, or at least very few eriteria, the important
thing is to avoid excluding major considerations from an analvsis.

As indicated in the previous example, probably any single objec-
tive if emphasized too much without considering other needs, could
lead to excesses and result in even worse conditions. Other examples
are: sole consideration of safety in moving traflic cculd result in
excessive trip delay times; in the law enforcement area, sole concen-
tration on crime rates might lead to programs that result in excess
control of individual movement.

With all the criteria expressed in terms of one unit (such as the
dollar) or two units (such as the dollar and some nonmonetary unit),
neat, analytically optimizable solutions would usually be possible.
However, forcing the analysis into oversimplified forms may hide
many ma,I]'or considerations, Use of multiple evaluation criteria seems,
in general, to be unavoidable.

(3) Bach of the criteriu ideally should be eapable of meaningful
quantification. This involves two major problems. The first is the
measurement of the current and historical magnitudes of each of the
criteria. This measurement is needed to give a clear picture of the
magnitudes of the problem, to determine how well the jurisdiction
is actually doing toward meeting its objectives, and to provide a basis
for making projections into the future.

For the housing example used above we would want to be
~able to measure how many aeres of slums and how many people
are living in substandard dwelling units there currently are, and

o how many were living in such units previously.

Fhe second problem is the estimation of the future magnitudes for
these criteria for each of the alternative programs being considered.
Projecting into the future is always hazardous. Qne of the most, if not
the most, difficult problems in program analysis is the estimation of
the effects on the criteria of the various courses of action. Historieal
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data are important both for measuring progress and for making in-
ferences as to what has caused any changes that have occurred. This
latter information is very important for preparing estimates of the
effects of future courses of action.

In practice, it is very difficult, and probably impossible, to meet
periectly all three of these ideal properties of criteria. The list in
section ITI is a first attempt to identify the major criterin that are
likely to be pertinent for governmental programs. An explicit attempt
has been made to make the list conform with the first two properties
(that is, relevancy and coverage) given above for ideal eriteria.
However, the list is certainly far from definitive in either depth or
coverage. It is also somewhat idealistic; the analysts’ ability to esti-
mate meaningfully the effects of alternative program upon the criteria
(the third property given above) will undoubtedly be hmited in many
instances—particularly with current information systems.

On oceasion, it may be necessary to ulilize purely qualitative
eriteria such as, “In reducing crime, alternative A. is more effective
than alternative B but less eflective than C.”” This ranking procedure
might be partially quantified by having experts apply their judgments
to some type of ranking scale. This would result m such a result as,
“In reducing ecrime, alternative A has a value of 80 on the specially
prepared ranking scale, B has a value of 65 and C a value of 85.”

Thus in praetice, even though criteria are not completely capable
of being satisfactorily quantified, criterin that have the other two
properties may still be useful.

The list of eriteria in section IIT is hoped to be a reasonable starting
point from which individual governments wc 1d develop a sound set
of criterin appropriate to their own speecific problems and govern-
mental objectives. Many of these criteria are already in use. For an
individual problem, the analysts will need to determine the specific
criteria appropriate to that problem. The list in section IIT may help
to suggest the appropriate ones, Each interested reader is encouraged
to think through and work out what he [leels to be an improved list,

With few exceptions, only nonmonetary criteria are listed in this
paper. It is assumed that, in general, all problems will need to consider
the actual monetary effects of each alternative course of action pro-
posed, That is, one objective in all problems will be to keep monetary
costs as low as possib{e for any level of program effectiveness aimed
for. However, it is a premise of this paper that in the past too much
emphasis has been placed upon attempting to translate all program
effects into dollar terms. It 1s true that if this could be done mean-
ingfully, the evaluation of alternative and final program selection
would be eased considerably since the quantitative evaluations would
all be expressed in the same unit—the dollar.

Realistically most governmental problems involve major objectives
of a nondollar nature. Not only is it very difficult for analysts to
assign dollar “values’” to such nondollar objectives, but it is also
questionable whether it would be desirable even if it could be done,
Thus, questions of the value of such effects as reducing death rates,
reducing illness incidences and severities, improving housing condi-
tions, and increasing recreational opportunities should not become
simply a problem of estimating the dollar values of these things.

98-798 O-68--3
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The analysts should rather concentrate upon the estimation and
presentation, for each alternative, of full information as to the actual
dollar effects and the effects upon the nonmonetary criteria, This is the
primary function of program analysis—and of “‘cost effectiveness,”
‘‘cost benefit,” “‘cost utility,” or “systems analysis,” terms which
for the purpose of this paper are all assumed to be equivalent. Attempts
to force the criteria into commensurability are in most cases not worth
much effort. It should be left to the decisionmakers to provide the
value judgments needed to make the final program decisions.?

= However, if the analysts can uncover some clues 88 to the worth that the jurisdi '

10 * el I e jurdsdiction’s
to ‘;sugh nomnonolalywclimin, this information should also be provided i‘o the d(-cil;imprgggglg (:(\‘fu‘f biﬁﬁ
%1‘1 st t.utcdl ‘for the basie information on the nonmonetary effeets) to assist them in making their judgments

oF examp t,l'Vm‘iOll'S sutveys of the publie might give some information as to the degren to which persons
f“ﬁ xim}tly ‘mig bt be willing to exchange money for changes in the nonmonetary eritecin magnitudes. H ighway
,(r) ;. or 1(xx\m le, do indicate that the persons still using the highway are willing to pay at least the prico
of the toll for the advantages provided by the highway over altornate routes, i

e T T e

SECTION II. DISCUSSION AND QUALIFICATIONS

The criteria listed in section II1 are subject to a number of substan-
tinl qualifications and warnings; these are discussed below:
1. COriteria must relate to gorernmental obyectives

As has been already indicated, the problem of selecting the appro-
priate criteria is dependent upon the problem of specifying objectives
correctly. Thus, for a trafic-control problem, if the problem had
originally been stated solely in terms of “reducing the number of
traffic accidents,” and if the analysts had limited themselves solely to
this objective, the only criteria would have been the number of traffic
aceidents. Alternatives which, for example, restricted teaffic flow such
a3 by slowing down traffie considerably, would still tend w0 be the most
“eost effective” since the rapidity of traffic movement was not implied
in the statement of objectives and therefore was not included in the
criteria.

For each major program area identified in the list, a brief statement
is first given which summarizes the assumed objectives of the major
program area. The criteria listed for the major program area should
ideally provide & specific basis on which to evaluate the contribution
that each alternative course of action makes to these objectives. If
the reader prefers different statements of objectives, he is also likely
to be led to somewhat different criteria.!

The specific objectives of a jurisdiction also depend upon the juris-
diction’s own concept of the extent of the government’s role in each

. program ares. In many instances, there are likely to be considerable

differences of opinion as to the proper role of the government. How-
ever, in general, such functions as law enforcement, fire protection,
and water supply are usually assumed to be primarily governmental
funetions. Such other functions, however, as health, intellectual de-
velopment, job opportunities, and leisure-time opportunities may
rely heavily upon private sectors. Nevertheless, governments do have
some role in most of these, usually at least having a part in helping
the “needy” to reach certain minimum standards.

A related problem is that of the many and periodically changing
ways in which government’s role is divided among the various levels
of government such as among city, county, State, and National, and,
of Increasing importance, special regional organizations.

The specific role played by the government in each individual
jurisdiction must be considered in selection of the appropriate
criteria. '

In this paper no consideration is given to the question of “national
objectives” such as national prestige and national security. It would

! Porsons with different perspectives, different cultures, would probably develop a different set of oblee-
tives—thereby implying somewhat different ecriteria, For example, the caveman would probably insict

uport a major program area entitled “Food Supply,” and one labeled “Mate Procuroment,” (The latter
would he s tough one for State and local governments.) 9
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seem that for State and local governments such issues, though of
considerable interest, are peripheral to these governments’ functions.

State and local governments, however, must, of course, be con-
cerned with the notions of individual liberty, privacy, freedom of
choice, and democratic processes. The degree to which each program
option may impinge upon these individual rights and processes should,
of course, be considered in & complete evaluation.

2. There are different “levels” of criteria

One of the major difficulties in specifying criteria is that there are
many different levels of criteria. The specific criteria that are appro-
priate will depend upon the specific problem at hand.

At the highest level we might say that all government programs
aim at contributing ‘“to the maintenance and improvement of the
well-being of humanity,” This overall objective is too general; it is
very difficult to measure, is vague, and is not. very useful for analysis.
The objectives and related criteria presented in the list in section TIT
are at & lower level. However, they are intended to provide the major
criteria that should preferably be used in governmental program
analyses. These criteria may still be at too high a level for many
problems.

Thus, for example, if we are concerned with examining the

desirable size and nature of public health nursing services, it is
likely to be very difficult to relate some of these services directly
to mortality rates, morbidity rates, or days of restricted activity.
Preferably, estimates would be made of the effect of alternative
levels and mixes of public health nursing services and other types
of health service alternatives on each of these criteria. However,
because of the difficulty in linking the nursing service programs
to these criteria, it may be necessary to use some ‘‘indirect,”
“proxy,” or “substitute’’ criteria, One expedient might be simply
to estimate the caseload that can be handled by each public
health nursing service program proposed.

Another example: For the objective, “to prevent (deter)
crime,” judging accused persons can be considered one of the
pertinent types of activity. “Judging’ itself can be said to have
the following subobjectives:

(@) To be fair.

(b) To be swift.

(¢) For the guilty, to provide appropriate sentence
(neither excessive nor overly lenient).

Alternative programs for “judging” could each be compared
through criteria that reflected these subobjectives. Nevertheless,
the crucial question would remain as to what extent meeting
these criteria to various degrees would deter crime.

Such suberiteria as are indicated in these two examples are not
included in the list in section-IITT, but may often be necessary for
individual analyses.

Unfortunately, “program size” indicators such as discussed in
the public health nursing example (i.e., caseload) tell little about the
important effects, e.g., the effects upon community health that the
program achieves. Presentation of only thisinformation to the decision-
makers leaves it completely to the decisionmakers to make subjective
judgments as to the effects of the service, Presentation of the costs
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and the program size indicator for each alternative is better than noth-
ing, hut leaves much to be desired.

It should berecognized that, in most cases, at least some information
can be obtained relating programs to the major criteria.

For example, it may well be possible to examine current
and past records of the jurisdiction and other jurisdictions and
to relate to some extent the more fundamentai health criteria
to program size; inferences would then be made as to the probable
future effects of the newly proposed programs. A second approach
is to conduct experiments (controlled as much as is practical)
in which characteristics other than those investigated are similar
from one group to another. Pertinent information would be kept
about these groups, and inferences subsequently would be drawn
as to the effects of the program characteristics.

Such information gathering does, of course, cost money. Also, the
experimental approach may take a long time before useful results
become available—possibly too ‘ong for the immediate problem but
still useful if similar problems tre expected to be of concern when
the results do become available. In the absence of analytical tech-
niques that identify the best approach to given objectives, the juris-
diction probably can afford to (and indeed may have to) experiment
fo some extent.

The point is that the program analysis should not be quick to
accept lower level criteria such as program size indicators as the only
criteria on which he can obtain iuformation.

3. Criteria are grouped under sever. major program areas

The criteria presented in section I1T are grouped under each of
seven ‘“‘major program areas’:

(@) Personal safety.

(b) Health.

(¢) Intellectual development and personal enrichment.

(d) Satisfactory home and community environment,

(¢) Economic satisfaction and satisfactory work opportunities.

(f) Satisfactory leisure-time opportunities.

(¢) Transportation-communication-location,

Together, these major program areas are intended to encompass
the great majority of the activities of a governmental jurisdiction.
Though many such classifications could be made, these appear to be a
reasonable set for discussion of criteria for evaluation of governmental
programs, The assumed components of these major program areas
are shown in the appendix.

Many, if not most, analyses will at least initially concentrate upon
but one part of one of these major program areas. In some of these
analyses it may be necessary to utilize lower level criteria.

For example, for an issue raised on manpower training programs
the criterion “percent of enrollees satisfactorily completing the
training program’’ might be appropriate. However, as is already
noted 1n ‘2”7, unqualified use of such a lower level criterion for
program selection could be misleading. The more fundamental
problem of government relevant to manpower training is to get
unemployed (or underemployed) persons satisfactorily employed
and self-sufficient. The mere fact of graduation from a training
program does not mean reduced unemployment. Employment
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and earning eriteria, even if not feasible to use directly as criteria,
should be recognized as being more truly the objectives of man-
power training. .

Muost program-oriented categorizations of governmental programs
(called program structures in PPB systems) will also contain a major
category for general government activities. This will inelude such
aetivities as the government‘s finaneial, legal, and legislative activities.
No criteria are included in the list for these aetivities, The viewpoint
of this paper is that these general government activities are primarily
siupporting services to the ather, primary, government functions.
That is, these netivities are not themselves simed at achieving funda-
mental governmental purposes.?

4. More than one criterion will frequently be needed for individual
problems

For each of the seven major program areas, several criteria are
listed. In some cases there is some overlap and redundancy. However,
for the most part, each of the criteria contains some potentially im-
portant aspect that is not contained in the other criteria. As has been
already noted, the evaluation of program alternatives would be eased
considerably if all criteria were commensurable, i.e., expressed in some
common unit such as “dollars.” However, practically speaking, lew
nmajor program issues can be meaningfully evaluated solely in terms of
a single criterion.® The analysts should concentrate upon providing
as full and accurate information as possible as to the effects of enci.
program alternative on each of the criteria, leaving it to the decision-
makers to weight the criteria.*
5. Interactions occur among program areas and among criterta

Though the list of criteria is divided into major program areas,
this is not meant to imply that all program analysis problems will
necessarily fall into one major program area, and only one. On the
contrary, major governmental problems will frequently spill over into
more than one program area.

For example, mass transit system proposals could have sig
nificant impact on many if not all of the listed major program
areas; Traflic safety is directly affected by the substitution of a
mass-transit system for individusl automobiles; an inexpensive
mass-transit system might permi. low-income workers to con-
sider job opportunities further away than he can currently afford;
families who wished to live further out in the country might be
able to do so with a convenient, rapid, mexpensive transit sys-
tem; recrentional opportunities previously too far away and too
expensive to reach might be opened to certain segments of the
public; individual health and intellectual development might be

2The point, however, can be made that these activities do contribute to the fundamental function of
providing *democracy.”

3 Howaver, frequently it may be reasonable to eoncentrate the nnalysts on one key, nonmonetary critetfon,
and treat the other eritera a5 study constraints or as relatively minor considerations, Even in these in-
staneeg, however, two eriterin, one monetary and the other nonmonetary, wilt need to be explieitly evalu.
nted. Ay i Indieated in the introduction to this paper, foreing a dollar value on a uonmonetary eriterion
does not in general scom 8 good practice,

4 A technique occasionally used with multiple criteris {s to have experts in the gpecific field estiinate the
relative weights of each criterion, By applying the prechosen woeights, the multiple criteria can be com-
bined into one index thus permitting & ranking on tho same seale of all the alternatives. As with attompts
to tronslate all nonmonetary criterin into monetary units, such o practice can too easily be misleading, It
is the author's belief that if the analysts believe thet the resuiting information is meaningful, it may be
provided to the decisionmaker, but the basie information as to edch progrant alternative’s cffect upon each

of the individual eriterin before any welghts are applied should always be provided so that meaningtul
information {s not obscured.
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furthered (indireetly) by the combination of the preceding effects;
certain penalties could also oceur, such as the transit system
having an adverse effect on the physical atiractiveness and living
conditions of the areas where it is constructed; air pollution and
noise effects would also occur.

Another example is that of education programs that in addition
to contributing to individual intellectual development also lead
to improved employability and reduction in unemployment.

Thus, specific programs may simultaneously have many complex
and interacting effects on many program sreas and many criteria.

It i important in program analyses to attempt to consider and
evaluate nh such effects to the extent that they might be important
to the deecisionmaking process.

6. It will be neeessary to distinguish “‘target groups”

An important aspect of program evaluation is the identification of
the specific population groups that receive benefits (or penalties) from
each program proposed. Though not specifically included in the list,
it will often be appropriate to break down further certain of the criteria
into suberiterin in order to distinguish specific clientele, or “target
groups.” For many issues a government will be interested in dis-
tinguishing the effects of alternative programs on specific population
gr(ml)s identified by such characteristics as age, sex, race, income,
family size, education, occupation, geographical location, special
handieaps, ete.

For example: For many health issues, distinetions by age,
income level, family size, ete., may be required to evaluate the
effects of various health programs on each category within such
groups.

Another example: It will probably be necessary for many
law-enforcement issues to distinguish crimes committed by
adults from those by juveniles,

Though neither the objectives nor the illustrative criteria listed in
section IIT explicitly single out “equal opportunity’” objectives the
use of target groups in the criteria will provide information on such
objectives.

7. Criteria need to be thoroughly defined

No attempt is made in this paper to define the listed criteria. How-
ever, when utilizing criteria it is important to have clear, thorough
definitions, In almost all cases, misinterpretations (often subtle ones)
can occur if complete definitions are not provided,

For example, for major types of crimes it is necessary to define
each type of erime, e.g., does “larceny” include thelts of auto-
mobiles and bicyeles; does it include thefts of any magnitude or
only those beyond a specific dollar value?

Another example: What is meant by ‘restricted activity”
when the number of days of restricted activity for health reasons
per person per year is to be estimated?

Again, how is “poverty” defined when the number of persons
and families in the jurisdiction’s “poverty population’ is esti-
mated?

Or, what is meant by “substandard’” when dwelling units are
evaluated?

Definitions should generally specify such things as who is involved,
how, what time period is to be covered by the criteria, what geographi-
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cal location is inecluded, ete. For example, for measuring restricted
activity due to health reasons, it is necessary to know-—

(@) What specifically is meant by ‘“‘restricted activity’?

() Whether the whole population of the jurisdiction is in-
volved or some specific segment such as “all males between the
ages of 16 and 21 living in the North Smithtown’ section of the
city.

(¢) Whether the magnitudes are to be on a ‘per person per
year’’ basis or on some other,

Some attention should also be given to the influence of time which
may affect the. definitions. For example, wherever a dollar figure is
involved in defining a criterion, price-level changes over time may
alter the meaning. For example, if “larceny” is defined to include only
thefts over $50 at current price levels, price-level rises will auto-
matically bring more thefts into the category even though there is no
change in the total number of thefts of each type. Explicit provision
will be needed for adjustments of the criterion, based upon price-level
changes. Another type of change over time that may oceur is change
in the jurisdiction’s boundaries, possibly requiring adjustments to
make compatible the magnitudes assigned to the criteria for different
years.

8. Criteria can be expressed in different forms

Given that a certain factor is considered sufficiently important to
be included as an evaluation criterion, there frequently will be a
variety of forms in which the criteria can be expressed. Five such
choices are noted below:

(a) Both “absolute” numbers and rates are called for by the criteria
included in the list. Absolute numbers by themselves can present a
misrepresentation of the situation. For example, the total number of
various crimes or of traffic accidents, though, of course, of interest in
themselves, do not reflect the associated levels of activity, Crime
rates and traffic accident rates (the latter related to the volume of
traffic) will give improved perspectives as to what is happening in
those areas. Both forms are probably needed by the decisionmakers,

(0) Some of the criteria listed below call for “averages’; for example,
“average waiting time for the use of certain recreational facilities.”
In such cases, the analysts will frequently also need to consider the
distribution of waiting times as Weﬁ as the average. There is danger
that if only the average is considered, important information may be
ignored,

For example, the average waiting time throughout the week on
a city’s golf courses may be 15 minutes, which, if it were appli-
cable at all times, would probably be quite acceptable to the
city's golfers. However, the distribution of waiting times for
specifie times of the week might show prolonged, perhaps several-
hour, waits during certain hours of the weekends, probably
causing considerable annoyance among golfers and suggesting the
need for corrective action. Use of only the overall average would
hide the pertinent information. ,

In the list in section IIL the dangers of the use of averages for
waiting times of recreational facilities have been reduced consi(TerzL'bly
by requiring the caleulation of the averages for specific key periods.
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Wherever ‘“‘averages’” are considered for use in criteria, considera-
tion should be given to the possibly important information that such
criferia hide:-

. (¢) In many instances it will be desirable to compare the magni-
tudes for the criteria, with the magnitudes existing in other, similar
jurisidictions, both the current magnitudes and those estimated for
the future.

For example, local crime rates may be compared with those
of other parts of the country (perhaps by using the FBI's uniform
crime reports).

The relative conditions, such as displayed by the ratios of the juris-
diction’s own crime rates to those of the Nation, or some segment of
it, could be used as criteria. It may also be of interest to compare
health, education, recreation, unemployment, and housing conditions
to conditions elsewhere.

Care should be taken to ascertain that the fizures are roally com-

arable since definitions and reporting systems can differ substantially.
For example, the crime reports referred to above have been critisized
for lack of uniformity.

Too much concentration on “what the other fellow is doing” is
not desirable; the absolute forms of the criteria (for example, the total
amount of crime in the government's own jurisdiction) should not
be neglected.®

The list of criteria given in section ITI does not specifically include
comparisons with other jurisdictions. As appropriate, the critéria
could readily be modified to reflect such comparisons.

(d) Certain eriteria can be displayed either as the “total number”
of something or as a “reduction (o0: increase) in the number” of this
thing. For example, “total number of accidents from cause X'’ could
also be shown as “reduction of the total number of acecidents from
cause X.” The use of the term “reduction” implies that there is a
base from which the slternatives are measured. When alternative
courses of action are being compared, the “reduction” is simply the
difference between the base and the numiber resulting frony the
alternative.

‘The “reduction” form is the more direct way of showing effects but
does not indicate the level still existing. In the list of criteria in sec-
tion III both forms are sometimes shown.

(¢) Certain of the individual criteria might be combined in various
ways to form a new, single eriterion. For example, for health programs
the “number of sick days’” might be multiplied by the severity index
(if there is one) to give a “‘severity-sick-days index.” This procedure
is sometimes followed in order to reduce the mumber of criteria for
analytical simplification. The list of criteria in section IIT does not
include examples of these combined criteria.
mbn rioted that the mere fact that the projacted magnitudes for g criterion indleate a rotro-
gressing situation (olther rolative to other jursidictions er oven relative to earller yoarg within the jusis.
diction) does not In itgelf necessarily indicate that the jurisdiction’s programs are poor, External conditions
outside the control of the jurlsdiction {such as a significant shift in the character{stics of the population
due to imml(imuonor the ontry of n now disease virus from outside) can cause the rotrogrossion. Helection
of program alternatives should be made as to which alternative is best relative to the others; 1,e., which

minimizes the adverse situation, even though none of the alternatives is estimntad to cause sn absolute
Improyement {n the conditions.

98-798 O-b8 4
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9. Hstimales of the eriteria magnitudes: are-1eeded. for each year of the
plan : _

Another aspect of the criteria preblem arvises from the necessity
in program analysis to consider prigrain impacts -gn'eacH year for
several yedrs'inh: the future. Though virious pressures usually'act to
emphasize cittrent and near future needs, good governmental planning
obviously requires consideration of the longer range needs, In'prépar-
ing its plan of aetion, & government needs to assure that the plan
would provide desired goods and services in edch year of the plan,

Different alternative courses of action will affect different years in
different ways. One mix of programs may, for example, result in
greater benefits for the near future, while another mix of programs
miight emphasize current investments that are expected to produce
superior benefits in later years. Therefore, in deciding among courses
of actions the magnitude of each criterion for each year is an important
consideration.

The weighting of the importance of each particular year of the plan
will probably be the province of the decistonmakers rather than the
analysts. The main job of the analysts will be to provide as complete
and accurate information ag possible as to the nature and phasing of
the program impacts, leaving it to the decisionmakers’ judgments for
the final weightings of one year versus another.

10. A monetary criterion is always needed

The one common criterion in all problems of choosing among
alternative programs is the monetary (i.e., dollar) effects of each
alternative. This criterion is not repeated for each major program
area in the list of criteria given below, but should be assumed to be
pertinent in each case. Primarily nonmonetary criteria are included
1n the list. In a few cases a monetary criterion seemed to be necessary
as a proxy to reflect important social factors, and these are included
in the list.

The term “monsetary criterion’” as used here refers to the actual
dollar changes that would occur (for each alternative program mix
as compared to some base)-—but not including dollar values imputed
to nonmonetary things. These dollar changes, whether affecting the
Government’s own financial picture or that of other sectors of the
economy, should be considered in the evaluation. Effects on the variouy
sectors, as well as on the various clientele groups, should be identified
separately so that the decisionmakers have a clear perspective of the
impacts.

Theoretically, all of the nonmonetary criteria listed below could be
translated into dollar values by estimating, in some manner, the
dollar “worth’”? to the government (or to some other specified group)
of chunges in the magnitudes of each of the criteria. For example, it
might be estimated that the population of the jurisdiction would be
willing to pay x dollars to reduce the number of criminal homicides per
year from Y to Z. It is, however, a premise of this paper that such
translations present some almost insurmountable obstacles (at
least with, the currént state of the art of program analysis) and ab
best will represent the judgment of one limited group- of persons ab
one point in time. Therelore, it is always desirable to display the values
for the specific nondollar eriteria, such as those listed in section 11l
50 that the actual decisionmakers have full information with which
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to make their own:judgmetits. Inférrnation that attempts to estimate
the dollar “value!! to’ spevified- targets ' groups for ‘changes in the
nondollaticriteriasein also ‘be presented: to the ‘decisiorimakers if the
analysts belieye such information td¢ be useful. For those whi indist
updn-transldting all units into-dellar terms, the list of eriteria,rhight
at least be a’'guide to the major factors to:swhich dollar vdiues have
to be attached\® ‘

11. The monetary criteria can be very complex
Before we leave the subject of the monetary criteria as applied to
rogram evaluation, the complexity of these criteria should be noted.
he,monetary effects of & program alternative can be of many types.
Thése effects include the following elements (note that the term
“cost” refers only. to dollar costs):

(@) Program costs—These are the governmental costs that are
incwrred i undertaking’ the activities called for by the program.
These costs include the various administrative and other support-type
costs as well as those directly incurred.

(b) Program monetary effects within the Government.—As a resuit of
the activities called for by the program, certain Government costs may
Le ingereased or decreased. For example, a slum-clearance. program
might.in future years result in reductions in fire and crime protection
services for the cleared area; on the other hand it might lead to in-
creased demand for park and recreation services. A slum-clearance
g}'otgmm would also have some effect upon the tax base of the juris-

iction.

(¢) Program monetary effects outside the government~—Many of the
monetary effects of governmental programs will oceur outside the
jurisdiction, perhaps affecting the private sector of the economy or
other jurisdictions. Changes 1n transportation systems or in housing,
for example, will have considerable effect on many types of businesses
in the ares. Such effects may be important in many kinds of studies.
Governments are generally interested, for example, in monetary
measures of gross business and income in relation to persons and
businesses within theilr jurisdictions. Specific examples of such ec-
onomic measures include: manufacturing value added, retail and
wholesale sales, amount of bank deposits, and industrial capital
expenditures, (However, it should also be recognized that too much
emphasis can be placed upon such measures. For example, attracting
businesses into the area though increasing total sales and tota
earnings, -could also adversely affect the overall physical attractive-
ness of the community.) Another example of ¢ifects upon the private
sector is the effect upon insurance rates of illness, fire, and crime
prevention programs.

& Qcoaslonally, the criterion “added future eatnings” is used Lo estimate the value of increasing life
expectancy and the value of reducing illness, If this eriterion is used alone or predominantly, theevaluation
can be misleading, Fot exdmple, elderly persons or others out of the labor markel hre at a significant dis-
advantage, ag are housowives (dopen ing upon the smount imputed as their “earnings’), The, use of
future earnings seems to imply that such factors as growth in “GNP" are the fundamentsl objectives
whereas tha viluo of merely increasing. GNP. (withiout, for example, considering per capita GNP and the
standard of Hving) would not seem to be the critical issue in our current saclety. A very pertinent question
is: How does the loss of the ingdividual affect the individual and the remaining population. We know how
it affects the individusl—-snd the gignificant effect s not n monetary one. How it affécts.tle remaining
population Is 4 very eoniplex question. Individual population groups, such as those close to the decedents,
the taxpayers, the insurance-paying publie, the bHusinessman who lose the decedents’ spending power,
ete., areeach affected in different ways. For a more extensive discussion of these points see the Schnolling
reference listed in the selocted bibliography-of this-paper. '
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It is not desirable to add all of these dollar effects: (i.e., (@) plus (b)
plus (¢)) to yield one overall monetary impact. The impact on each
sector should be presented to avoid obscuring pertinent considerations.

It will not always be clear whether an-item is & “program cost’’
or g ‘‘program monetary effect.” (Other terms that havé-bben used to
distin % these are ‘‘direct versus indirect’” and ‘‘primary versus
secondary.”’) However, the important thing is not the classification
but the identification and consideration of these monetary effects if
significant to the program at hand.’ ] i

Another mejor problem in handling monetary cha_ng?‘s is the tine
pattern associated with the cash flows As discussed in “9 a’ the tlms
pattern is of importance to a government. The use of a “discount
(i.e., interest) rate to translate actual net aol}un flow (after consxd?rz}-
tion of both in-flows or out-flows) into a single “present value” is
frequently recommended. This discounting procedure has the
advantage of— o . .

(o) Reducing thé complexity of evaluation by rgphcmg.the
several dollar figures (i.e., one for each year of the time period)
by one number, the present value. .

() Reflecting the time value of money in the sense that,
in general, money this year is worth more than the same amount
of money next year gince potentially it can be put to work .now
and grow into a largér sum by next year.® ) )

Unfortunately, however, despite the well-grounded economic basis
for discounting (as the procedure is commonly called), there are some
difficulties and drawbacks such as the following: 7

(@) First, there is considerable disagreement over the appro-
priate discount rate to be uséd. The range usually debated a%?eurs
to be 4 to 10 percent. The rate chosén can have a significant
effect upon the results if, for example, the competing programs
have major differences in their expenditurg patterns, Never-
theless, uncertainty as to the appropriate rate is not sufficient
reason to avoid discounting. ) )

(b) A more important concern' to governments is found in the
practical constraints ih their annual funding capabilities. Major
fluctuations in revenue needs from one year to the next may
present insurmountable difficulties. It seems, therefore, that
whether or not discounting is deemed appropriate, the actual
(ie., unadjusted by the discount rate) time-phased dollar flows
should be shown' to the decisionmakers. In addition, the dis-
counted present values of the' alternatives'can bp"prpwdedk(({)e_r-
haps for more than one discount rat). This suggested procedure
applies to monetary flows both inside and outside the Goverxn-
ment.

In most cases, the use of discounting will probably be of secondary
concern relative to the many other problems of program analysis,

Nevertheless, as a practical matter, governmental decisionmalkers
are likely to have strong time preferences as to funding:requirements

7 Arguments as to whetlior such ¢ost reductious should bs conistdered as an offset to total costs or a3 an

Bowenor, scianos b Sach Eatios 1o i%%"é&‘?f??ﬁ&?‘c‘é o hieation 6 Fo snothir 0 consider Sach aast Fe:
d"a"g?s'éiﬁﬁm'i?'p“(ﬁ&? tg]glfgggi%t%erﬁ“gh%%&;ﬁ%&%o%tlggg%m('ioélc}ﬁllogﬁects; that Is, i the bolote-and-

after sides of all facets of the economy were explicitly Included, this procedurs would directly show the time
value of the money, and advantage (h) would not apply.
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of their jurisdictions and need to be shown the time-phased monetary
implications of the alternative courses of actions.

As has already been noted, the purpose of this discussion has been
to indicatr the scope and complexity potentially involved with the
monetary criterion. Most of the remainder of this paper is directed
at nonmonetary criteria,.

12. The criteria are not intended for use in organizational evaluations
The criteria discussed in this paper are not intended for the purpose
of measuring the efficiency of the administrative organizations of a
government (such as the police or fire department). The measurement
of day-to-day operational performance, though important, is not
the subject of this paper.® The criteria in this paper are intended for
the purpose of evaluating proposed program alternatives, not of
evaluating staffs’ or departments’ current operating efficiency.

13. Measurements of program size are also needed but not as evaluation
criteria

Governments that install a formal planning-programing-budgeting

system, in addition to undertaking individual program analyses, will
probably also prepare a multiyear program and financial plan. One of
the main parts of this plan is an “output plan,” a presentation that
indicates the estimated outputs obtainable from the program plan
for each year covered by the plan. At first glance, it might appear
that the outputs contained in these output plans should be the evalu-
ation criteria, the measures of effectiveness, utilized in the program
analyses—such as those discussed and presented in this paper. In
practice, however, the “outputs’ contained in the formal multiyear
}311111 will probably have to be somewhat different. They are more
ikely to be measurements that indicate the magnitude or size of the
program rather than its effectiveness. “Effectiveness” is too intricate
a subject to present simply as a string of numbers not. accompanied
by evaluative comments. However, certain common and fairly clearly
understood effectiveness measures such as erime and accident rates
would probubly be appropriate and desirable for inclusion in the formal
output plan. In any case, measurements indicating the magniftude of
each program (for example, the number of persons treated in public¢
hospitals, the number of miles of highway, the number of acres of
playgrounds, ete.) will be information useful to readers of the govern-
ment’s formal multiyear program and financial plan.

This paper does not attempt to list the program-size measures that
might be appropriate for use in a multiyear program and financial plan.
14. Criteria for government-citizen relations may be desirable

For many of the services which a government provides to its
citizens, the pleasantness, courtesy, quietness (e.g., in the case of
waste collection), etc., involved in the provision of the service are
factors in the overall quality of the service. To some extent these
factors are more a problem of operational performance than of pro-

9 Though some of tho criteris disenssed in this paper probably could be used in the measurement ot
organizational performance, thoy would seldom, by themselves be adequate for that purpose. The criterin
in this paper are probably too sggropative; seldom will one government department or ageney have full
coutrol over these criterin, Mors specific and more dircetly related criteria (for example, the average time
that it takes to get the firotrucks away from the station after an nlarm is rocelved, the number of public
assistance cases handled per casoworker per month, atc.) are needed to measure organizational efficiency,
Such measures aro nseful in program analysis as planning {sctors from which estimates of overall program
costs and effectivencess are built up, but are not the fundamontal critoria sought for program evaluation
purposes,
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gram planning. Nevertheless, to the extent to which program planning
is involved (for example, a proposal to provide training of policemen
on police-citizen relations would be a program-planning problem),
these factors need to be considered. Generally, however, they will be
secondary to the fundamental purposes of the service. While measures
for these factors are not presented in the illustrative criteria in section
111, it may be appropriate for a particular jurisdiction to include such
eriteria for certain of its analyses.

15. Uncertainties and political considerations are adddivnal evaluation
Jactors

In addition to such nonmonetary criterin as are presented in section
111, and the various monetary benefits and costs, other considerations
enter into final program decisions. Such factors as the amounts of
uncertainty and risks involved (which should be indicated aud quanti-
fied in the analysis to the extent practicable) and various political
considerations may also play important parts in the finad decisions,
These factors can also be considered evaluation criteria and should
not be ignored. Wherever possible they should he discussed, and
quantified to the extent practicable, in the analysis.!0

16. Criteria frequently will be difficult to measure

As has already been indicated, it will undoubtedly be extremely
difficult to get good historical information on many of these criteria
and to make good estimates of the future magnitudes of the criteria for
the various program alternatives.* In some of these cases, information
systems can be feasibly developed to provide improved information
in the future. In cases where this appears impossible, it will still be
dlesﬁmble to make crude estimates—based upon judgment if nothing
else.

As already noted, at the very least, alternatives can be ranked
on each criterion or, a more complex technique, experts can be asked
to assign a value to each criterion for each alternative based upon an
arbitrary scale (for example, 1 to 10). Public opinion polls, using appre-
priate sampling techniques, can be used to obtain information on
various “intangible” criteria (though there are many difficulties in
such polls). Even this information will often be helpful. If even quali-
tative estinates cannot reasonably be made, substitute criteria will
be necessary.

It is to be emphasized that even though an important evaluation
criterion resists quantification, this does not mean it should be ignored
in the analysis. Relevant qualitative information should be provided;
or at the very least the inability to say anything meaningful about the
criterion should be clearly pointed out along with its possible implica-
tions. The decisionmakers will then at least be alerted to the problem.

19 Note that good analysis in general will not make a deeisionimaker’s job cagier. In fact to the extent that
it provides him with additional considerations that previously were hidden, good aualysis can aciuaily
malke his joh harder. Gooad analysis should, however, provide him with considerably improved information
on whirlt to base his deeisions.

1t For some eriterln, it may be that *recorted’ data is known to be fncomplete. In such cases, estimates of
the unreported eases should also be made if this is at all possihle, 1f not, the analysic ar the definition of the

criterin should at least make clear the omission, Examples of sueh unreported data are the incidences of
various Mnesses and of unreported crimes,
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17, Dutangibles will always be with ns

The decisionmaker will inevitably be faced with major intangibles.
In addition to the diffienlties diseussed in “16,” certain important
aspects of governmental (aud perhups personal) objectives are bound
to be umitted from the eriteria that are quantified or discussed qualita-
tively. Since even the type of eriteria presented here fulls short of
mmdienting ultimate “value’” or “utility,” and even if all the listed
eriterin. coudd be satisfactorily quantified, intangibles would still
remuain,

For example, thongh the number of families living in “sub-
standard” dwelling units is a tangible figures, the “value” of
redieing this number by various amounts is primarily intaneible.

_ Most often the governmental evecutives will have to make these
judements themselves, There also will be times when such intangible
ssues should be put before the legislative branch or directly before
the vuters, ) '

Program analysis, with the use of such criterin s are contained
here, cun only aim at improving the relevant information on the issue
at hand. It does not need to, nor can it, provide the definitive answers
ont program selections,
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SECTION III. ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF CRITERIA FOR THE
EVALUATION OF PROPOSED PROGRAMS

1. Personarn SarEry?

_ Objective: To reduce the amount and effects of external harm to
individuals and in general to maintain an atmosphere of personal
security from external events.

A. LAW ENFORCEMENT

Objective: To reduce the amount and effects of crime and in gen-
eral to maintain an atmosphere of personal security from eriminal
behavior. (T'o some persons the punishment of criminals may be an
important objective in itself as well a means to deter further crimes.)

1. Annual number of offenses for each major class of crime (or
reduetion from the base in the number of crimes).

2. Crime rates, as for example, the number per 1,000 inhabitants
per year, for each major class of crime. '

3. Crime rate index that includes all offenses of a particular type
(e.g., “crimes of violence” or ‘‘crimes against property’), perhaps
weighted as to seriousness of each class of offense.

4. Number and percent of populace committing “criminal” acts
during the year. (This is a less common way to express the magnitude
of the crime problem; it is criminal oriented rather than “crime ori-
ented.”’)

5. Annual value of property lost (adjusted for price-level changes).
This value might also be expressed as & percent of the total property
value in the community.

6. An index of overall community “feeling of security’’ from crime,
perbaps based on public opinion polls and/or opinions of experts.

7. Percent of reported crimes cleared by arrest and “‘assignment of
guilt”? by & court.

8. Average time between occurrence of a crime and the apprehension
of the criminal.?

9. Number of appavently justified complaints of police excesses
by private citizens, perhaps as adjudged by the police review board.

10. Number of persons subsequently found to be innocent who were
punished and/or simply arrested.

1 Critaris for personal safefy ara hera presented for two subceategorics: “ Law Enforcement” and “Fire
Provention and Firefighting” Other subceategories could be identified such as “Traftic Safety" (in this

apor relovant eriteris for trafMc Issues are included under major program area VII) and ** Protection From

vatural and Manmade Disasters,” The appendix illustrates the particular subeategories that might he
included under this, as well as the other, major prograr areas,

2 A manjor purpose of coiterfon 8 as used in this list is to reflect the psychological reduetfon in anxlaty due to

the length of thxs tima period. Note that it is not the purpose of this or any of these criteria to evaluate the
efficiency of the police organization. 23
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Noutes

{a) Criterin 1 through 6 are eriteria for the evaluation of crime-
prevention programs, Criteria 7 and 8 are aimed at evaluating crime
control after crimes have occurred (i.e., when crime prevention has
failed). Criteria 9 and 10 and to some extent 6 aim at the avoldance of
law-enforcenient practices that themselves have an adverse effect
upon personal safety. Criterion 6 and to svme extent 8§ aim at indi-
cating the presence of a fearful, insecure atmosphere in the loecality.

(h) Some argue that the primary function of criminal apprehen-
sion and punishment s to prevent fuiure evimes; and, therefore, that
eriteria 7 and 8 would not be sufficiently “end oriented”, but rather
“means’” oriented, and would not be included in the list,

(¢) For many analyses it would probably be appropriste to dis-
tinguish erime activity by the type of eriminal, ineluding such charue-
teristies us age, sex, family income, ete, (juvenile delinguency is an
obvious subentegory).

B. FIRE PREVENTION AND FIREFIGHTING

Objective: To reduce the number of fires and loss due to fires.

1. Annual number of fires of various magnitudes (to be defined).

2. Fire rates, {for example, number per 10,000 inhabitants per year.

3. Annual dollar value of property loss due to fire (adjisted for
price level changes).

4. Aunual dollar value of property lost due to fire per $1 million
of total property value in the locality.

5. Ammu} number of persons killed or injured to various degrees of
seriousness due to fires.

6. Reduction in number of fires, in injuries, in lives lost, and in
dollars of property loss from the base. (These are primarily different
forms of criteria 1, 3, and 5 and can be substituted for them.) This
reduction might in part be obtained by, for example, drawing infer-
ences from the nunber of fire code violations (by tvpe) found.®

7. Average time required to put out fires from the time they were
{first observed, for various classes of fires.

Notes

(@) Criterin 1 through 6 e intended for evaluation of fire pre-
vention programs, Criteria 7 und to some extent 3, 4, and 5 can retlect
the results of programs which aim at the control of fires after they
have started. Criterion 7 also is a proxy for the anxiety related to
duration of fires.

(b) It may be appropriate to distinguish among geographical areas
within the jurisdiction.

II. Hesrta

. Objective: Tu provide for the physical and mental health of the
citizenry, including reduction of the number, length, and severity of
illnesses and disabilities.

2 From cyrrent dato on the violations found, estimates could be prepared of the number of additional
violations that would be found and corrected i more five-code inspeetors wers added. However, the more
fmportant ¢that is, the higher level) eriterion §s not the number of violations found and corrected but ths
rednetion in the number of fires and in the loss of lives and property. To got to this higher loyel eriterion,
eatimotes woukd have to 1 nade of the consequences of not finding and correeting such violations, This
footnote is ineluded to indicate the kinds of infereiees that arve likely to be nended in program analyses.
Similar situations can be identified for many of the other eriteria prosonted o this list,

PLANNING STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS 25

L. Incidence of illness and prevalence (number and rates).* (Armed
Forces rates of rejection for health reasons of persons from the
jurisdiction could be used as a partial criterion.)

2. Annual mortality rates by major cuuse and for total population.?

3. Life expectancy by age groups.

4. Average number of days of restricted activity, bed confinement,
u‘nd medically attended days per pewson per year. (Such terms as
“restricted activity” need to be clearly and” thoroughly defined.
Also, probably more than one level of severity of illness should be
identified.) i

5. Average number of workdays per person lost due to illness per
vear.

6. Total and per capita number of school days lost owing to illness
per year.

7. Number of illnesses prevented, deaths averted, and restricted-
activity days averted per year as compared with the base. This
is primarily a different form of such criteria as 1 through 6.

8. Average number of days of restricted activity, of bed con-
finement and of medically attended days per illness per year.

9. Number and percent of patient “cured” (of speciflc types of
illuesses and various degrees of cure).

... 10. Some measure of the average degree of pain and suffering per
illness. (Though there seems to be no such measure currently in use,
some rough index of pain and suffering could probubly be developed.)
. 11. Some measure, perhaps from a sampling of experts and of pa-
tients, as to the average amount of unplessantness (including con-
sideration of the environment in the care area) associated with the
care and cure of illnesses.

12. Number or percent of persons with aftereffects, of different
degrees, after “cure.”

. 13. Number or percent of persons needing but unable to afford
appropriste health -wre”—both before receiving public assistance

and after including any public assistance received.

L L4 Number or percent of persons needing but unable to receive
‘uppropriate health care” because of insufficient facilities or services.

15. Some measure of the overall “vigor,” the positive health, of
the populace, rather than simply the absence of illness—such as
“the average per capita energy capacity.” Meaningful measures are
needed.

Notes

(@) A number of subobjectives can be identified for this major pro-
gram area. Those subobjectives and the criteria that attempt to
measure each are as follows:

1. Prevention of illness—ocriterin 1 through 7.
, 2. “Cure” of patient when illness occurs including reduction of
its duration—criteris 1 through 9.

3. Reduction of unpleasantress, suffering, anxiety, etc.,
associated with illness—criteria 10 and 11.

4. Reduction of aftereflects—criterion 12.

m: é{ ereand in the following material the term “iliness’ is also tntended to cover disability and impair-
ats.

3 Nuielda rates should be ineluded; these are likely to provide some indication of the overall mental health
of the conmunity. Noje that reducing mortality from certaln catises wouid presuamably inerease mortality
front othier eauses. Lile expectaney, eriterion 3, is thus a more fimportant overall eriterion. )
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5. Making necessary health care available to the ‘“needy”—
eriterin 13 and 14.

Note, however, that during consideration of the overall problem of
health, these subobjectives will often compete with each other. For
exumple, with limited {unds, they might be applied to programs aimed
primarily at preventing an illness or at reducing its severity (or at
some nux of these programs). Also note that eriterin 1 through 7
are affected by programs that are directed at curing illnesses as well
as those directed at preventing them,

() The criteria can be defined to distinguish among specific types
of illnesses us well as to consider the ageregate effect on individuals of
all possible illnesses. For certain problems the incidence of a specifie
disease may be of concern, whereas for other problems the incidence of
illness per person per year, regardless of specific disease, might be the
appropriate criterion. One such brenkdown which is very liT{ely to be
desirable distinguishes mental health from physical health, though
even here there will be interactions.

(¢) Note that such common measures as “hospital-bed capacity”
or “utilization rates of available medical facilities” are not included
above since these are not fundamental indieators of the effectiveness of
health programs.

(d) As with most of the major program areas, program analyses
will need to consider the contributions of other sectors, including
private institutions and activities undertaken by other jurisdictions.

(e) The role of governmental jurisdictions may emphasize health
services for certain specific target groups such as the needy, and the
very young. Therefore, it will frequently be appropriate to distinguish
target groups by such characteristics as family income, race, family
size, and age group.

(fHh To further focus on the positive side of health, in addition to
the use of criterion 15, such criteria as 4 might be replaced by such
criteria as “average number of healthy days (appropriately defined)
per person per year.”

ITI. INTELLECTUAL DEVELOPMENT

Objective: To provide satisfuctory opportunities for intellectual
development to the citizenry. See also notes (b) and (¢) below.

1. Annual number and percent of persons satisfactorily completing
various numbers of years of schooling,

2. Annual number and percent of dropouts at various educational
levels.

3. Annual number and percent of each age group enrolled in educa-
tional institutions.

4. “Intellectual development attainment’” measures, such as per-
formance on various standardized achievement tests at different ages
and educational levels.! Major educational areas, for example, read-
ing skills, reasoning skills, and general knowledge, might he measured.

5. Performance on the achievement tests indicated in criterion 4
as related to intelligence tests (to indicate attainment relative to
capaneity).

& Armed Forces rejeotion rates—for Intelligence reasons—of porsons (rom the jurisdiction could be used to
provide o partial measure,
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6. Annual number and percent of students continuing their educa-
tion at post-high-school er‘uvntionul institutions.

7. Participation in selected cultural and civie activities (and
perhaps the number of persons who read newspapers, or at least
certain parts of them).

Notes

(@) Criteria 1, 2, and 3 emphasize quantity of formal education
received. Criteria 4, 5, 6, and 7 attempt to indicate the quality of
education received, Since formal education is not the only means to
intellectual development, criteria such as 4, 5, and 7 when various
age groups are considered, should be applied to persons regardless of
whether they are in school or not or how much formal education they
have had. Criterion 6 also provides some information as to the success
of education to stimulate intellectual curiosity. None of the criteria
provides much help in measwring the development of individual
creativity, if it can indeed be developed.

() Education not only affects intellectual development but also
social development, The above criterin (with the minor exception of
7) fail to measure such things as “social adjustment,” “responsible
citizenship,” and increased “personal pleasure,” Such criteria as crime
rates, juvenile delinquency rates, including school vandalism, ete.,
such a3 are used for major program ares I, “personal safety,” might
be used to draw inferences on certain aspeets of social adjustment.

() “Education” clearly may be a means to other ends (for example,
to lower erime rates) as well as an end in itsell. In fact some persons
may consider education to be primarily a means to inerease future
dollar earnings and therefore would consider the ahove eriteria
solely as proxy measures for getting at earnings. If so, education
programs would better be considered under major program area V,
feconomic satisfaction and satisfactory werk opportunity for the
individual.” The perspective here is that education and, more broadly,
intellectual development, has more than economie value te individuals
and society, and iz, therefore, an important end in itself. The objec-
tives: to increase earnings, to increase job opportunities and job
satisfaction, and to supply needed scarce skills are, in the categori-
zation used in this paper, considered under major program area V.
Education programs are some of the means to these ends and in this
role would need to be considered in performing such program analyses.
3 (d) ’l",n. witimate quality of frnmml education, frequently such
‘proxy _indicators are used as “annual expenditures per student,”

professional-student ratios,” “number of professionals with advanced
degrees,” “teacher salary levels,” ete. These are less direct, lower
level criteria than those given above, but nevertheless may be of some
use if guuliﬁed sufficiently. K

(6) The role of government in intellectual development varies con-
siderably among jurisdietions.

(f) It will frequently be appropriate to distinguish target groups by
such characteristics as: race, fanly income level, family size, zmé Sex.
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IV, Satisracrory HoME AND CoMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT 7
Objective: To provide opportunity for satisfacto. ¥ living conditions.
A, SATISFACTORY HOMES

Objective: To provide opportunities for satisfactory homes for the
citizenry, including provision of a choice, at prices they can afford, of
decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings in pleasant surroundings.

1. Number and percent of “substandard” dwelling units. More
information would be provided by identifying more levels than just
two. In any case, “‘substandard’’ should be fully defined; the definition
should inciude consideration of crowding, physical deterioration, un-
satisfactory sanitation, ete.

2. Number and percent of substandard units eliminated or pre-
vented from becoming substandard. (This is essentially another form
of 1.

3. >Acres of blighted areas eliminated and other areas prevented
from becoming bhghted areas,

4. Total number and percent of persons and families living in
substandard dwelling units.

5. Number and percent of persons and families upgraded from one
level of housing (for example, ‘‘substandard’) to a higher level (for
example, “standard”) or prevented from degrading to a lower level.
This 15 essentially another form of 4,

6. Measure of neighborhood physical attractiveness. (Perhaps (a)
as indicated by the number of negative conditions estimated by
neighborhood inspectors, including adverse physical appearance, ex-
cessive noise, lack of cleanliness, offensive odors, excessive traffic, ete.;
or (b) an index based upon a public-opinion poll of persons passing
through the neighborhood and/or experts.

7. Measure of neighborhood psychological attractiveness. Perhaps
an index based upon a public-opinion survey of persons living in the
neighborhood and/or experts. )

8. Average, and distribution of, property values adjusted for price
level changes. Expected changes, from year to year, in property values
might also be used as a criterion.

9. Number of fires, other accidents, deaths, and injuries resulting
{rom housing deficiencies.

Notes

(e) Important secondary effects (such as changes in crime and
juvenile delinquency rates, in health conditions, in fire problems, and
in job opportunities) are likely to result from changes in housing
conditions and urban redevelopment. Criteria relating to these effects
are included under the other major program areas.

(b) 1t will frequently be appropriate to distinguish target groups
by such characteristics as family income, race, family size, and
location.

(¢) Criteria 1 through 5 aim at provision of housingf, with 4 and 5
probably the most important, since they directly evaluate effects on
people rather than things. Criteria 3 and 6 and probably 7 evaluate
mgor(os have been singlod out for lllustration: “/Satisfactory homes' and “maintenance of 8
satisfactory water supply.” Others such as ‘‘maintenance of satisfactory air envivonment,”” “noise abate-

ment,” and “sanitation,” can also be identified as subeatogorics and require selee.lo 1 of appropriate criterin
thnt niso help to avaluate home and lving conditions,
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the physical attractiveness of the neighborhood. Criteria 7 and 8 are
attempts at evaluating the overall quality of the housing and living
conditions. Criterion 8 is included here rather than under major
program ares V, economic satisfaction, as a measure of the overall
quality of ihe neighborhood; that is, property values are used as a
proxy for the many features contributing to the attractiveness of the
property, Criterion 9 measures the safeness of housing.

B, MAINTENANCE OF A SATISFACTORY WATER SUPPLY

Objective: To provide sufficient water in adequate quality where
and when needed.

1. Water-supply capability relative to average and to peak demand.

2. Number of days per year during which water shortages of various
degrees occur. (Downtime for repairs should be included.)

3. Measure of “quality of water (e.g., biological oxygen demand
and percent of solid waste removed) supplied to homes or businesses,
(If waste water is not recycled, the quality of the effluent fed back
into streambeds, etc., could be used as a criterion,)

4. Measures of taste, appearance, and odor of water-—perhaps
hased upon such factors as amount of chlorination or upon opinion
spmplings of water users,

% Meusures of hardness and temperature of water.

(i. Annual number of illnesses and other incidents due to low quality
water,

7; . Av sual number of complaints of water odors due to low quality
water.

Notes

(@) Criteria ! and 2 are measures of the sufficiency of the quantity
of water supplied. Criteria 3 through 7 are measures of the quality.

(8) Bach of the g antity measures is also dependent upon the mini-
mum quality level e.-=blished. That is, more water can generally
be supplied if the qual. s requirements are reduced, Program analysis
will need to consider suc: -vadeoffs,

(¢) The seasonal and direnal effects of water supply and demand
has to be considered in the a:satesis,

(d) It may be appropriate to distinguish individual user needs
such as water for home consumy#ion, for industrial use, for recrea-
tional needs, for irrigation, etc., eac'y of which will have its own quan-
tity and quality characteristics.

V. EconoMmIc SATISFACTION AND SATISFAUTORY WoRK OPPORTUNITY
FOR THE INDIVIDUAL

Objective: To permit each family and each :2rson to meet basic
cconomic-physical needs, while maintaining digr. tv and self-respect.
To_permit any employable person desiring empi-mment to obtain
satisfactory employment without loss of dignity and .elf-respect.

1. Annual number and percent of persons or farmilies v.hose incomes
before receiving public assistance placed them in the ‘“noverty”
class. More evaluation information would be provided by :dentifying
more levels than just “poverty” and “not poverty.” In a.y case,
“poverty” should be fully defined; the definition should prohably
take into consideration such factors as family size, ages of persons
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in the family, location, cost of living, ete, (Note that programs whieh
reduce the cost of living are alternatives to programs which increase
income.)

2. Avernge and distribution of per capita or per family income.
(This criterion essentiully supplements 1.) '

3. Aunual number and percent of persons or families whose incomes,
considering any public assistunce received, still places them in the
“poverty’’ class.

4, Annual number and percent of persons or famnilies whose eco-
nomic condition is improved through public assistance (preferably
further grouped by the umount of total public assistance per person
or per family).

5. Some measure of the “stundard of living” levels of all residents,

6. Number and percent of persons or families formerly in the
‘poverty” group that achieve self-sufficiency during the year.

7. Number and percent of persons in job market who are unem-
ployed or underemployed (in terms of number of hours werked).

&, Number of persons previously “unemployed,” or who would
become unemployed, who are placed in jobs during the year. (This
is essentially another form of eriterion 6.)

9. Index of individual job satisfuction, perhaps based upon a sam-
pling of the employed and/or upon expert opinion. Another measure
would be the number of persons whose jobs did not appear to mateh
the workers “eapacities,” Both current capacity as welf us “potential”
probably should be considered.

Notes

(@) This major program area ean be considered to inelude two major
subeategories: “welfare” and “employment” programs. These sub-
eategories wre both complementary to and competitive with each
other in meeting the objective to achieve overall “economic satisfuc-
tion.”” However, the human need {for worthwhile activity is probably
not met by welfare but can be by employment. In addition other
types of programs, eg., genernl education, can contribute to the
objectives, (Voeational-orlented education and training are here
considered as being one type of “employment” program.)

(&) Criterin 1 through 5 emphasize the evaluation of economic
sutisfaction (regardless of employment condition) whereas 6 through
9 are work opportunity oriented,

{¢) C'riterion 9 is needed to measure the extent to which individuals
are muatched to satisfying, rather than just any, jobs,

(d) It will frequently be appropriate to distinguish target groups by
sieh characteristies as family size, race, and age.

V1. Samisracrory LeSURE-TiME OPPORTUNITIES
Objective: To provide year-around, leisure-time opportunities for
the eitizenry which are aecessible, permit variety, are safe, physically
attractive, avoid uncomfortuble crowdedness, and are in general
enjoyable,®

1. Number of acres of recreational land of various types per 1,000
population (perhaps as compared to “standards’ that may be availa-
ble). Or for indoor activities, some such measure as the number of

¥ Hoth in-deor and out-doeor, aud both active and Inuetive, type uetivitieg are to be coveresd by the eriteris.
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square-feet, or number of seats, per 1,000 population for each type of
activity.

2, Number of percent of “potential users” within, say, one-half mile
and/or a 10-minute walk of neighborhood recreational area (note that
for some facilities such as large State parks, people who live farther
away may account for more use of the facilities than persons living
close by.)

3. Number of man-days usage per year for each publie leisure-time
activity (perhaps related to some usage standards).

4. Ratio of attendance to capacity, during specified critical periods
for certain activities (both as a measure of attractiveness and “crowd-
edness' of the facilities).

5. Number of different leisure-time activities available.

6. Average waiting times, during specified key periods, for use of
certain public facilities (such as goh‘, tennis, and boating) or average
requests for attendance turned away such as at concerts, theater
shows, ete,

7. Number of accidents in recreational areas related to usage, e.g.,
per 1,000 man-days usage per year.

& Number of persons unable or unwilling to take advantage of
available leisure-time opportunities who would if they could (cate-
gorized by the reason for their disuse of available opportunities).

9. Number of persons who would use corrently unavailable leisure-
time opportunities if made available.

10, Some measure of overall pleasurableness and sufficiency of
leisure-time opportunities, perhaps based upon a public opinion poll
sample.

Notes

(@) For many analyses, such criteria as 1, 2, and 5 will need to
consider private leisure-time facilities as well as public facilities.

(6) Criteria 1 through 6 and 9 are indicators of whether leisure-time
opportunities are provided in suflicient quantity. Criteria 3, 4, and §
are indicators (unfortunately, indirect ones) of the quality of the
opportunities. Criterion 5 aims at measuring the amount of variety
available. Criterion 7 measures the safeness of the activities. Criteria
3, 8, and 9 are also indicators of the “pleasurableness” of the oppor-
tunities (such things as overcrowdedness are not included in the
coneept of the term “guality” ns used above and therefors “pleas-
urableness” is also used). Criterion 10 is an overall measure that
probably encompasses all of the attributes. Note that except for
critevion 10 the criteria do not attempt to measure what is achieved
from ‘the leisure-time activities; the degree of pleasure that is derived
from each type and quality of activity is not addressed in 1 through 9.

(e) Criterin &, 9, and 10 will be particularly difficult to measure.
Well constructed surveys and polls will probably be needed to provide
meaningful information.

(d) Leisure-time opportunities in addition to being considered ends
in themselves (to satisfy the human need for recreation and pleasure)
are also means to meet other major program arvea problems such as
physical and mental health (major program area IF) and crime and
delinqueney (major program area I). Effects on the criteria in these
other program areas, therefore, huve to be considered when evalu-
ating leisure time program alternatives,
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(&) It may be appropriate to distingluish target groups by such
characteristics as age, family income level. (For example, recrea-
tional opportunities for the aged, for the poor, and for youth ave
likely to be of particular concern.)

VII. TransporTATION—COMMUNICATION—LocATION (SEE NoTE (a)
ForR (CLARIFICATION)

Objective: To transport needed amounts and types of “traffic”
quickly, safely, and pleasurably.

1. Average time for performing specific tasks, The criterion “average
trip time between selected locations” would be an appropriate form
of this criterin if only physical transportation systems are being
evaluated.

2. Average delay times at selected locations during selected parts
of the day, week, and year.

3. Number of passenger-miles transported per day and the pas-
senger-mile capacity of the system (probably categorized by the differ-
ent types of transportation systems),

4, Number of transportation accidents, injuries, and deaths per
year. :

5. Transportation accident, injury and death rates, e.g., per so
many passenger-miles or per trip.

6. Some measure, or measures, of the overall pleasantness of the
travel or of such individual characteristics as physical attractiveness,
noise, crowdedness, convenience, and comfort, perhaps indexes based
upon a public opinion poll of travelers or opinions of “experts.” (A
proxy measure such as the average number of trees per mile of road,
or the percentage of roadway that is landscaped might be helpful
but coufd be quite misleading if not carefully qualified.)

Notes

(a) This major program ares is intended to include all types of
systems includnig communications and locational programs as well
as automobile, rail, water, mass transit, and pedestrian physical
movement. The former affect the amount of physical transportation
required. The term “traffic” is meant to convey the concept of trans-
naissien of “‘messages’ as well as physical objects and people. Physical
transportation systems mag be specific means to transmit messages of
certain types but are not the only solution. For example, the function
of shopping might be supported by a lengthy transportation system,
by originally locating the shops near the users, or by audiovisual-
telephone selection of goods with mass delivery provided by the
shops. Thus, programs to avoid the need for physical movement of
people or goods may be effective in reducing the overall problem.

(b) This major program area is not really an end in itself. Rather
it is a means to satisfy other human needs, such as employment (com-
muter service), econoinic progress, accessibility to recreational areas,
ete. However, because of its importance in most communities and the
need to consider these ‘‘transport’” systems in an integrated manner,
identification as & separate major program area, with its own criteria,
seems reasonable. In the evaluation of transport alternatives, how-
ever, these basic purposes of transport must be considered. For the
same reason, such potential negative effects as air pollution and noise
generation must also be considered.
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(¢) Criteria 1, 2, and 3, attempt to measure the adequacy of the
transportation system to move needed traffic and to move it quickly
enough. Criteria 4 and 5 measure the safety of the system. Criterion 6
attempts to indicate the pleasurableness content in the system,

(d) It may be appropmate to disiinguish user target groups by such
characteristice as geographical location; income level; whether the
users are commuters, shoppers, lelsure-time activity seekers, commer-
cial users, etc.; and whether they are acting as pedestrians, drivers, or
passengers, or in other roles.
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APPENDIX

IrvusTraTive PPB SysteMm GOVERNMENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE

SUMMARY
I. Personal safety.
1. Health (physical and mental well-being).
ITI. Intellectual development and personal enrichment.
1V, Satisfactory home and community environment.
V. Economic satisfaction and satisfactory work opportunities for
the individual.
VI. Satisfactory leisure-time opportunities.
VII. Transportation-communication-location.
VIII. General administration and support.

Naotes

1. This program structure is for illustrative purposes only. Its
underlying framework is the identification of the needs of the indi-
vidual citizen.

2. It is not & complete program structure. More detail is used in
some areas than others; many categories have not been subcategorized
sufficiently. Fach individual government jurisdiction needs to specify
the primary governmental objectives of its activities and based upon
this formulate its own specific program structure. The lower level
program categories particularly are difficult to structure without ref-
erence to the specific governmental jurisdiction and its problems,

3. It is highly desirable to have a statement of objectives, in as
specific terms as possible, for each element of the program structure.

4. Such activities as planning, research, and experimentation should
be included with the program structure category to which they apply.
If applicable to a whole program area (i.e., I through VIII above) it
might be included under an “unassignable’” category as shown below.

5. Categories shown in brackets are those which seem to fall readily
into more than one location of the program structure. The brackets
indicate the “secondary’ location for these categories to avoid double
counting when grand totals are prepared.

6. In many cases, it will be appropriate to include subcategories
which distinguish particular ‘‘target groups.” For example, considera-
tion should be given to identification of certain programs by age, race,
income level, geographical location, type of disability, etc. One illus-
tration is shown under category IV A. For the most part, however,
this program structure does not identify target groups.

7. The lowest level categories, not illustrated here, should identify
the specific programs or activities.

I. Personal safety (protection from personal harm and propert}r loss):
Law enforcement (i.e., crime prevention and control);?
1, Crime prevention.

t'In addition, programs for Juveniles stiould probably be distinguished from programs for adults. Sub-
categorios for major types of crime might also be appropriate. a7
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I. Personal safety—Continued
A. Law enforeement-—Continued
2. Crime investigation.
3. Judging and assignment of punishment,
4. Punishment and safekeeping of criminals,
5. Rehabilitation of eriminals:
{a) Probation.
(hy Purole.
(¢) Rehabilitation while eonfined.
B. Truffic safety:
1, Control.
2. Judging and punishment,
3. Aceident prevention,
(', Fire prevention and firefichting:
1. Prevention,
2. Fighting.
D. Safety from animals.
E. Protection frem and control of the natural and manmade
disasters:
1. Civil defense.
2, Flood prevention and control.
3. Miseellaneous emergencies/disaster control:
{a) National Guard,
(hy Fanergency rescue squads.
(¢) Gther.
F. Prevention of food and drug hazards, nonmotor vehicle
aecidents and oecupational hazards.
(z. Unassignable research and planning, personal safety.
H., Unassignable support, personal safety.
II. Health (physical and mental well-being): *
A. Physical health:
1. Preventive medical services:
{a) Chronic disecases,
(b) Communicable diseases,
() Dental disorders.
{d) QOther.
2. Treatment and rehabilitation:
{¢) Communicable diseases.
{6) Dental disorders,
(¢) General.
{d) Other,
B. Mental health:
1. Mental retardation:
(a) Prevention.
(0) Treatment and rehabilitation.
2. Mental illness:
(@) Prevention.
(&) Treatment and rehabilitation.
(. Drug and alcohol addiction prevention and control:
1. Drug addietion:
(@) Pravention.
(b) Treatment and rehabilitation,
2 Bubeategories distinguishing programs for various age groups and for speeific diseases would be appro.

printe. Medical ussistance wellure programs should probably be Included here as well as uuder VA (nd
placed In brackets in one place or the other),
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II. Health—Continued
2. Aleohol addiction:
(@) Prevention.
(6) Treatment and rehabilitation.
[D. Environmental health, included under IV ' through G.]
E. Other. '
F. Unassignable research and planning, health.
G. Unassignable support, health.
III. Intellectual development and personal enrichment.?
A. Preschool education,
B. Primary education:
1. Education for special groups;
(a) Handicapped.
(h) Ctulturally deprived:
(1) Tutorial assistance,
(2) Family orientation,
{3) Muss media.
2. General education,
(. Secondary education.
D. Higher education;
1. Junior colleges,
2. Liberal arts colleges,
3. Universities,
4. Specialized professional schools other than 5.
[5. Medical and dental schools training functions,
included under II].
E. Adult education:
1. General.
[2. Adult vocational education, included under V B.]
[F. Public libraries, included under VI C 2]
[G. Museums and historical sites, included under VI C 1]
[H. '{Zoﬁz\]ﬁon&l education other than 111 E 2, included under
I. Other.
J. Unassignable research and planning, intellectual develop-
ment and personal enrichment.
K. Unassignable support, intellectual development and
personal enrichment.
IV. Satisfactory home and community environment (creation of a
livable and pleasant environment for the individual):
A, Provision of satisfactory homes for dependent persons:
1. For children.
2. For youth.
3. For the aged.
4. Other dependent persons.
B. Provision of satisfactory homes for others:
1. Upgrading existing housing.
2. Satisfactory supply of homes for low-income
Persons.
3. Information and counseling to home dwellers,
4, Enforcement of housing standards.
5. Land-use regulation.

3 In mony cases, neither State, county, nov city governments will control ihe hulk of the programs and
expenditure for eduration, However, these ure of such importance, and interreinte witl: all other program
ureas, that 1t may be advisable to retain this complete category. The jurisdictions would focus upon these
uru:\% thlch they control and those which scent to be neglected und for which government encouragement
can be glven,
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1V. Satisfactory home and community environment—Continued
C. Maintenance of a satisfactory water supply:
1. Water supply.
2. Water sanitation. )
3. Storm drainage (this category might also be
included unger 1E2).
D. Solid waste collection and disposal:
1. Garbage.
2. Refuse, ) . . )
E. Maintenance of satisfactory air environment (including
air pollution control).
F. Pest control.
G. Noise abatement.
H. Local beautification.
1. Intracommunity relations. )
J. Homemaking aid and information.
K. Other. ) )
T. Unassignable research and planning, satisfactory home
and community environment, )
M. Unassignable support, satisfactory home and community
environment. . .

V. Economic satisfaction and satisfactory work opportunities for the
individual:

1 CE&. Financial assistance to the needy (other than for homes.

which is included in IV B and C):
1. Aid to the blind,
9. Aid to the disabled.
3. Aid to the aged. i
4. Aid to families with dependent children.
5. Aid to the unemployed (other than above).
6. Programs to reduce the cost of living.
B. Increased job opportunity:

1. Job training. ) '

2. Employment services and counseling.

3. Job creation.

4. Combinations of 1, 2, and 3.

5. BEqual employment opportumty.

6. Self-employment assistance.

. Protection of tﬁe individual as an employee.
" Aid to the individual as a businessmen, including general
economic development: ) )

1. Support for individual industries.

9. General community promotion. .

E. Protection of the individual as a consumer of goof's and
services (other than food and drug hazards contained
in IT A1 (c)). ) _

F. Judicial activities for protection of consumers and business-
men, alike.

G. Other. ) ) ) )

H. Unassignable research and planning, economic satisfaction

and satisfactory work opportunities for the individual.

. Unassignable support, economic satisfaction and satis-

factory work opportunities for the individual.

To

Jt
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VI. Satisfactory leisure-time opportunities:
A. Provision of outdoor recreational opportunities:
1. Parks and open space.
2. Athletics and playgrounds.
3. Zoo.
4. Other,
B. Provision of indoor recreational opportunities:
1. Recreation centers,
2. Other.
C. Cultural activities:
1. Museums and historical sites.
2. Publkic libraries.
3. Theaters.
4. Music activities,
5. Other,
. Leisure-time activities specifically for senior citizens.
Other.
. Unassignable research and planning, leisure-time oppor-
tunities,
G. Unassignable support, leisure-time opportunities.
VII. Transportation-communication-location *
A, Motor vehicle transport:
1. Highways.
2. Streets,
[3. Traffic safety, included under I B.]
4. Parking,
B. Urban transit system.
(. Pedestrian.
D, Water transport.
. Air transport.
. Location programs.
. Communications substitutes for transportation.
. Unassignable research and planning, transportation-
cominunication-location.
L. Unassignable support, transportation-communication-
location.
VIII. General administration and support:?®
A. General government management.
B. Financial:
1. Expenditures.
2. Revenues,
3. General.

+ The Inclusion of the terms “communieation” and ‘‘location” are to emphasize the need to consider
the broader spatial relationships involved. Thus, the relative location of homes, jobs, and husinesses, stc.,
will have a significant effect upon the transportation and communication gystems needed, Such other
categories as IV B 6§ (Iand use regulation) will interact with this program area,

‘Transportation activities predominantly concerned with one of the grecedmg program packages should
be assigned to them., For example, park road netivities would bae Included under VI A, Note: Transportation-
communication-location is not really an end in itself but rather supports other objectives such as employ-
ment, (commuter servics), economic progress, recreation, ate, Howaver, because of its hn(r]mrmnce it most
communities and the need to consider transportation systems in an integrated manner, identification as a

3]
seporate major program area seems 1ustiﬁer£ When avaluating alternatives, the fundamental purposes of
transportation should bhe roco§nizud.

5This category contalns activities that cannot reasonably be asslgned to the other major program areas.
For example, the following should be assigned, to the extént possible, against the specific programs gener-
ating ths need for these expenses! Research and planning, employment benefit expenses, maintenance of
buildings and equipment, data processing costs, special purpose engineering, snd associated capital costs.
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VIII. General administration and support—Continted
C. Unassignable purchasing and property management,
I). Personnel services for the government.
K. Unassignable EDP,
F. Legislative,
G. Legal,
H. Elections,
I, Other,
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