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responsibility�for�the�final�substance,�much�of�that�substance�was�

originally�contributed�by�the�HAOs.

Brown�County�HAO,�as�well�as�Hollis�E.�Hughes,�Jr.,�and�Timothy�M.�

Corcoran,�director�and�deputy�director�of�the�St,�Joseph�County�HAO.�

played�particularly�active�roles�in�the�development�of�all�sections.�

Thomas�Chapman�from�St.�Joseph�County�was�principally�responsible�for�

source�material�on�the�outreach�program�in�that�site.

Special�acknowledgement�is�due�Ira�S.�Lowry,�manager�of�the�

experiments�Design�and�Analysis�Group,�who�gave�advice�on�framing�

research�issues,�commented�on�research�methods�and�findings,�and�also�

edited�Secs.�II�through�VII�of�this�report.

Charles�E.�Nelson,�Rand’s�program�director�for�the�experiment,�

Thomas�K.�Glennan,�Paul�Hill,�and�Nancy�O’Neil,�also�of�Rand,�Howard�M.�

Hammerman,�HDD’s�Government�Project�Manager�for�the�experiment,�and�

James�Zais�and�Marc�Bendick�of�The�Urban�Institute�also�reviewed�earlier�

drafts�and�made�many�helpful�comments.

W.�Eugene�Rizor,�director�of�the

It�is�also�appropriate�here�to�acknowledge�the�contributions�of�

others�to�the�design,�implementation,�and�management�of�the�allowance�

They�include�the�site�managers—Daniel�J.�Alesch�in�Brown�

County�and�Thomas�W.�Weeks�in�St.�Joseph�County—who�serve�as�Rand's�

representatives�in�the�two�site�communities�and�also�as�chairmen�of�

the�respective�HAO�boards�of�trustees,�

staff�members:

programs.

i
They�also�include�former�FPOG�

Robert�Dubinsky�(FPOG�manager�through�December�1975),�

Earl�Carter,�Alan�Greenwald,�David�Groo,�Hal�Moursund,�Michael�F.�Shea�

(also�the�first�site�manager�in�St.�Joseph�County�[through�April�1976]),�

Robert�Tabor,�and�Karen�Goldfarb�Watson.

i

;

Previous�HAO�directors�were
: Theodore�H.�Bauer�in�Brown�County�(through�December�1975)�and�Charles�F.�

Lennon�in�St.�Joseph�County�(through�May�1978).
:

Peggy�W.�Spohn�served�

as�deputy�director�of�the�St.�Joseph�County�HAO�through�May�1976.

Contributions�to�design�and�implementation�were�also�made�by�

HUD’s�previous�Government�Project�Managers�for�the�Supply�Experiment,�

Gilmer�Blankespoor�and�Martin�D.�Levine.

Chicago�regional�office,�has�monitored�operations�in�both�sites�since�

the�programs�began.

Kenneth�J.�Alles,�of�HUD’s
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The HAOs perform administrative functions that are similar to those 

of many public programs—interviewing applicants to determine their eli­

gibility, inspecting housing, distributing monthly benefit payments. 

Accordingly, and considering the program's scale and duration, HAO ad­

ministrative results are more pertinent to established programs than is

Moreover, experimental requirements promptedusual for an experiment, 
elaborate and careful recordkeeping, thus creating an unusually rich data

The interim findings on costs and pro­

cedures reported here have laid the groundwork for later research ex­

base for administrative research.

ploiting the entire data base.

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

The HAO accounting systems allow us to allocate expenditures among 

administrative functions. In this analysis, which reports on the allo­

cation of costs from April through December 1976 (when both programs 

were well established but neither had reached its maximum size), over­

head expenses are allocated to functions in proportion to their direct 

costs. Identifiable research support costs (e.g., preparing data files 

or special studies for Rand) are excluded, as are costs incurred by Rand 

or HUD in monitoring the program.

Perhaps the most striking finding is that when compared per unit of 

workload or service provided, administrative costs in the two HAOs were 

almost the same. Adjusting for minor functional differences, client 

intake costs per new recipient (the costs of activities required to 

bring new households into the program) differed in the two sites by less 

than 4 percent. Client maintenance cost per recipient year (costs asso­

ciated with making payments and periodically recertifying eligibility 

and housing) differed by less than 1 percent.

Intake costs in the two sites averaged $249 per new recipient. Out­

reach expenses accounted for 24 percent, enrollment processing for 49 

percent, and housing certification (inspections and related services) for 

the remaining 27 percent. Maintenance costs per recipient year averaged 

$133, with payment operations accounting for 16 percent, eligibility re­

certification for 58 percent, and housing recertification for 26 percent.

If it is assumed that once authorized, clients will receive pay­

ments for an average of three years, and intake costs are amortized
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grams�are�quite�similar.

households�had�three�or�more�persons�in�1977;�the�remainder�was�divided

Approximately�a�third�ofevenly�between�one-�and�two-person�households.

the�households�were�headed�by�persons�62�years�of�age�or�older.

But�there�are�some�important�differences,�mirroring�differences�in

In�Brown�County's�program,the�low-income�populations�of�the�two�sites,�

about�36�percent�of�the�1977�enrollees�were�homeowners;�in�St.�Joseph�

County,�where�housing�prices�are�much�lower,�half�were�homeowners.� An-

Households�headed�by�racial�mi­

norities�accounted�for�only�4�percent�of�total�enrollment�in�the�Brown

other�notable�difference�is�in�race.!

County�program,�but�29�percent�in�the�St.�Joseph�County�program,�which

Most�(92�percent)�of�thedraws�on�a�much�larger�minority�population,�

minority�enrollees�in�St.�Joseph�County�were�blacks.

Incomes�of�participants�are�considerably�lower�in�St.�Joseph�County

In�September�1977,than�in�Brown�County,�particularly�among�renters,�

the�average�annual�adjusted�gross�income�of�renter�enrollees�was�$2,642�

in�St.�Joseph�County�and�$3,783�in�Brown�County.
*

The�averages�for�en-�

$3,587�in�St.�Joseph�County�and�$4,197rolled�homeowners�were�higher:�

in�Brown�County.

As�noted�earlier,�the�amount�of�the�allowance�received�by�enrollees

who�meet�program�housing�requirements�is�the�difference�between�one-�

fourth�of�a�household's�adjusted�gross�income�and�the�standard�cost�of�

adequate�housing�in�the�community.�Rand�estimates�the�standard�cost�for�

different-sized�households�on�the�basis�of�survey�data.�It�represents�

the�typical�annual�cost�in�a�modest�neighborhood�in�the�local�housing�

market�of�sound�housing�units�whose�size,�equipment,�and�facilities�are�

adequate�for�household�needs.�The�original�estimates�have�been�updated�

several�times�to�account�for�inflation.�The�September�1977�standards�

for�St.�Joseph�County�ranged�from�$120�per�month�for�one-person�households

*
Adjustments�are�those�required�by�law�and�vary�with�age�of�head,�

number�of�dependents,�and�number�of�secondary�wage�earners.�Gross�in­
come�for�a�homeowner�includes�an�imputed�income�equal�to�5.0�percent�of�
his�equity�in�his�home.
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over 1,000) were set up and administered by different types of agencies 

(two local housing authorities, two welfare offices, two units of metro­

politan government, and two state agencies with responsibility for hous-

HUD specified the basicThe programs ran for two years, 

program standards and functions that each agency had to perform, but dis­

cretion was left to the agencies in the design of administrative proce-

ing programs).
�

�
{ *
: dures.

The analysis of program administration was added to the Supply Ex­

periment agenda primarily because such characteristics as its size and 

length of operating period contrasted dramatically with the AAE. The 

analysis depends on the records kept by the HAOs, which, partly because 

of the nature of the program and partly because of the recordkeeping 

system itself, have several advantages for administrative research:

They cover enough cases (35,000 applicants and 17,000 enrollees, 

as of September 1977) to support detailed statistical analyses. 

Program rules and administrative procedures are carefully speci­

fied and conformance to them is monitored, so that relationships 

between rules or procedures and program results can be clearly 

identified.

A great deal of detail about clients and their transactions 

with the HAOs is preserved in machine-readable form, with en­

tries audited for error.

It is possible to study the effectiveness of program procedures 

over time, as clients learn how the system works and as the 

client population changes.

Rules and procedures are tested under a variety of personal 

circumstances from a broader spectrum of clients—renters and 

homeowners, old and young, families and single persons, employed 

and unemployed—than in most housing or transfer programs.

o

o

o

o

o

■

*
The AAE has been completed and a series of reports prepared. Most 

findings are summarized in W. L. Holshouser, Jr., Administrative ’Proce­
dures in a Housing Allowance Program: The Administrative Agency Experi­
ment , Abt Associates, Cambridge, Mass., March 1977.

I

i
:
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Costs�Distributed�by�Function

During�the�base�period,�HAO�employees�recorded�how�much�time�they�

spent�daily�on�each�activity�and�function�described�below,�

counts�were�used�to�disaggregate�personnel�costs�by�activity,�

of�other�items�either�were�assigned�to�particular�activities,�or�if�

shared�among�activities,�were�allocated�in�proportion�to�workload�mea-

Activities�or�costs�that�were�not�readily�allo-

� Those�ac-

The�costs

i
\

sures�or�personnel�costs,�

cable�to�program�operations�(e.g.,�office�rent)�were�assigned�to:

general�support.

Such�methods�distinguished�intake,�maintenance,�and�general�sup­

port�costs.�Research�costs�were�more�difficult�to�estimate.�Although�

some�activities�(such�as�developing�presentations�for�the�experiment's�

review�panel)�serve�research�purposes�only,�others�(such�as�record�

maintenance)�serve�both�operations�and�research.�Here,�we�count�only�

the�clearly�separable�research�costs.

Table�2�shows�cost�distributions�for�the�base�period.�At�that�time,�

St.�Joseph�County's�program�was�larger�and�growing�more�rapidly�than�

Brown�County's.�The�average�monthly�costs�for�each�function�are�there­

fore�greater�in�St.�Joseph�County,�with�the�greatest�difference�for�

client�intake.�Research�support�costs�are�nearly�the�same.

*;

Costs�Relative�to�Workload

In�the�next�step,�general�support�costs�(about�45�percent�of�the�

total�in�each�site)�were�allocated�among�the�other�three�functions�in

With�"overhead"�thus�distributed,�

we�set�research�support�costs�aside,�then�estimated�intake�and�mainte­

nance�costs�per�recipient,�as�shown�in�Table�3.

proportion�to�their�direct�costs.

*
In�so�doing,�we�follow�the�lead�of�a�study�of�HAO�operations�by�

independent�accountants,�who�nonetheless�recognized�that�additional�
search�costs�were�embedded�in�program�operations.�For�example,�they�
estimated�that�the�HAO�client�master�file�could�be�reduced�to�nearly�a�
fourth�of�its�actual�size�without�degrading�program�operations;�the�
extra�data�primarily�serve�research�purposes.�See�Touche�Ross�and�Co.,�
Operations�feview�of�the�South�Bend�Housing�Allowance�Office;�Final�
Report,�Washington,�D.C.,�submitted�to�HUD�on�21�October�1976.

re-
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Table�3

ADMINISTRATIVE�COSTS�PER�RECIPIENT,�APRIL�TO�DECEMBER�1976

�
:

:
;

St.�Joseph�CountyBrown�County

#����� �?@6��������#����� �?@6��������Activity,�by�Function

Intake�Costs�(Per�Nao�Recipient)
'

78.41 28.420.745.98I Outreach�
Enrollment:

Screening�and�scheduling�
Interview�and�program�information�
Error�control�and�data�processing�

Total
Housing�certification:

Housing�evaluation�
Enrollee�services�

Total

All�intake�activities

�3�)�
54.22
43.84

��+�)2

+�124.58
52.25
45.66

�//�*(

����
/0�+
/)�+ �
11�0

�(�2
�1�(
*/��i

i
j +*�3(

�+�*1
3��0*

23.51/�/0
��)3

10�0�

23.5
+�).5

! 24.0 /(�1
i

275.82�))�) �))�)//��23

Maintenance�Costs�(Per�Recipient�Year)

14.5 23.4319.32 17.6Payment�operations�
Eligibility�recertification:�

Annual�
Semiannual�
Special�

Total
Housing�recertification:�

Housing�reevaluation�
Recipient�services�

Total

All�maintenance�activities

42.75
/(��/
�)�(3
3/�31

32.0 0(�(2
//�3)
(�(+

2/�20

0)��
�2�//��3

8.2 7.5
+/�) 54.8

/(�*+
��32

0��00

//�� 30.24 22.8
��* +�02 4.8

0+�+�23.5 /2�+

�00�1) �))�) �0/�22 �))�)
i SOURCE:�Analysis�by�HASE�staff�of�HAO�accounting�records�and�manage­

ment�information�reports.
NOTE:� See�accompanying�text�for�methods�of�estimation.�Amounts�include

both�direct�and�indirect�costs,�excluding�identifiable�research-related�
costs.

;

:

Lags�are�not�greatly�significant�for�maintenance�activities.�Con-:

I sequently,�we�simply�divided�the�full�costs�of�each�activity�during�the�

base�period�by�the�number�of�recipient�years�of�service�provided�during�

the�same�period,�

the�two�sites:

Costs�per�recipient�year�were�almost�identical�in�

$134�in�Brown�County�and�$133�in�St.�Joseph�County.

A

!
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iIII, OUTREACH: INFQgMlNG

�	����	��  ABOUT ���  �����	�

;!This section is the first of five 
with client intake, 

experimental purposes, describes the procedures,

that

It explains how administrative
report the HAOs * experience 

procedures reflected 
then evaluates them.

:

�
!■

!PURPOSE OF OUTREACH �
Many people who are eligible for benefits from federal income 

fer programs never apply for them—perhaps because of ignorance, perhaps 
because of incapacity, or perhaps out of simple distaste for the

One purpose of the Supply Experiment was to learn what portion 

of the eligible population—estimated at about a fifth of all house­

holds in each site—would choose to participate in a housing allowance 

Outreach was designed so that those who were eligible would
Participation rates

trans- :
I

pro-
gram.

.'.i

ii

program.

learn about the program and what it offered them.

would then reflect informed choices.

Because the experiment had a limited duration, it was important to

However, surprisingly little was

We there-

spread program information quickly.

known about the best ways to reach the low-income population, 

fore encouraged the HAOs to try a variety of methods, expecting that not 

all would be equally cost-effective. They sought publicity in local 

media; explained the program to community groups and agencies that 

dealt with potential clients; and advertised by direct mail, with bro­

chures and posters in public places, in newspapers, and on radio and 

The HAOs' experience with media advertising, rarely usedtelevision.
for such purposes, is especially instructive, showing that:

o Although other outreach methods helped, paid advertising gov­

erned the flow of applications in both sites during the first 

two program years. Because the level and timing of such ad­

vertising is easily controlled and because public response is 

immediate, the HAOs were able to match the flow of applications 

to processing capability, a substantial advantage. However, 

effective advertising is expensive.
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With less constraint, it was possible there to experiment more 

with television outreach.

Another difference between the sites was in the use of direct mail

much.

advertising—sending fliers or letters enclosing program brochures to

The Brown County HAO be- 

Through September 1977 it 

The St.

/groups likely to be eligible for allowances, 

gan using direct mail in its fifth quarter, 

had mailed 39,000 pieces, most to low-income neighborhoods.$

Joseph County HAO's use of direct mail was more extensive and more

It first used the technique in its fourth quarter, and through

Most were directed to groups

■

varied.

September 1977 had mailed 69,000 pieces, 
whose addresses could be obtained from directories—retired persons,

i

�

households with workers in low-wage occupations, and female heads of 

household.
••
!

i
: ADVERTISING CONTENT

It would have been ideal if the media could have conveyed enough 

information about program purposes, rules, and eligibility to enable 

eligible households to make informed decisions about participating be­

fore contacting the HAO. In brochures and group presentations it was 

possible to go into some detail, but not in media advertising.

Early advertisements in both sites gave criteria for eligibility, 

including approximate income limits for different household sizes. But 

few households proved able to add and adjust their incomes appropriately. 

Consequently, later advertisements explained only the basic features of 

the program and encouraged those who were interested to call the HAOs 

for more information. Most advertisements said, in effect: (a) the 

housing allowance program is open to residents of this county; (b) it 

is being run by the housing allowance office; (c) it provides money to 

low- and moderate-income households; (d) the purpose is to help with 

housing; and (e) call (telephone number) if you are interested.

In their advertising, both HAOs sought to avoid the "welfare im­

age." Most eligibles were not welfare clients, and local advisers be­

lieved that many people would not enroll unless housing allowances were 

differentiated from welfare. Although media advertising said that the 

program was open to all types of households, nonwelfare groups (such as
I

1
�
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Finally,and�sign�(thereby�enrolling)�if�they�agree�to�its�conditions,�

those�who�have�enrolled�are�reminded�about�the�housing�certification

requirements�they�must�meet�before�they�can�receive�payments.�

The�main�findings�about�enrollment�are�that

o�Despite�preapplication�screening,�attrition�during�the�en—

Only�55�percent�of�allrollment�process�appears�inevitable.

Brown�County�applicants�and�49�percent�of�St.�Joseph�County�

applicants�actually�enroll;�the�others�either�drop�out�before�

the�interview,�are�found�ineligible,�or�decline�participation

!
'

	����� ���� ������.��5�

��$��� ��� ������ �5�� �	� ���� ������� �	��� ���� ������� ����� ���� �����

����� ��� �����' ��� ���� ����� ��� ���������� ��� ����� ����� ���� ������ �

8��� �������� ��������������� ����������' ���4
’

might�suggest.

rollment�costs�would�drop�by�about�20�to�30�percent�per�en-

rollee,�but�no�method�of�screening�in�an�open�enrollment�pro­

gram�is�likely�to�approach�perfection,�

o�Individual�scheduling�of�interviews�and�other�measures�of�

consideration�for�client's�dignity�and�convenience�do�not�

markedly�increase�administrative�costs.�In�fact,�HAO�super­

visors�believe�that�these�courtesies�pay�for�themselves�by�

raising�staff�morale�and�facilitating�transactions�with�cli­

ents.

o�Because�some�groups�have�higher�attrition�rates�and�more�com­

plicated�interviews�than�others,�administrative�costs�vary�by�

client�type. For�example,�the�cost�of�enrollment�is�about�20�

percent�higher�per�homeowner�than�per�renter.

1

!

#���&�&% �A-�8-- �!% �#!� �# > �- �%99$- �=

By�the�end�of�September�1977,�the�Brown�County�HAO�had�recorded�

23,210�contacts�with�potential�applicants�

HAO,�30,672.�

who�inquired�about�the�

screened�out�by�the�HAO�at�various

and�the�St.�Joseph�County

occurred�as�households�

program�either�dropped�out�voluntarily�

stages�of�enrollment.

Table�8�shows�the�attrition�that

or�were
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