
 

 

 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR:  Margaret A. Young, Senior Advisor to the Financial Officer, F 
 
  /SIGNED/ 
FROM:  D. Michael Beard, District Inspector General for Audit, 6AGA 
 
SUBJECT: Audit Report - HUD’s Compliance with the Government Performance and 

Results Act  
 
 
 We performed an audit to evaluate HUD’s compliance with the Government Performance 
and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA).  Specifically, we reviewed HUD’s Strategic Plan and Annual 
Performance Plan to ensure that HUD had established a mission, goals, and objectives that 
conformed with HUD’s authorizing legislation.  In addition, we reviewed HUD’s consultation 
process and the involvement of contractors in the preparation of HUD’s plans.  Further, we 
analyzed HUD’s strategic planning process to determine if HUD used GPRA to manage its 
program growth and staffing resources. 
 
 The report contains five findings requiring follow-up actions by HUD.   
 
 Within 60 days, please furnish this office, for each recommendation in this report, a status 
on:  (1) corrective action taken, (2) the proposed corrective action and the date to be completed, or 
(3) why action is not considered necessary.  Also, please furnish us copies of any correspondence or 
directives issued related to the audit.  
 
 If you or your staff have any questions, please contact Theresa A. Carroll, Assistant 
District Inspector General for Audit, at (817) 978-9309. 
 
 
 
 

  Issue Date
        May 31, 2001 

 
 Audit Case Number 
       2001-FW-0002 
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We performed a nationwide audit to evaluate HUD’s compliance with the Government 
Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA).  Specifically, we reviewed HUD’s Strategic 
Plan and Annual Performance Plan to ensure that HUD had established a mission, goals, and 
objectives that conformed with HUD’s authorizing legislation.  In addition, we reviewed 
HUD’s consultation process and the involvement of contractors in the preparation of HUD’s 
plans.  Further, we analyzed HUD’s strategic planning process to determine if HUD used 
GPRA to manage its program growth and staffing resources.  Although HUD’s current 
Strategic Plan and Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan are vast improvements over 
HUD’s previous attempts, HUD was still not fully complying with the requirements of GPRA.  
As a result, the President, Congress and the taxpayer will be unable to fully use HUD’s 
GPRA plans and reports to measure the results and scope of HUD’s operations.   
 
 
 

HUD has made significant improvements in its GPRA 
planning since its first attempt.  Both the National Academy 
of Public Administration (NAPA) and the Government 
Accounting Office (GAO) stated that HUD’s 2000 Annual 
Performance Plan was a improvement over HUD’s 
previous plan.  Further, GAO stated that HUD continued to 
refine its performance goals and measures in its 2001 
Annual Performance Plan. 

 
  Although GPRA prohibits an agency from using contractors 

to draft its plans, Congress directed HUD to contract with 
NAPA to evaluate HUD’s compliance with GPRA.  
However, NAPA staff stated they provided assistance to 
HUD in revising HUD’s Annual Performance Plan.  Yet, 
NAPA, HUD, and OMB staff stated that HUD drafted and 
produced its plans.  As a result, HUD appropriately limited 
the involvement of contractors in the drafting of its plans.   

 
HUD’s Strategic and Annual Performance Plans presented 
an incomplete and distorted view of the agency.  
Specifically, HUD’s mission does not cover its social 
service programs.  Further, its fifth goal of “Ensure Public 
Trust in HUD” is unmeasurable.  Finally, HUD’s Plans 
placed a disproportionate emphasis on some of its smaller 
programs.   

 
HUD did not use its Strategic and Annual Performance 
Plans as strategic tools to manage its program growth and 
staffing reductions.  Instead, HUD continued to expand its 
programs, activities, and initiatives even though its staffing 

HUD appropriately limited 
the involvement of 
contractors. 

HUD’s Plans presented an 
incomplete and distorted 
view of the agency. 

HUD did not use GPRA to 
manage program growth 
and staffing resources. 

HUD Plans were 
improvements over 
previous attempts. 
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had reduced dramatically.  Further, if HUD had used GPRA 
as Congress intended, it could have better managed its 
staffing allocations during its downsizing.  As a result, 
HUD’s program activities continued to grow unchecked 
while the staff available to oversee those programs shrank. 

 
HUD’s expanding international program activities were not 
fully reported or measured in its GPRA plans and reports.  
From April 1999 through June 2000, HUD expanded from 
one existing international cooperative agreement to eight.  
Since HUD’s Annual Performance Plan did not include its 
foreign activities, anyone reading it was uninformed of 
HUD’s expansion in the global housing arena.   

 
Because HUD did not establish baselines, it cannot measure 
or report on results for 30 percent (49 of 161) of the 
indicators in its Annual Performance Plan.  In addition, 
nine of HUD’s indicators lacked a clear goal.  GPRA 
required HUD to establish performance goals and 
indicators to provide a basis for measuring results.  Without 
baselines and clear goals, Congress will be unable to fully 
measure HUD’s performance.   

 
HUD’s strategic planning process lacked substantive, 
ongoing, and documented consultations.  GPRA required 
HUD to consult with Congress, OMB, and stakeholders.  
Since HUD held meetings, it believed it met or exceeded 
GPRA’s consultation requirements.  However, HUD’s 
meetings did not truly fulfill the GPRA consultation 
requirements.  As a result, Congress, OMB, and 
stakeholders have not had significant input throughout 
HUD’s strategic planning process.  In addition, HUD’s 
Strategic and Annual Plans included programs that 
Congress did not approve or fund. 

 
In order to fully comply with GPRA, we recommend that 
HUD refocus its strategic planning process on its core 
mission and goals.  HUD needs to revise its mission 
statement and its fifth strategic goal.  Further, HUD should 
revise its Plans to ensure that a balance exists between what 
HUD is measuring in its Plans and what it is funded to 
operate.  In addition, HUD either needs to revise its 
mission, strategic objectives, and indicators to include its 
international programs or limit its international activities so 
that they fit within HUD’s current mission.  HUD then 

HUD’s expanding 
international programs not 
fully reported or measured. 

HUD unable to fully 
measure or report on 
program results. 

HUD lacked substantive, 
ongoing, and documented 
consultations. 
 

Recommendations. 
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needs to prepare a listing of all its active and inactive 
programs and ensure that they are reflected in its Annual 
Performance Plan.  HUD must also accurately tie its 
staffing to its goals and objectives and assess its staffing to 
ensure that it is able to meet its programmatic 
responsibilities.  Additionally, HUD must establish a 
baseline and set a clear, specific, and measurable goal for 
each indicator in its Annual Performance Plan.  Finally, 
HUD needs to establish a formal consultation process that 
includes ongoing, substantive, and documented 
consultations with all stakeholders, including Congress. 

 
We provided HUD with a draft report on March 7, 2001.  
We discussed the draft with HUD officials on three 
occasions:  March 22, 2001; April 12, 2001; and April 24, 
2001.  During our first meeting, we agreed to allow HUD 
additional time to prepare written comments.  HUD 
provided its written comments on April 27, 2001.  HUD 
generally disagreed with the findings and the report’s tone, 
but did agree to implement some of the recommendations.  
Based on HUD’s comments, we made changes to the 
report’s tone and provided additional clarifying 
information.  We considered HUD’s responses in preparing 
our final report.  We have included the complete text of 
HUD’s comments as Appendix C.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HUD comments on the 
report. 
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Congress passed the Government Performance and Results 
Act of 1993 (GPRA) to improve performance of 
government programs and operations.  Congress specified 
several purposes for GPRA: 
 
• Improve the confidence of the American people in the 

capability of the federal government, by systematically 
holding federal agencies accountable for achieving 
program results. 

 
• Improve federal program effectiveness and public 

accountability by promoting a new focus on results, 
service quality, and customer satisfaction. 

 
• Help federal managers improve service delivery, by 

requiring that they plan for meeting program objectives 
and by providing them with information about program 
results and service quality. 

 
• Improve Congressional decision-making by providing 

more objective information on achieving statutory 
objectives, and on the related effectiveness and 
efficiency of federal programs and spending. 

 
• Improve internal management of the federal 

government. 
 
GPRA mandated that HUD set goals for program 
performance and to measure and report results.  
Specifically, GPRA required HUD to develop: 
 
• A strategic plan that covers at least 5 years, including:  

 
1. A comprehensive mission statement covering the 

major functions and operations of the agency; 
2. General goals and objectives, including outcome-

related goals and objectives for the major functions 
and operations of the agency; 

3. A description of how the goals are to be achieved; 
4. A description of those key factors external to the 

agency and beyond its control that could 
significantly affect the achievement of the general 
goals and objectives; and 

Background. 
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5. A description of the program evaluations used in 
establishing or revising general goals and 
objectives, with a schedule for program evaluations. 

 
• An annual performance plan, that:  

 
1. Covers each program activity set forth in the 

agency’s budget; 
2. Establishes performance goals to define the level of 

performance to be achieved by a program activity; 
3. Expresses such goals in an objective, quantifiable, 

and measurable form unless authorized to be in 
alternate form by OMB; 

4. Describes briefly the operational processes, skills 
and technology, and the human, capital, 
information, or other resources required to meet 
performance goals; 

5. Establishes performance measures to be used in 
measuring or assessing the relevant outputs, service 
levels, and outcomes of each program activity; 

6. Provides a basis for comparing actual program 
results with the established performance goals; and 

7. Describes the means used to verify and validate 
measured values.  
 

• An annual program performance report, which includes: 
 
1. A review of the success of achieving the 

performance goals for the fiscal year; 
2. An evaluation of the performance plan for the 

current fiscal year relative to the performance 
achieved toward the performance goals in the fiscal 
year covered by the report; 

3. An explanation and description of situations where 
performance goals were not met; 

4. A description of the use and an assessment of the 
effectiveness in achieving performance goal where 
administrative procedural requirements and controls 
have been waived; and  

5. The summary findings of those program evaluations 
completed during the fiscal year covered by the 
report. 

 
 



Introduction 
 

Page 3                                                                    2001-FW-0002 

Further, GPRA states that the functions and activities of 
strategic planning, annual planning, and performance 
reporting are inherently governmental functions, thereby, 
only federal employees should draft the strategic plan, the 
annual performance plan, and the annual performance 
report. 
 
HUD’s Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan outlines 
HUD’s mission, goals, and indicators (see Table 1).  HUD 
administered its strategic and performance planning 
through the offices of the Chief Financial Officer, Policy 
Development and Research, and Departmental Operations 
and Coordination.   
 
HUD has made significant improvements in its GPRA 
planning since its first attempt.  For example, when HUD 
submitted its first annual plan for Fiscal Year 1999, GAO 
reviewed the document and provided many criticisms.  
NAPA reported that the plan was not outcome-oriented, 
was weak on performance measures, and it was rated below 
average by Congress.  In an effort to improve its GPRA 
process, HUD contracted with NAPA.  As a result, HUD 
made substantial progress toward GPRA implementation in 
its 2000 Annual Performance Plan.  However, NAPA 
reported that although HUD’s Fiscal Year 2000 Annual 
Performance Plan was a major improvement over the 
previous one, further revisions were needed to achieve 
uniform quality throughout the document.  GAO also 
reported that HUD’s Fiscal Year 2000 Plan was an 
improvement over the previous plan and was well on its 
way to addressing the weaknesses GAO had previously 
identified.  Further, GAO applauded HUD’s efforts in its 
2001 Annual Performance Plan to continue to refine its 
performance goals and measures and to address key 
weaknesses GAO had identified in previous plans. 

 
  Our audit objectives were to determine: 
 

1. Whether HUD’s Fiscal Year 2000-2006 Strategic Plan 
and Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan 
contained a suitable mission statement and clear, 
measurable goals that conform with HUD’s authorizing 
legislation; 

 

Audit Objectives. 
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Table 11 
 

 
HUD’s Mission: Promote adequate and affordable housing, economic opportunity,  

and a suitable living environment free from discrimination. 
 
 

Vision: In order to fulfill its mission, HUD will be a high-performing, well-respected, and 
empowering partner with all levels of government, with the private sector, and with 

families and individuals. 
 

Strategic Goal 1 Strategic Goal 2 Strategic Goal 3 Strategic Goal 4 Strategic Goal 5 
 

Increase the 
availability of 
decent, safe, and 
affordable 
housing in 
American 
communities. 
 

Ensure equal 
opportunity in 
housing for all 
Americans. 
 

Promote self- 
sufficiency and asset 
development of 
families and 
individuals. 
 

Improve community 
quality of life and 
economic vitality. 
 

Ensure public trust 
in HUD. 
 

Strategic 
Objectives 

Strategic 
Objectives 

Strategic  
Objectives 

Strategic  
Objectives 

Strategic  
Objectives 

1.1 Homeowner- 
ship is increased. 

2.1 Housing 
discrimination is 
reduced. 
 

3.1 Homeless families 
and individuals 
become self-sufficient. 
 

4.1 The number, 
quality, and 
accessibility of jobs 
increase in urban and 
rural communities. 
 

5.1 HUD and 
HUD’s partners 
effectively deliver 
results to customers. 
 

1.2 Affordable 
rental housing is 
available for low-
income 
households. 
 

2.2 Low-income 
people are not 
isolated 
geographically in 
America. 
 

3.2 Poor and 
disadvantaged families 
and individuals 
become self-sufficient 
and develop assets. 
 

4.2 Disparities in well-
being among 
neighborhoods and 
within metropolitan 
areas are reduced. 
 

5.2 HUD leads 
housing and urban 
research and policy 
development 
nationwide. 
 

1.3 America’s 
housing is safe 
and disaster 
resistant. 
 

2.3 Disparities in 
homeownership 
rates among racial 
and ethnic groups 
are reduced. 
 

 4.3 Communities are 
safe. 

 

 

                                                 
1 HUD’s Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan, page iv. 
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2. Whether HUD appropriately involved Congress, OMB, 

and stakeholders in the development of its Strategic 
Plan; 

3. Whether HUD appropriately limited the involvement of 
contractors in its strategic planning process;   

4. The number of indicators in HUD’s Fiscal Year 2001 
Annual Performance Plan, which HUD office is 
responsible for each indicator, and whether each 
indicator had a baseline and a clear goal;   

5. Whether HUD used its strategic planning process to 
manage program growth and staffing resources by 
determining what programs and activities HUD 
operated in Fiscal Year 2000 and comparing them to 
HUD’s Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan; and 

6. Whether HUD’s Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance 
Plan included new programs, activities, and initiatives 
funded in Fiscal Year 2000. 

 
We obtained background information by:  
 
��Reviewing the Government Performance and Results 

Act of 1993. 
��Reviewing OMB Circular A-11, Part 2, Preparation 

and Submission of Strategic Plans and Annual 
Performance Plans. 

��Reviewing articles on GPRA and performance 
management in the federal government. 

��Reviewing HUD’s Fiscal Years 1998-2003 and Fiscal 
Years 2000-2006 Strategic Plans and the Fiscal Year 
2001 Annual Performance Plan. 

��Reviewing the latest version of the Basic Laws on 
Housing and Community Development. 

��Reviewing various reports on HUD and/or its Plans 
prepared by NAPA and GAO. 

��Reviewing various issued HUD OIG audits. 
 

To accomplish our objectives, we: 
 
��Compared HUD’s mission statement to its core 

programs. 
��Compared HUD’s strategic goals to its authorizing 

legislation.  
��Performed an analysis to determine whether HUD’s 

strategic goals were clear and measurable.   

Audit Scope and 
Methodology. 
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��Obtained and reviewed HUD’s consultation 
contractor’s contract file. 

��Obtained and reviewed HUD’s documentation of 
consultations with Congress, OMB, and stakeholders. 

��Obtained and reviewed HUD’s contracts with NAPA. 
��Obtained and reviewed Congressional conference 

reports and resolutions directing HUD to contract with 
NAPA. 

��Performed an analysis of HUD’s Fiscal Year 2001 
Annual Performance Plan to determine the number of 
indicators, which office was responsible for each 
indicator, and whether each indicator had a baseline and 
a clear goal.  We excluded the Government National 
Mortgage Association (GNMA) from our review of 
HUD’s indicators. 

��Compared number of indicators by office to HUD’s 
budget information by office in its Fiscal Year 2001 
Annual Performance Plan to determine whether a 
balance existed. 

��Compared HUD’s current staffing to 1997 staffing 
levels and determined where changes occurred.  
Further, reviewed HUD’s implementation of Resource 
Estimation and Allocation Process (REAP) and 
determined its current status.  

��Obtained a listing of all HUD programs prepared by 
NAPA in 1998 and HUD OIG in 1997.  Compared 
program listings from NAPA, HUD, and OIG to 
determine the trends of HUD’s programs. 

��Compiled a list of HUD programs, activities, and 
initiatives for which HUD spent time or funds in Fiscal 
Year 2000 and verified the completeness and accuracy 
of the data with senior program staff.   

��Compared information in the Fiscal Year 2001 Annual 
Performance Plan to our listing of CPD programs to 
determine which items were listed separately or 
consolidated in the Plan.   

��Performed an analysis to identify HUD programs that 
provided social services and the population groups they 
served.  Further, compared this listing to the Fiscal Year 
2001 Annual Performance Plan to determine whether 
HUD included these social service programs. 

��Expanded our analysis of HUD’s programs to identify 
via HUD publications and other means the scope of 
HUD’s international cooperative agreements and staff 
assigned to this area. 
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��Obtained and reviewed Fiscal Year 2000 “Daily Focus” 
messages to determine what new programs, activities, 
or initiatives HUD began during that year. 

��Compared our listing of new initiatives to HUD’s Fiscal 
Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan.   

��Reviewed HUD’s Fiscal Year 2001 Annual 
Performance Plan to determine the level of Presidential 
influence in the Plan.  

��Interviewed HUD, Congressional, OMB, GAO, NAPA, 
and stakeholder staff. 

 
We conducted the audit at HUD’s Headquarters Office 
located at 451 7th Street SW in Washington, District of 
Columbia, and various field offices.  The audit covered 
HUD’s updated Fiscal Year 2000-2006 Strategic Plan and 
HUD’s Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan.  We 
expanded and narrowed the scope of our audit work as 
necessary.  We performed our audit work from May 2000 
until February 2001.  We conducted our audit in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Audit Period and Sites. 
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HUD’s Strategic and Annual Performance Plans 
Presented an Incomplete and Distorted View of 

the Agency 
 
HUD’s Strategic and Annual Performance Plans presented an incomplete and distorted 
view of the agency.  Specifically, HUD’s mission did not fully cover its far-reaching social 
service programs.  Further, HUD’s fifth goal of “Ensure Public Trust in HUD” was 
unmeasurable.  Finally, HUD’s Plans placed a disproportionate emphasis on some of its 
smaller programs.  Thus, HUD has not fully complied with GPRA. 
 
  
 

GPRA requires HUD’s Strategic Plan to include a 
comprehensive mission statement.  GPRA requires that the 
mission statement be brief, defining the basic purpose of 
the agency, with particular focus on its core programs and 
activities.2   
 
GPRA also requires HUD to include in its Strategic Plan 
one or more goals defined in a manner to allow it to assess 
whether it achieved the goal.  General goals and objectives 
should not go beyond an agency’s span of influence.  “In 
defining general goals and objectives, agencies should 
avoid platitudes or rhetoric that is inherently 
unmeasureable, either directly or through the use of 
performance goals and indicators.”3  However, GPRA does 
allow HUD to define a performance goal in its Annual 
Performance Plan in a way that is not self-measuring.  If it 
does so, HUD must include performance indicators for that 
goal that set out specific, measurable values or 
characteristics related to the goal which will aid in 
determining goal achievement.4  

 
HUD’s programs have broadened over time to include the 
social service needs of the people who live in HUD 
sponsored or funded housing.  As a result, HUD currently 
provides a variety of complex social service programs.  
NAPA identified social services as HUD’s fifth de facto 
major program category.  HUD directs its social service 

                                                 
2 OMB Circular A-11, Section 210.6. 
3 OMB Circular A-11, Section 210.7(b). 
4 OMB Circular A-11, Section 220.9(b). 

Criteria. 

HUD’s programs have 
broadened to include social 
services. 
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programs to the needs of special population groups, such as 
the elderly or homeless.  In addition, some HUD programs 
are geared to assist low-income groups, while others are 
designed to deal with special problems faced by individuals 
or families or to lessen the likelihood that such problems 
will occur.5  Appendix A identifies the special population 
groups, the HUD programs that assist them, and the social 
services provided. 

 
HUD did not include its social service programs in its 
GPRA reported mission, goals, and indicators.  GPRA 
intends that an agency first confirm the programs or 
services it is providing.  An agency should then determine 
the program’s mission, goals, and target population.  After 
determining the mission, the agency selects what to 
measure and chooses benchmark comparisons.  Finally, the 
agency develops the measurement systems and begins to 
measure and analyze performance.  Instead of following 
this process, HUD first determined what societal impact it 
desired and then, chose programs and indicators to support 
that desired impact.  Because HUD went about the GPRA 
planning process in this manner, it left social services out of 
its mission.  Since HUD’s social services are missing from 
its mission, the reader could conclude that HUD does not 
provide such services. 
 
According to HUD, it included its social service programs 
under its third Strategic Goal in its Fiscal Year 2000-2006 
Strategic Plan:  “Promote housing stability, self-sufficiency 
and asset development of families and individuals.”  
However, HUD has not fully disclosed its social service 
programs in this goal.  For example, in the Means and 
Strategies section of this goal HUD stated:  
 

“Promoting self-sufficiency is a substantial task that 
involves several Federal agencies. The Department 
of Health and Human Services (HHS) provides 
benefits and services including cash assistance, 
child care and health care to needy families.  The 
Department of Labor provides job training to 
improve people’s employability.  HUD 
complements these agencies by providing families 
and individuals with stable, affordable housing and 
by leveraging our relationships with housing 

                                                 
5 Renewing HUD: A Long-Term Agenda for Effective Performance, issued in July 1994 by NAPA. 

HUD’s social service 
programs missing from its 
mission. 
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providers and community development agencies to 
promote self-sufficiency.”     

 
What HUD did not tell the reader, though, was that HUD 
duplicated the services of these other federal agencies by 
also providing child care, health care, job training, and 
other social services to families and individuals.  In its 2001 
Annual Performance Plan, HUD also did not fully disclose 
its social service programs under the indicators for its third 
strategic goal.  In the Means and Strategies for the 
indicators under this goal, HUD either did not mention its 
social service programs or merely stated that HUD 
provided continued support for service programs without 
identifying what those service programs were.  Thus, in our 
opinion, the full extent of HUD’s social service programs, 
the fact that HUD has provided them, and their impact was 
either missing from or buried in the details of HUD’s Plans.   

 
HUD established its fifth goal as “Ensure Public Trust in 
HUD.”  However, HUD established an unmeasurable, 
rhetoric-based goal.  GPRA required HUD to avoid 
platitudes and rhetoric in its goals and objectives because 
they are inherently unmeasurable.6  Ensuring the public’s 
trust is inherently unmeasurable.  In addition, the objectives 
under this goal are not written to measure the public’s trust.  
For example, having empowered and capable employees 
and partners will not necessarily result in the public trusting 
HUD.  Instead, HUD’s indicators have attempted to 
measure its performance and its ability to meet 
management challenges.  Thus, HUD needs to revise its 
goal to accurately reflect what it is measuring.   

 
A majority of HUD’s indicators under this goal are also not 
specific or measurable. GPRA does allow goals that are not 
self-measuring, if the indicators under that goal contain 
specific measurable results.  For example, HUD’s 2001 
Annual Performance Plan contained the following 
measures: 

 
• “HUD’s workforce is empowered, capable and 

focused on results.” 
• “HUD’s partners are empowered, capable and 

focused on results.” 

                                                 
6 OMB Circular A-11, Section 210.7(b). 

“Ensure Public Trust in 
HUD,” an unmeasurable 
goal. 
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• “PD&R work products are rated more highly for 
usefulness, ease of use, reliability, objectivity and 
influence.”   

 
However, HUD has not defined in specific terms what these 
indicators are trying to measure.  For example, HUD did 
not describe what a capable employee was or how HUD’s 
survey would measure that capability.  In addition, HUD 
did not define empowered, focused on results, or rated 
more highly.  Since HUD did not really establish what it 
was attempting to measure under these indicators in its 
Strategic and Annual Performance Plans, HUD has 
burdened itself with obscure indicators.  HUD needs to 
revise its indicators under this goal so they are clearly 
defined and easily measurable.  

 
Rather than focusing on its core missions in its goals and 
indicators and presenting a balanced view of the agency, 
HUD’s Plans highlighted programs that only received a 
small amount of HUD’s resources.  For example, together 
the offices of Policy Development and Research and Lead 
Hazard Control received a little more than one-half of 1 
percent of HUD’s total budget.  Yet, they accounted for 9 
percent of HUD’s indicators that measure the results of 
HUD’s programs.  On the other hand, the office of Public 
and Indian Housing received 67 percent of HUD’s budget, 
but only had 29 percent of its indicators.  HUD’s Plans 
should contain a balance between its budget and indicators 
in order to measure the true results of its funding.   

 
HUD’s Plans are also distorted because they do not:  

(1) disclose HUD’s program growth (see Finding 
2); 

(2) specifically and accurately tie its staffing 
resources to its Annual Performance Plan (see 
Finding 2); 

(3) disclose or measure HUD’s expansion in the 
international arena (see Finding 3); and  

(4) fully measure the results of HUD’s programs 
(see Finding 4).   

 
HUD’s Plans should fully cover its broad mission, be 
measurable, and be sufficiently balanced.  HUD’s current 
Plans do not meet this criteria.  HUD must take steps to 

HUD’s Plans did not 
present a balanced view of 
the agency. 
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revise its current Plans to ensure that they contain a realistic 
and measurable reflection of the agency.  

 
 
 

HUD disagreed with the overall findings and the 
recommendation that it revise its mission statement.  HUD 
strongly disagreed that it went about the GPRA process 
backwards.  In addition, HUD believed its social service 
programs were covered by the fact that HUD’s mission 
promotes “economic opportunity” and “a suitable living 
environment.”  HUD also disagreed that its fifth Strategic 
Goal was unmeasurable.  HUD stated that the inclusion of 
this goal focused on management concerns and was 
consistent with direction from OMB and Congress.  Further, 
HUD believed that the indicators under this goal are clearly 
measurable.  However, HUD agreed to take its fifth Strategic 
Goal under advisement and work on strengthening it and the 
indicators.  HUD also disagreed that its Plans were not 
balanced and stated the underlying analysis was not sound.  
In response to the recommendation that its Plan should be 
balanced, HUD stated it would continue to assess whether it 
had fully covered all the measurable outcomes of its 
programs, but it disagreed that there should be a correlation 
between the number of indicators for each program and its 
cost. 

 
 

We still contend that HUD has not included its social service 
programs in its mission statement nor has HUD fully 
disclosed its social service programs in its Plans.  We do not 
see how promoting economic opportunity and a suitable 
living environment encompasses all of the social services 
that HUD provides.  Although we agree that HUD’s fifth 
Strategic Goal focuses on HUD’s management challenges, 
HUD did not provide any information to show that the goal 
of “Ensure Public Trust in HUD” is measurable.  In addition, 
HUD has not provided information to show that the 
indicators under this goal are clearly defined and measurable.  
Thus, HUD needs to revise this goal and the indicators under 
it rather than take them under advisement and strengthen 
them.  We also disagree that comparing HUD’s budget to its 
Plan indicators is not a valid analysis.  Instead, we believe it 
is an analysis HUD should perform to ensure that a balance 
exists in its Plan.   

HUD Comments. 

OIG Evaluation of 
Comments. 
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We recommend that HUD: 
  
1A. Revise its mission statement to include its social 

service programs. 
 
1B. Revise its fifth strategic goal and the indicators under 

this goal so it can be easily defined and measured.  
Further, ensure that the indicators support the 
achievement of the goal.  

 
1C. Revise its future Plans to ensure that a balance exists 

between what HUD is measuring in its Plans and the 
programs it is funded to operate. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendations. 
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HUD Did Not Use GPRA to Manage Program 
Growth and Staffing Resources 

 
HUD did not use its Strategic Plan and Annual Performance Plan as strategic tools to 
manage its program growth and staffing resources.  Instead, HUD continued to expand its 
programs, activities, and initiatives even though its staffing had reduced dramatically.  
HUD should use its Plans to streamline its programs.  Although GPRA allowed HUD to 
aggregate programs in its Strategic and Annual Performance Plans, HUD used aggregation 
in a way that did not fully disclose its program growth to Congress, the President, and 
taxpayers.  In addition, if HUD had used GPRA as Congress intended, it could have better 
managed its staffing allocations during its downsizing.  However, HUD will not complete its 
staffing resource allocation studies started in 1997 until 2002.  As a result, HUD’s program 
activities continued to grow unchecked while the staff available to oversee those programs 
shrank.  
  
 
 

GPRA seeks to increase government program performance 
and hold federal agencies accountable for results.  Congress 
expected federal managers to improve service delivery 
through strategic management.  Strategic plans can be used 
as a means to re-align and re-engineer functions and 
operations.  Preparation of a strategic plan provides HUD 
an opportunity to consider terminating, reducing in scope, 
or transferring elsewhere programs and activities.7  In 
addition to a strategic plan, GPRA requires HUD to prepare 
an annual performance plan that includes goals and 
indicators to be used by managers to direct and oversee 
programs.8  Further, HUD’s Annual Performance Plan must 
describe how it expects to achieve its goals and identify the 
various resources, skills, technologies, and processes 
needed to achieve them.9 

 
In 1994, NAPA stated that HUD’s mix of missions was a 
prescription for problems. Further, NAPA stated:   
 

“The administration, HUD and Congress must 
proceed expeditiously with a comprehensive 
consolidation and reauthorization of all HUD’s 
programs.  Until HUD can get its programmatic 

                                                 
7 OMB Circular A-11, Section 210.1. 
8 OMB Circular A-11, Section 220.9(a). 
9 OMB Circular A-11, Section 220.11. 

Criteria. 

HUD’s confusing mix of 
missions, a prescription for 
problems. 
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house in order, no amount of tinkering with 
management will cure what ails this 
organization….The current overload of programs, 
however worthwhile their purposes, saps HUD’s 
resources, muddles priorities, fragments the 
department’s workforce, creates unmeetable 
expectations, and confuses communities.”   

 
NAPA went on to say: 
 

“Given current and projected resources for the 
department, the panel believes it is unlikely that 
improved management or changes to the 
organization structure can enable HUD to fulfill all 
of the missions implied in its many programs.  The 
department may be able to do some things better, 
but will not be able to do all things.” 10   

 
In 1999, NAPA stated that its prior concern that HUD was 
burdened with program overload was still relevant.  NAPA 
also said that HUD stakeholders it met with were concerned 
that HUD was no longer capable of achieving the goals set 
forth in its legislation or being responsive to its 
customers.11  

 
Even though HUD undertook measures to repeal and 
streamline some of its programs, the Department remained 
burdened with an excess of current and inactive programs.  
In fact, HUD’s streamlining temporarily increased its total 
count of programs.  When new programs are created, 
repealed programs do not cease until funds are totally 
expended, which can sometimes take years or even 
decades.   
 
HUD, NAPA, and OIG do not agree on the actual number 
of program activities that HUD operates.  In its 1994 report, 
NAPA identified over 160 active programs.  NAPA went 
on to say in the report that HUD had 206 statute-based 
programs and an additional 43 programs either formed 
through the Secretary’s discretion or other initiatives.  OIG 
reported in 1994 that HUD had 240 programs and that the 
mix of programs and activities was disproportionate to 

                                                 
10 Renewing HUD:  A Long-Term Agenda for Effective Performance, issued by NAPA in July 1994. 
11 GPRA in HUD, Changes for the Better, issued by NAPA in July 1999. 

HUD’s increasing program 
burden. 
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HUD’s resource levels.  HUD responded that it had 267 
active and inactive programs, functions, or major activities.   
 
In 1997, OIG updated its program list and determined 
HUD’s programs had grown to 330.  At this point, HUD 
disputed OIG’s number and stated it only had 71 programs.  
However, in July 1999, NAPA staff identified over 300 
separate program activities that HUD needed to account for 
within its planning and budgeting framework.  Since new 
initiatives and activities can and have been started by the 
President, the Secretary of HUD, and even by HUD’s 
Assistant Secretaries, a slowdown of HUD’s program 
growth has not occurred.  NAPA’s 1994 prediction came 
true:  “Without a change in course, the growth spiral will 
continue.”12 
 
Further, HUD, NAPA, and OIG do not agree on what 
constitutes a program, activity, or initiative.  NAPA cited 
this problem in its October 1999 report, saying, “There are 
many different ways to count HUD programs.”13  Tracking 
HUD’s programs was further complicated by the fact that 
HUD did not possess a unified document showing what 
programs, initiatives, and activities it was operating or were 
open but inactive on its books.  HUD staff told auditors that 
they knew what programs HUD operated, but they could 
not provide consolidated reports or listings.  In addition, 
staff often told auditors that programs were no longer 
active.  Yet, in some cases, program funds still existed and 
HUD continued monitoring these inactive programs, like 
HOPE III.  To properly manage its programs, initiatives, 
and resources; HUD must maintain a listing of all 
programs, initiatives, and activities that require HUD 
resources, whether they are active or inactive.   

 
HUD’s current increases in programs, initiatives, and 
activities were not openly reflected in its 2001 Annual 
Performance Plan.  Even though HUD’s Annual 
Performance Plan included tables listing programs 
supporting each objective, HUD’s recent initiatives were 
absent from those tables.  During Fiscal Year 2000, HUD 
started 25 new initiatives, activities, or programs including 
the Teacher Next Door Initiative, the Passport to 
Homeownership Initiative, the One Million Homes 

                                                 
12 Renewing HUD:  A Long-Term Agenda for Effective Performance, issued by NAPA in July 1994. 
13 Aligning Resources and Priorities at HUD:  Designing a Resource Management System, issued by NAPA in October 1999. 

HUD’s program increases 
not openly reflected in its 
Plan. 
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Initiative, and the Assisted Living Conversion Program, to 
name a few.  Yet, HUD did not separately list any of these 
new initiatives in the tables.   HUD did include some of 
these initiatives in the details listed under various 
objectives.  Yet, others are missing entirely.   
 
HUD has also not disclosed its program increases by 
aggregating blocks of individual programs into one-line 
entries in the tables in its Plan.  For example, HUD lists 
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) as one 
entry in the various tables in its Annual Performance Plan.  
However, in addition to the main CDBG Entitlement 
Program, HUD has well over a dozen separate set-aside 
program activities under the main CDBG program 
umbrella.  Two of the larger set aside programs in the last 
few years include the Canal Corridor Initiative and the 
Colonias Set-Aside Provision.  Since GPRA’s purpose is to 
measure results, surely Congress would be interested in the 
results of these individual set-aside programs.  
 
Further confusing the issue of how programs are presented 
in the Plan was the fact that HUD appears to have no 
consistent or logical methodology to explain why it listed 
some initiatives separately in its program tables and 
aggregated others.  For example, HUD separately listed an 
additional 12 proposed programs or initiatives in the tables 
in its 2001 Annual Performance Plan.  Even though HUD 
consolidated all existing CDBG set-aside programs under 
the generic heading of “Community Development Block 
Grants,” HUD separately listed two proposed CDBG set-
aside program initiatives:  the Mississippi Delta Initiative 
and the Community and Interfaith Partnerships Initiative.   
 
Although GPRA allowed HUD to aggregate and 
consolidate programs in its Plan, HUD consolidated its 
programs in a way that did not disclose its program growth.  
In order to determine what programs HUD was operating 
and where growth had occurred, a reader would be faced 
with the onerous task of compiling their own listing of 
programs from information buried in the details of the Plan 
and, even then, the list would not be complete.  To be an 
effective tool, HUD’s Plan must show not only where HUD 
plans to expand, but also where HUD has already 
expanded. 
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HUD’s workforce has decreased in the last decade from a 
high of 14,073 in 1992 to approximately 9,300 today.  As 
the following table shows, the former Secretary shifted a 
significant percentage of staff from HUD’s program offices 
to supporting organizations.   
 

Staff Allocation 
  199714 200115 % Change 

Program Offices16    
Public and Indian Housing 1,259 1,395 10.8%
Community Planning & Development 797 760 -4.6%
Housing 4,410 3,434 -22.1%
Office of Fair Housing & Equal Opportunity 612 650 6.2%
Ginnie Mae 58 72 24.1%
Office of Lead Hazard Control 25 23 -8.0%
Policy Development & Research 105 163 55.2%

Program Offices Totals 7,266 6,497 -10.6%
   

Supporting Organizations    
Enforcement Center   215 100.0%
Assessment Center   211 100.0%
Office of Multifamily Housing Assistance 
Restructuring   101 100.0%
Community Builders/Field Management   933 100.0%
Chief Financial Officer 352 220 -37.5%
Chief Procurement Officer   148 100.0%
Chief Information Officer   5 100.0%
General Counsel 479 349 -27.1%
Department Management 445 113 -74.6%
Department Equal Employment Opportunity 19 19 0.0%
Administration 793 431 -45.6%
Reserve   58 100.0%

Supporting Organizations Totals 2,088 2,803 34.2%
 
GRAND TOTALS 9,354 9,300 -0.6%

 

                                                 
14 1997 staffing totals are the actual staffing totals at the end of Fiscal Year 1997 based on information provided by the National 

Finance Center. 
15 2001 staffing totals are based on information provided by HUD in its Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan. 
16 The listing of program offices and supporting organizations is based on HUD’s classifications in its staffing allocation table in 

the Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Performance Plan. 

HUD staffing decreased 
and shifted to supporting 
organizations. 
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As our audits have documented, HUD’s poorly planned 
staffing shifts negatively impacted HUD’s oversight of its 
programs.  Several of HUD’s newly created organizations 
have drained resources from program offices and shifted 
them to positions that have little measurable benefit or are 
underutilized.  For example, our audit of HUD’s 
Community Builders found that HUD created a large 
workforce whose impact was minimal.17  In addition, our 
survey of HUD’s new Troubled Agency Recovery Centers 
(TARC) found that the Department does not generate a 
sufficient number of troubled public housing authorities to 
fully employ or justify existing TARC staffing levels. 18  
Finally, we found that HUD’s staff reductions led to 
potential and actual losses attributable to fraudulent loans 
totaling $97 million by a mortgagee in California.19  HUD 
must reassess its current staffing allocations to ensure that it 
appropriately utilizes employees, meets its mission, and 
funds are not wasted or misused.  

 
HUD admitted that its Fiscal Year 2001 Annual 
Performance Plan was the Department’s first effort at a 
detailed allocation of HUD’s staffing resources to strategic 
goals.  HUD said in March 2000 that it planned to 
implement NAPA’s Resource Estimation and Allocation 
Process (REAP) to make its future Plan data more specific 
and accurate.  However, NAPA began holding meetings to 
develop a method to estimate HUD’s staffing resources in 
1997 and 1998.  Further, our recent review of REAP found 
that the earliest estimated completion date of REAP is now 
in early Fiscal Year 2002.20  As a result, HUD will not be 
able to produce a plan with specific and accurate staffing 
allocation information until 2003 or 2004.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
17  Audit Report Number 99-FW-177-0002, Nationwide Audit of Community Builders, issued on September 30, 1999. 
18  Audit Related Memorandum Number 99-FO-101-0802, Survey of the Troubled Agency Recovery Centers (TARC) and 

Related Field Office Activities, issued on September 30, 1999. 
19  Audit Related Memorandum Number 00-SF-121-0802, Internal Audit Single Family Housing, Los Angeles Area Office and 

Santa Ana Homeownership Center, issued on April 6, 2000. 
20  Audit Related Memorandum Number 00-PH-169-0802, Progress Assessment – Implementing the Resource Estimation and 

Allocation Process (REAP), issued September 29, 2000. 

HUD’s efforts at resource 
allocation fell short. 
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In its recent report, 21 GAO cited HUD’s human capital 
weaknesses as a major management challenge.  GAO stated 
that “weaknesses in HUD’s ability to oversee its 
multifamily and public housing properties have eroded 
mission capabilities.”  GAO recommended that HUD 
ensure that:  (1) its organization realignment efforts are 
achieving the efficiencies envisioned, (2) it continues to 
develop a process to identify and justify its staffing 
requirements, and (3) staff are available and have the skills 
needed to carry out the work assigned.    
 
HUD must check its program growth and reassess its 
current staffing allocations.  Doing so is imperative to 
HUD’s ability to meet its mission.  HUD’s Strategic and 
Annual Performance Plans are management tools that HUD 
should utilize to realign and restructure the organization.  
However, HUD’s current Strategic and Annual 
Performance Plans are not the useful management tools 
they could be.  For HUD to maximize the usefulness of the 
GPRA process, HUD’s Plans need to reflect all of HUD’s 
programs and accurately tie its human resources to its 
objectives and goals listed in the Plans. 

 
 
 

HUD agreed that program growth presents a significant 
management challenge and stated it was considering how 
best to address it.  HUD also agreed that it should 
continually reassess its current staffing allocations to ensure 
that it appropriately utilizes employees, meets its mission, 
and that funds are not wasted or misused.  However, HUD 
disagreed that it failed to disclose its program growth in the 
Annual Performance Plan.  Further, HUD stated that its 
Annual Performance Plan and budget needed to be viewed 
together, as smaller set-asides not discussed in the Plan are 
discussed in budget documents.  HUD also criticized the 
OIG for rehashing the findings of prior OIG audits on 
staffing shifts and spending little time explaining how the 
issues relate to GPRA.   
 
In regards to the recommendations, HUD stated that OIG 
has raised the issue of HUD needing a comprehensive 

                                                 
21  GAO-Report Number 01-248, Major Management Challenges and Program Risks, Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, issued on January 2001. 

HUD Comments. 
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HUD’s human capital 
issues. 
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listing of programs on a number of occasions.  However, 
HUD indicates that preparing one is not as simple as its 
sounds.  In response to the recommendation that HUD’s 
Plan should cover all of HUD’s programs and activities, 
HUD responded that its Plan has provided thorough 
coverage of every one of HUD’s major programs and every 
program and funding source.  Finally, HUD questioned the 
need for an audit recommendation that it should accurately 
tie its staffing to its objectives and goals given that this 
recommendation is largely duplicative of open 
recommendations which led to the initiation of REAP.   

 
 
 

We appreciate HUD’s recognition that program growth and 
staffing allocation are issues that it should address.  We 
disagree that HUD has openly disclosed its program growth 
in the Annual Performance Plan.  However, we added 
language to the final report to clarify our position.  In 
addition, we disagree with HUD that a reader should have to 
read its Annual Performance Plan and budget in detail to 
determine all of HUD’s programs and the results of their 
operations.  We also disagree with HUD’s comment that 
OIG was merely rehashing previous findings and not 
commenting on how staffing issues relate to GPRA.  HUD 
prepared its first Strategic Plan in 1997 and its first Annual 
Performance Plan in 1998.  As the finding clearly shows, 
between 1997 and 2001, HUD’s staffing was reduced and it 
made significant shifts in its personnel.  Even though HUD 
had its Plans available as a management tool to analyze the 
impact of the changes it was undertaking, HUD did not use 
them in that manner.  As the report and our past audits show, 
HUD’s decisions negatively impacted the agency.  Thus, 
HUD should utilize its current Plans as management tools 
before making any future staffing changes.   
 
Although we agree with HUD that preparing a 
comprehensive listing of programs is not a simple task, we 
still believe that it is one that HUD must complete.  HUD 
must know what programs, initiatives, and activities it is 
currently operating before it can begin to address the issue of 
program growth.  Further, HUD’s comment that its Annual 
Performance Plan covers its major programs does not 
address the issue that the plan needs to cover all of HUD’s 
programs and activities.  Finally, we disagree that this 

OIG Evaluation of 
Comments. 
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finding is duplicative.  GPRA requires that an agency be able 
to tie its staffing resources to the objectives and goals in its 
Plans.  HUD states that REAP will solve this 
recommendation.  However, HUD and NAPA have been 
working on REAP since 1997.  Thus, until HUD’s Plans 
meet the GPRA requirement, we believe that this is a valid 
recommendation.   

 
 
 
  We recommend that HUD: 
 

2A. Prepare and maintain a listing of all active and 
inactive programs, initiatives, and activities. 

 
2B. Reflect all of its programs, activities, and initiatives, 

including areas where program growth is occurring or 
planned, in its future Annual Performance Plans. 

 
2C. Accurately tie its staffing to its objectives and goals.  

Further, HUD needs to assess its staffing allocation to 
ensure that HUD is able to meet its programmatic 
responsibilities.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendations. 
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HUD Did Not Fully Report or Measure its 
Expanding International Program Activities 

 
HUD did not fully report or measure its expanding international program activities in its 
GPRA plans and reports.  From April 1999 through June 2000, HUD expanded from one 
existing cooperative agreement with a foreign entity22 to eight.  Although HUD has 
statutory authority to gather and assemble data from other nations, some of its agreements 
appear to include activities that are outside that authority.  HUD only briefly mentioned its 
international activities as partnerships to exchange data and information in its Plans.  
Further, HUD did not directly tie its international activities to any of its five strategic goals.  
In fact, HUD’s strategic goals addressed the needs of America and its communities, not 
those of the world.  In addition, HUD did not establish any indicators to measure the 
results of its international activities.  Since HUD’s Annual Performance Plan has not 
included its foreign activities, HUD did not inform the reader of its expansion in the global 
housing arena.   
  
 
 

The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development may 
exchange data relating to housing and urban planning and 
development with other nations and assemble such data 
from other nations, through participation in international 
conferences and other means, where such exchange or 
assembly is deemed by him to be beneficial in carrying out 
his responsibilities under the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Act or other legislation.23 
 
OMB’s Circular A-11 contains the requirements for 
preparing and submitting strategic plans, annual 
performance plans and annual program performance 
reports.  Plans and reports are developed for use by agency 
officials and staff to lead and carry out their federal 
programs and activities.  By forging a link between 
resources and performance, these plans and reports should 
show what is being accomplished with the money that is 
being spent.24  Agencies participating in crosscutting 
programs should describe in their strategic plans the 
interface between the related programs and outline how 
individual agency efforts support common endeavors.25  In 

                                                 
22 The Bi-National Commission with Mexico was established in 1981.  HUD joined the Commission in 1991. 
23 12 USC, 1701d-4 
24 OMB Circular A-11, Section 200.1 
25 OMB Circular A-11, Section 210.5 (e) 

Criteria. 
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addition, the annual plan should indicate those programs or 
activities that are being undertaken with other agencies.26  

 
HUD has had an international program since the 
Department was founded.  However, prior to 1999, HUD 
had only one open international activity: the Bi-National 
Commission with Mexico.  “Secretary Cuomo revitalized 
the international program.”27  Starting in April 1999, HUD 
entered into seven new or expanded international 
cooperative agreements (see Table 2).  In addition, HUD 
maintained policy-level contacts with several governments 
in Europe.   

 
The scope of HUD’s international program activities has 
increased, perhaps even outside the scope of its legislative 
authority.  As Table 3 shows, not only has HUD exchanged 
and assembled data, HUD and its partners have entered into 
agreements that provide for activities such as designing and 
constructing housing and creating jobs.  HUD should 
consult with OMB to ensure that it has not agreed to 
perform or performed activities that are outside the scope of 
its statutory authority. 

 
HUD’s strategic goals addressed the needs of America and 
its communities, not those of the world.  Both HUD’s 
Strategic Plan and Annual Performance Plan briefly 
mentioned its international activities under Strategic Goal 
five: “Ensure Public Trust in HUD.”  Yet, the strategic 
objective under this goal stated “HUD leads housing and 
urban research and policy development nationwide.”28 
(emphasis added)  In addition, the information presented in 
the overview section disclosed nothing about HUD’s global 
expansion or its new cooperative endeavors.  Instead, the 
objective overview stated that fulfilling the mandate 
requires relevant, thorough research on local conditions, 
national and international trends, and on the strengths and 
weakness of HUD’s current programs.  Further, under the 
Means and Strategies for the objective, HUD only stated 
that international experiences would be considered when 
developing policies and that HUD would test approaches to 
the creation of international networks for the exchange of

                                                 
26 OMB Circular A-11, Section 220.7(e). 
27 HUD’s Office of International Affairs webpage, June 27, 2000. 
28 Objective 5.2. 

HUD international 
program activities 
increased in size and scope. 

International programs not 
within current strategic 
goals. 
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Table 2 
Initiated Initiative Name 
April 1999 
 

U.S.-South African Cooperation on Housing and Community Development Activities 

Activities: o Collaborate to develop innovative housing finance programs in low-income communities 
that will create jobs and help more South Africans become homeowners. 

o Foster community-driven housing and economic development activities. 
o Cooperate to develop laws, regulations, and practices to combat discriminatory lending. 
o Share housing and economic development computer databases and information on housing 

legislation, tax codes, and systems design. 
June 1999 U.S.-Mexico Border Accord 
Activities: o Hold a California-Mexico Border Conference to discuss ways to collaborate and 

coordinate programs to deal with regional challenges.  
o Create a Municipal Border Exchange and Cooperation Program to share information and 

work together on "smart growth" initiatives for communities, metropolitan financing 
strategies, and public participation in local planning and policy-making.  

o Create a Pilot Cross-Border Urban Planning Program to promote improved 
communication and collaboration between sister cities along the U.S.-Mexico border.   

o Foster and establish Secondary Mortgage Market Working Groups.  
o Perform an analysis of the border's impact on urban infrastructure and development in the 

U.S. and Mexico. 
September 1999 Central America and Caribbean Emergency Disaster Recovery Fund Initiative 
Activities: o Assist with resettlement by building shelter for victims of Hurricanes Georges and Mitch. 

o Strengthen municipal capacity. 
o Improve the availability of financing. 
o Enhance building and construction methods. 

November 1999 U.S-Chinese Housing Cooperative Initiative 
Activities: o Create a U.S-Chinese Residential Building Council. 

o Promote new technologies and energy efficient materials to build sturdy and affordable 
homes. 

May 2000 U.S-Mexico Cross Border Cooperation  
Activities: o Increase outreach and assistance to states and cities along the border. 

o Encourage local jurisdictions on both sides of the border to cooperate in planning and 
budgeting of government and non-government funds and resources. 

o Foster and promote long-term comprehensive planning and development strategies that 
reflect a regional perspective. 

May 2000 U.S.-Chinese Construction Demonstration Project 
Activities: o Design two 15-20 hectare neighborhoods using the U.S. approach to design of space. 

o Design jointly one demonstration building to be constructed by the Chinese and 
incorporate building materials donated by American manufacturers. 

o Complete a feasibility study on the target group regarding neighborhoods and homes. 
o Design a vision for the community and demonstration building. 
o Construct the demonstration building. 
o Determine the building/community’s economic, technological, and social suitability to 

China. 
June 2000 U.S.-Israeli Binational Commission on Housing and Community Development 
Activities: o Expand the supply of affordable housing. 

o Increase homeownership opportunities. 
o Create jobs and help businesses expand as part of an effort to revitalize communities. 
o Make improvements in construction, technology, and architecture. 
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data and information.  Since HUD’s strategic goals focused 
on the needs of the nation and only briefly touched on 
exchanges of data with foreign entities, HUD’s 
international program activities operated outside its goals.   
 
HUD devoted four pages of its November 2000 publication, 
A Vision for Change, The Story of HUD’s Transformation, 
to its renewed global initiatives.  This document stated that: 

 
“HUD continues its international outreach with 
renewed dedication, enhanced expertise and new 
programs.”  Further, the document states that 
HUD’s “international programs also support U.S. 
foreign policy interests.  By strengthening bilateral 
relationships and partnering with multilateral 
organizations, HUD demonstrates America’s 
commitment to alleviate worldwide poverty through 
building legal, social, and financial institutions that 
promote and protect one of the most basic 
foundations of human dignity - safe, decent and 
affordable housing.” 

 
However, alleviation of worldwide poverty is outside the 
scope of HUD’s mission to promote adequate and 
affordable housing, economic opportunity, and a suitable 
living environment free from discrimination for all 
Americans. 

 
Even though GPRA required agencies with cross-cutting 
programs to describe their related programs in their plans, 
HUD’s Strategic and Annual Performance Plans were silent 
about HUD’s expanding foreign policy role.  HUD’s Plans 
said nothing about the department being directed by the 
President to establish some of the cooperative agreements.  
The only place HUD’s international agreements were 
mentioned was in HUD’s Fiscal Year 2000-2006 Strategic 
Plan.  Nowhere in HUD’s Strategic Plan or Annual 
Performance Plan did HUD state that it entered into and 
fostered international cooperative agreements with foreign 
entities.  HUD’s international activities were only listed as 
partnerships that helped it achieve its goals.  HUD’s Plans 
were also silent about how it would coordinate with the 
State Department and the United States Agency for 
International Development (USAID) to carry out these new 
initiatives that cross over into those agencies’ areas, as 

HUD promoted its global 
initiatives in its publication 
A Vision for Change. 

Strategic and Annual 
Performance Plans silent 
about HUD’s expanding 
foreign policy role. 
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required.  The only mention of HUD’s coordination with 
the State Department and USAID was in relation to HUD’s 
development of the U.S. national report to the United 
Nations Commission of Human Settlements. 
 
HUD has expanded globally and participated in programs 
and initiatives that affect America’s foreign policy interests.  
Further, HUD may not have statutory authority to carry out 
these activities.  HUD allocated additional staff and 
resources to its international endeavors.  However, HUD 
has not included these programs and activities in its 
mission, goals, or objectives.  HUD has also not established 
any indicators to measure the results of the international 
program activities that it has operated.  In addition, HUD 
has not disclosed its expanded foreign policy role with the 
State Department and USAID.  As a result, HUD has 
misled the reader because anyone reading its GPRA plans 
and reports would be unaware of HUD’s global program 
activities.  

 
 
 

HUD disagreed that it had exceeded its statutory authority.  
HUD provided an Office of General Counsel (OGC) opinion 
attached to its response explaining that HUD’s international 
activities were authorized.  Thus, HUD felt consulting with 
OMB was unnecessary.  
 
HUD also disagreed that its international activities were 
outside its current mission and goals.  Further, HUD stated 
that its international programs were only a small part of what 
the agency does and consume little, if any, program funding.  
Thus, HUD should not devote a lot of attention to them in 
the Annual Performance Plan.  However, HUD did state it 
would endeavor to be more descriptive about its international 
activities in the future.   

 
 

After a thorough review of OGC’s opinion and consultation 
with OIG’s Counsel, we stand by our original conclusion and 
recommendation.  We agree that HUD does have statutory 
authority to enter into international agreements to exchange 
and assemble data.  In addition, HUD’s authority to enter 
into international agreements can and has been expanded on 
occasion by Congress, as in the case of Central America and 

HUD Comments. 

OIG Evaluation of 
Comments. 



Finding 3 

2001-FW-0002                                                              Page 30 

the Caribbean.  We had no issues with these activities.  
However, we still believe that HUD may have exceeded its 
statutory authority in other cases.  Specifically, in the case of 
China, only HUD and China entered into a memorandum of 
understanding to design and construct housing in China.  
Nothing in the OGC legal opinion suggests that this sort of 
international activity is permissible.  Thus, we believe that 
OMB needs to review this and other international agreements 
to ensure that HUD did not perform or agree to perform 
activities that are outside the scope of its statutory 
authority. 
 
We also disagree that HUD’s current mission and goals 
include its international activities.  Further, since GPRA 
requires an agency to report in its plan any crosscutting 
programs, we believe that HUD’s arguments that its 
international programs are small and scope and size are 
irrelevant to whether HUD’s international activities are 
reported or measured in its Annual Performance Plan.  For 
example, HUD was required to report its crosscutting 
programs with USAID.  Yet, HUD did not report them. 
Further, Congress and the taxpayer should be informed about 
the activities HUD has undertaken in the international arena.   

 
 

We recommend that HUD: 
 
3A. Consult with OMB to determine if it has entered into 

agreements that are outside the scope of its statutory 
authority.   

 
3B. Either revise its mission, strategic objectives, and 

indicators to include its international program 
activities or limit its international program activities 
so that they fit within HUD’s current mission, 
strategic objectives, and indicators. 

 
3C. Revise its future Strategic Plan and Annual 

Performance Plan to include its coordination with 
both the State Department and USAID. 

 
 

Recommendations. 
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HUD Unable to Measure or Report on Nearly 
One-Third of its Program Results 

 
Because HUD did not establish baselines, it cannot measure or report on results for 30 
percent (49 of 161) of the indicators in its Annual Performance Plan.  In addition, nine of 
HUD’s indicators lacked a clear goal.  GPRA requires HUD to establish performance goals 
and indicators to provide a basis for measuring results.  Without baselines and clear goals, 
Congress will be unable to measure HUD’s performance.  Since it will be unable to 
measure or report on results for almost a third of its indicators, HUD has not complied 
with GPRA. 
  
 
 

GPRA requires HUD to establish performance goals to 
define the level of performance to be achieved by its 
program activities.  Further, GPRA requires performance 
goals expressed in an objective, quantifiable, and 
measurable form to provide a basis for comparing HUD’s 
actual program results with the established performance 
goal.  In addition, GPRA requires HUD to establish 
performance indicators to be used in measuring its 
programs.  HUD must prepare an Annual Performance 
Report to compare its actual performance to the 
performance goals established in its Annual Performance 
Plan.  Further, GPRA requires an explanation in HUD’s 
Annual Performance Report if it did not achieve a goal.29   

 
Almost one-third (49 of 161) of HUD’s 2001 Annual 
Performance Plan indicators lacked baselines. 30  A baseline 
is a quantified starting point against which actual 
performance and results are compared.  HUD did not 
establish baselines for 33 indicators and said it would 
establish baselines at some future date for 16 others.31  
HUD did not establish baselines for such indicators as: 

 
• Income isolation declines (Indicator 2.2.1). 
• Housing discrimination declines (Indicator 2.1.1). 
• The share of recipients of welfare-to-work vouchers 

who hold jobs at time of annual recertification 
increases (Indicator 3.2.2). 

                                                 
29 OMB Circular A-11, Section 221.4. 
30 Excluding any indicators that apply to Ginnie Mae. 
31 For a complete listing of indicators see Appendix B. 

Criteria. 

Almost one-third of HUD’s 
Annual Performance Plan 
indicators lacked baselines. 
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• The homeownership rate in underserved 
neighborhoods ceases to decline (Indicator 4.2.1). 

• HUD’s data systems are rated highly (Indicator 
5.1.9). 

 
Without a baseline, Congress cannot determine whether 
HUD’s performance for those indicators was good or bad.   

 
For nine indicators, HUD lacked a clear written statement 
of what goal it was attempting to achieve.  For these nine, 
HUD had no clear point of reference to measure 
performance.  For example, HUD’s indicator 5.1.9 was 
“HUD automated data systems are rated highly for 
usefulness, ease of use and reliability.”  This goal and the 
information that accompanied it did not identify how many 
systems HUD operated.  Thus, the reader cannot determine 
whether the plan to assess five systems was a small or large 
achievement.  Further, HUD did not define usefulness, ease 
of use, and reliability or how it would determine if a system 
met the undefined “rated highly” criteria.   

 
In June 1998, GAO reported that 27 percent of HUD’s 93 
performance measures “do not provide quantifiable 
measures that will allow for comparing the actual 
performance in fiscal year 1999 against the projected 
performance.”  GAO also stated that HUD’s plan would be 
more useful if HUD presented sufficient, quantifiable goals 
and indicators that directly relate to program operations.   
 
Although HUD made many improvements to its 2001 
Annual Performance Plan, HUD’s ability to set clear and 
measurable indicators did not improve.  HUD admitted it 
lacked baselines.  Without a starting point from which to 
measure results, Congress will be unable to determine 
whether HUD has or has not met its goals.  Further, HUD 
can say that any performance was good since there are no 
reference points to measure against.  Since HUD cannot 
measure or report on its results, it did not fully comply with 
GPRA.  To prevent further delays in measuring and 
reporting results, HUD should establish a baseline and clear 
goal for every indicator in its Annual Performance Plan.   

 
 
 
 

Nine indicators lacked a 
clear goal. 

GAO cited HUD’s inability 
to define measures in its 
1999 Plan. 
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HUD recognizes the issue as a key priority and agrees with 
the OIG that improvements are necessary.  Further, HUD 
stated it was working to establish a baseline and goal for each 
indicator.  In addition, HUD indicated that it had established 
baselines for 15 of the 49 indicators cited in the draft.  
However, HUD stated that the draft report criticizes HUD’s 
ongoing attempts to develop and refine performance 
measurement tools.  HUD indicated that having a baseline is 
not always practical or desirable for new indicators or 
indicators with long-term measures.  HUD also stated that 
the comparison of the lack of baselines in the 2001 Plan to 
the 1999 Plan was inappropriate because the two plans did 
not include the same number or types of indicators. 
 

 
We applaud HUD’s recognition of the issue and its work to 
establish baselines for those indicators lacking them.  
However, we disagree that this report criticizes HUD’s 
attempts to refine performance measurement tools.  Although 
we agree that it may be difficult to establish a baseline for a 
new indicator, HUD should strive to set a baseline, even if it 
is a temporary or projected one.  Without a baseline, HUD 
will not be able to truly measure the results of what it has 
accomplished under an indicator.  In addition, we disagree 
that the comparison of the 2001 Plan to the 1999 Plan was 
inappropriate.  Although the number and types of indicators 
are different, the comparison shows that the number of 
indicators without baselines had increased from 27 percent in 
1999 to over 30 percent in 2001.   

 
 

We recommend that HUD: 
 
4A. Establish a baseline for each indicator in its Annual 

Performance Plan that lacks one. 
 
4B. Review each indicator’s goal and set clear goals for 

those that are not specific or measurable.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

OIG Evaluation of 
Comments. 

Recommendations. 

HUD Comments. 
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HUD’s Strategic Planning Process Lacked 
Substantive, Ongoing, and Documented 

Consultations 
 
Although HUD met the technical requirements of holding consultations, its strategic 
planning process lacked substantive, ongoing, and documented consultations with 
Congressional, OMB, and stakeholder staff.  GPRA requires HUD to consult with 
Congress, OMB, and stakeholders.  Since HUD held meetings, it believes it met or exceeded 
GPRA’s consultation requirements.  However, HUD’s meetings did not truly fulfill the 
GPRA consultation requirements.  As a result, Congress, OMB, and stakeholders did not 
have significant input throughout HUD’s strategic planning process.  In addition, HUD’s 
Strategic and Annual Plans included programs that Congress did not approve or fund. 
  
 
 

GPRA requires HUD to consult with Congress and solicit 
and consider the views of interested and potentially affected 
parties, called stakeholders.  However, HUD had discretion 
in how it conducted consultations.  HUD was also expected 
to have continuing interaction with OMB over the full 
course of plan preparation to help ensure that its revised 
and updated strategic plan conformed with statutory 
requirements and was consistent with national policy.32  

 
HUD’s Fiscal Year 2000-2006 Strategic Plan touted its 
feedback from customers and stakeholders.  HUD stated it 
solicited comments from all its major constituents.  Further, 
HUD said it met with Congressional staff in October 1999 
and kept them informed of subsequent consultations with 
stakeholders.  Additionally, HUD stated it held 18 meetings 
with stakeholders, covering most sectors of HUD’s 
operations, and sought additional input through concerted 
outreach to constituents.  Finally, HUD made its Strategic 
Plan available on its website and held an all-employee 
broadcast to specifically solicit comments.  However, the 
evidence presented a different picture.   

                                                 
32 OMB Circular A-11, Section 210.12. 

Criteria. 

HUD touted its 
consultations. 
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HUD did not conduct ongoing or substantive Congressional 
consultations.  Further, a significant percent of HUD’s 
Congressional consultations occurred at Congress’ and not 
HUD’s initiation.  In addition, half of HUD’s 
Congressional consultations occurred very late in the 
strategic planning process.  HUD lacked a cohesive listing 
of its meetings with Congress.  Instead, HUD provided a 
jumbled assortment of e-mails, meeting notes, and other 
documents.  These documents and interviews with 
Congressional staff indicated HUD conducted six 
consultations with Congress.   

 
Date of Consultation Held With: 

10-29-99 House Staff Members 
4-7-00 Senate Banking Committee Staff 
5-23-00 Senator Thompson’s Staff 
9-5-00 12 Senators and Representatives 
9-20-00 House Staff Members 
9-26-00 Senate Staff Members 

 
Upon close examination, one of the consultations consisted 
of mailing the 2000-2006 Strategic Plan to 12 Senators and 
Representatives.  Since three of HUD’s consultations 
occurred in the month that the final Strategic Plan had to be 
submitted, their usefulness as a strategic planning tool is 
questionable.  Further, Congress initiated three of the 
physical meetings HUD held.  Congressional staff stated 
that two meetings held with HUD had nothing or very little 
to do with HUD’s Strategic Plan and GPRA.  Since 
Congressional staff responsible for oversight of HUD’s 
Strategic Plan indicated that they had limited or no input, 
HUD did not have significant, ongoing, substantive 
discussions of its Plan with Congress.  
 
HUD’s documentation of its Congressional meetings was 
incomplete and did not meet the standards it set for its 
contractor.  HUD lacked documentation showing attendees, 
topics, and any dissenting or emerging views.  HUD’s poor 
documentation occurred because it did not follow a formal 
consultation plan.  To ensure that HUD holds ongoing, 
substantive, and documented Congressional consultations, 
HUD should adopt and follow a formal consultation plan. 

 

HUD did not conduct 
ongoing or substantive 
Congressional 
consultations. 
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Although HUD appeared to hold consultation meetings 
with OMB, HUD lacked documentation to support the 
discussions it held.  Even though OMB staff stated they did 
not have much to do with HUD’s strategic planning 
process, they had commented on HUD’s Plan.  HUD 
provided two e-mails where OMB provided comments on 
HUD’s Plan.  However, HUD held several more meetings 
with OMB that it did not document.  HUD needs a formal 
process to ensure that it documents the issues and views 
raised by OMB. 

 
Instead of conducting continuing and substantive meetings, 
HUD’s consultations with 14 stakeholders were individual 
events.  In addition, HUD so poorly planned one 
stakeholder meeting that only two members of the National 
Low Income Housing Coalition attended.  Interviewed 
stakeholders stated they had not received any feedback 
from HUD.  Further, one commented that the meeting did 
not provide enough time to cover all of the information 
HUD presented.  HUD’s poor planning and lack of 
feedback support the contention that HUD was not prepared 
to meet the legislative requirements of GPRA.  

 
HUD lacked sufficient and complete documentation of the 
14 stakeholder consultations it held.  HUD failed to 
maintain the following information: 
 

• Participant sign in sheets for six (43%) of the 
meetings. 

• HUD participants for eight (57%) of the meetings. 
• Purpose, agenda, handouts, time, and place for all of 

the meetings. 
• Differences and similarities of opinions for all of the 

meetings. 
• Emergent issues, challenges, and suggestions for ten 

(71%) of the meetings. 
• Follow-up contact for all of the meetings. 

 
HUD had scant information about its consultations because 
it did not establish any policy or standard on what type of 
documentation it should maintain.  In fact, HUD did not 
meet the documentation requirements it set for its own 
contractor.  As a result, even though HUD stated it made 
changes to its current Strategic Plan based on comments it 
received, HUD cannot definitively show how its 

HUD poorly documented its 
consultations with OMB. 

HUD’s stakeholder 
consultations were one-time 
events. 

HUD’s stakeholder 
consultations lacked 
sufficient documentation. 
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consultations affected or contributed to its strategic 
planning.   

 
HUD’s other outreach efforts, such as posting its plan on its 
website, faxing it to various stakeholders, and holding 
broadcasts were ineffective.  These consultation methods 
were mostly presentations and were not interactive.  To be 
effective, HUD’s consultations should be interactive to 
allow it to consider and discuss alternative and emergent 
views. 

 
HUD’s contractor held four better documented and more 
effective regional stakeholders forums.  HUD required its 
contractor to thoroughly document its stakeholder 
consultations, including preparing and documenting: 
 

• A description of the consultation purpose. 
• The date, time, and place of the consultation. 
• A description of the method used to identify and 

select participants. 
• An agenda for the consultation.  
• An outline of the reporting format. 
• A written report that summarized the view of the 

stakeholders, their differences and similarities of 
opinion, and notes on emergent issues, challenges and 
suggestions. 

 
As a result, the contractor held more effective consultations 
and maintained better documentation than HUD.  The 
contractor’s consultations resulted in follow-up and 
feedback, documentation of differences and similarities of 
opinion, discussions of emergent issues and challenges, and 
significant changes to HUD’s Strategic Plan. 

 
Since HUD did not hold ongoing or substantive 
Congressional consultations, its Strategic and Annual 
Performance Plans include several initiatives that Congress 
did not fund.  For example, HUD included the Mississippi 
Delta Initiative in both Plans and the Community Gun 
Safety and Violence Reduction Initiative in its Annual 
Performance Plan.  However, Congress did not fund either 
initiative and, in the case of the Community Gun Safety and 
Violence Reduction Initiative, the House Appropriations 
Committee wrote specific language disallowing the 
program.  If HUD’s consultations with Congress had been 

HUD’s other consultation 
and outreach efforts 
ineffective. 

HUD’s contractor held 
more effective and better 
documented consultations. 

HUD’s approach resulted 
in unapproved programs 
being included in its Plans. 
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substantive and continuous, HUD would have known that 
support did not exist for these initiatives and would not 
have included them its plan.  HUD’s inclusion of these 
initiatives in its Plans gave the impression that the 
initiatives existed and were approved, which could mislead 
the general public.  

 
NAPA evaluated HUD’s GPRA implementation status and, 
in July 1999, found similar problems with HUD’s 
consulting process for its prior Strategic Plan.  NAPA 
stressed that HUD’s strategic planning process should be 
more participatory and consultative.   
 

“Strategic Planning by the department’s top 
leadership should not be just a once-a-year drill to 
comply with a legislative requirement.” 33  

 
NAPA also said that sending documents out for review is 
not the best form of consultation and participation.  NAPA 
stressed that consultations are productive.  Further, NAPA 
commented that consultations with stakeholders are 
important creative sources of new ideas about desired 
outcomes, how things are working, and customer 
satisfaction.  NAPA also reported that constituency groups 
with whom it met were eager to share their insights and 
anxious to have an opportunity to consult directly with 
HUD.34   
 
Even though HUD technically met GPRA’s consultation 
requirements, in truth, its consultations did not fulfill the 
intent of GPRA.  HUD’s meetings were not of an ongoing, 
substantive, and iterative nature.  HUD’s lack of 
documentation made the consultations it did hold less 
meaningful since HUD lacks information on the topics and 
views discussed.  In order for HUD’s Plans to be more 
meaningful and useful documents, HUD needs to meet on 
an ongoing basis with OMB, Congress, and its 
stakeholders.  Further, HUD should, at a minimum, adhere 
to the same documentation standards that it required its 
contractor to meet to ensure that it maintains sufficient 
documentation of consultations. 

 
 
                                                 
33 GPRA in HUD, Changes for the Better, issued by NAPA in July 1999. 
34 ibid. 

Previously, NAPA found 
similar consultation 
problems. 
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HUD agreed it could have:  (1) done more in the area of 
stakeholder consultations; (2) followed a more formal 
planning process; and (3) improved its documentation of 
consultations.  However, HUD disagreed that this rises to the 
level of actionable findings by the OIG.  The Department 
also disagreed that its stakeholder consultation process 
lacked meaningful planning, thought, discussion, and follow-
through.  HUD stressed that OMB guidance states that, “An 
agency’s existing consultation process can be used.”  Further, 
HUD stated it made significant changes to its plan based on 
comments made during consultations and other input.  In 
addition, HUD stated that OIG did not reflect all of the 
documentation that HUD provided nor did OIG request all 
information that HUD possessed.   

 
 

We commend HUD for recognizing that it could do more in 
the areas of planning, conducting, and documenting 
stakeholder consultations.  Yet, based on HUD’s lack of 
documentation and stakeholders’ comments, HUD has not 
provided sufficient information to exclude this issue as a 
finding nor has it shown that its consultation process 
included proper planning, discussion, and follow-through.  
HUD is correct in stating that an agency’s existing 
consultation process can be used.  However, HUD prepared 
a proposed consultation plan and then did not use it.  
HUD’s failure to implement and follow a plan contributed 
to its inability to fully comply with GPRA’s consultation 
requirements.  HUD made some significant changes to its 
Strategic Plan.  Some of the changes were the result of its 
contractor’s work.  For others, HUD could not provide us 
documentation to show that the changes actually resulted 
from its consultation process.  Finally, we carefully 
considered all of the documentation that HUD provided.  
HUD’s argument that OIG did not request all information is 
without merit.  On numerous occasions, both verbally and 
by electronic means, we requested any documentation that 
HUD possessed on its consultations.   

 
 
 
 

HUD Comments. 

OIG Evaluation of 
Comments. 
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We recommend that HUD prepare and follow: 
 
5A. A formal strategic planning process that includes 

ongoing and substantive consultations with Congress, 
OMB, and stakeholders.   

 
5B. A formal documentation plan for its strategic 

planning consultations with Congress, OMB, and 
stakeholders.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendations. 
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In planning and performing our audit, we obtained an understanding of the management 
controls that were relevant to our audit.  Management is responsible for establishing effective 
management controls.  Management controls, in the broadest sense, include the plan of 
organization, methods, and procedures adopted by management to ensure that its goals are 
met.  Management controls include the processes for planning, organizing, directing, and 
controlling program operations.  They include the systems for measuring, reporting, and 
monitoring program performance. 
 
 
 

We determined the following management controls were 
relevant to our audit objectives: 
 

  · Planning/Implementation Process - Activities to plan, 
monitor, and report on GRPA implementation, including 
tracking the progress of strategic planning, consultations, 
and performance planning and reporting.  This also 
includes its process to ensure it meets mandated target 
dates for GPRA. 

 

  · Documentation Process - HUD's process to document 
discussions about and revisions to its plans and to 
document its consultations on its strategic plan.   

 

  · Progress Monitoring Process - HUD's process to monitor 
its progress toward meeting the goals and objectives 
established in its plans. 

 
  We assessed all of the relevant controls identified above. 
 
  It is a significant weakness if management controls do not 

provide reasonable assurance that the process for planning, 
organizing, directing, and controlling program operations 
will meet an organization’s objectives. 

 
  Based on our review, we believe the following items are 

significant weaknesses: 
 

  · HUD lacks a formal system of controls to track, monitor, 
and document its strategic planning and reporting 
processes. 

 

Relevant Management 
Controls. 

Significant Weakness. 
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 · HUD lacks a formal system of controls to plan, conduct, 
and document its consultations. 
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Social Services Provided under HUD Programs 
 

Groups Program Name Eligible Services 
Section 202 Supportive 
Housing for the Elderly 

HUD provides limited funding for these services, but also 
requires them as a condition of funding the projects. 

• Meal service 
• Housekeeping aid 
• Personal assistance 
• Transportation services 
• Health-related services 

Section 811 Supportive 
Housing for Persons with 
Disabilities  

HUD provides capital advances and project rental assistance for 
projects which provide supportive services for very low-income 
persons with disabilities.  

Congregate Housing 
Services 

• Hot Meals 
• Non-medical supervision 
• Wellness programs 
• Preventative health screenings 
• Monitoring of medication 
• Non-medical components of adult daycare 

Elderly and/or 
Disabled 

Multifamily Housing 
Service Coordinators 

Employing/retaining the services of service coordinators.  Funds 
up to 15% of the cost of the following services to residents. 

• Health-related services 
• Mental health services 
• Services for non-medical counseling 
• Meals 
• Transportation 
• Personal care 
• Bathing 
• Toileting 
• Housekeeping 
• Chore assistance 
• Safety 
• Group and socialization activities 
• Assistance with medications 
• Case management 
• Personal emergency response 

Supportive Housing 
Program 
 

• Child care 
• Employment assistance 
• Outpatient health services 
• Case management 
• Help in getting permanent housing 
• Nutritional counseling 
• Security arrangements 

Homeless and/or 
Mentally Ill 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Shelter Plus Care 
 

Grantees must match rental assistance with supportive services 
that are at least equal in value to the amount of HUD’s rental 
assistance. 
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Groups Program Name Eligible Services 
Homeless and/or 
Mentally Ill 

Emergency Shelter Grants 
 

Supportive services concerned with: 
• Employment 
• Health 
• Drug abuse 
• Education 
• Homelessness prevention activities 

Persons with 
HIV/AIDS 
 
 

Housing Opportunities for 
Persons with AIDS 
(HOPWA) 
 
 

• Health 
• Mental health 
• Assessment 
• Permanent housing placement 
• Drug and alcohol abuse treatment and counseling 
• Day care 
• Personal assistance 
• Nutritional services 
• Intensive care when required 
• Assistance in gaining access to local, state, and 

federal government benefits and services 
Family Self-Sufficiency 
Program 
 

• Child care 
• Transportation necessary to receive services 
• Remedial education 
• Education for completion of high school 
• Job training and preparation 
• Substance abuse treatment and counseling 
• Training in homemaking and parenting skills 
• Training in money management 
• Training in household management  

Public Housing Drug 
Elimination Program 
 

Eligible activities include a wide range of measures that combat 
crime and drugs--ranging from basic security activities to 
recreational and educational activities: 

• Training and equipping voluntary tenant patrols as 
one component within a comprehensive set of 
anticrime activities 

• Innovative anti-drug programs 
• Funding nonprofit resident management 

corporations and tenant councils to develop 
security and drug abuse prevention programs. 

• HUD emphasizes comprehensive anticrime 
measures and youth initiatives. 

Moving to Opportunity 
Demonstration Program 

• Housing counseling 

Public Housing 
Residents and/or 
Low-Income 
Families 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Welfare to Work 
 

• Job training and placement 
• Mentoring 
• Counseling 
• Transportation 
• Child care 
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Groups Program Name Eligible Services 
Resident Opportunities 
and Self-Sufficiency 
(ROSS) Program 
 

• Addressing conflicts related to gang violence 
• Training to address racial, ethnic, and other 

diversity 
• Workshops for youth services 
• Training on how residents can start their own 

businesses 
• Creating credit unions 
• Job training 
• Job placement 
• Child care, transportation, and family counseling 
• Personal assistance with daily activities 
• Transporting residents to medical appointments, 

shopping, and other locations 
• Nutritional meals, wellness programs, health 

education, and referrals to community resources 
• Congregate services 
• Physical improvements to provide space for 

supportive services 
Bridges to Work 
 

Provides three types of assistance: 
• Placement into existing, private sector suburban 

jobs 
• Transportation to those suburban jobs 
• Supportive services to help new workers maintain 

their jobs, including: 
- Child care 
- Counseling 
- Crisis intervention 

 A key part of the demonstration is formation of regional 
collaboratives to provide job linkage services. 

Youthbuild 
 

Youthbuild pays for the costs of:  
• Ongoing training, technical assistance, education, 

job training, counseling, employment and 
leadership development services and activities 

• Wages, benefits and need-based stipends for 
participants 

• Entrepreneurial training, drivers' education, 
internships, programs for those with learning 
disabilities 

• In-house staff training 

Public Housing 
Residents and/or 
Low-Income 
Families 

Community Development 
Block Grant 
 

Public Service Activities: 
• Employment 
• Crime prevention 
• Child care 
• Health 
• Drug abuse 
• Education 
• Fair housing counseling 
• Energy conservation 
• Welfare 
• Recreational needs 
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Indicators35 Lacking Baselines 
FY 2001 Annual Performance Plan 

 
No Baseline in Annual 

Performance Plan 
Baseline to be 

Established in 2001 
Baseline to be 

Established in 2002 
1.2.d 1.2.4.5 1.1.7 
1.2.f 1.2.m 4.2.1.3 
1.2.g 1.3.8  
1.2.h 2.2.3  
1.2.o 3.2.d  
1.3.d 3.2.2  
1.3.e 4.1.e  
2.1.3 4.2.f  
2.1.b 4.2.6  
2.1.4 5.1.4  
2.1.f 5.1.f  
2.2.1 5.1.g  
3.1.2 5.1.h  
3.2.6 5.1.j  
3.2.e   
4.1.d   
4.2.1   

4.2.1.7   
4.2.1.9   
4.2.c   
4.3.2   

4.3.2.3   
5.1.1   
5.1.2   
5.1.5   
5.1.6   
5.1.d   
5.1.i   
5.1.k   
5.1.9   

5.1.L.1   
5.1.L.5   
5.2.1   

Totals: 33 14 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
35 Total number of indicators—161. 
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