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SUBJECT: Nationwide Audit of Storefront Operations

We performed a nationwide audit of Storefront Operations to evauate the effectiveness and efficiency
of the operation. The new HUD Storefront Office, one of many changes the Department is making as
part of the 1997 HUD 2020 Management Reform Plan, is intended to serve as a nationd mode of
more responsve government. We wanted to determine the amount and source of funding for storefront
operations and kiosks; and the adequacy of HUD' s policies and procedures relating to staffing, training,
gte sdections, and monitoring and evaluating the storefronts overdl performance in meeting the stated
gods and long-term vison. The audit included reviews in Headquarters, Albuquerque, New Mexico;
Bdtimore, Maryland; Buffado, New York; Reno, Nevada, Sacramento, Cdifornia; and Washington,
DC. The audit found that HUD storefront operations and kiosks were costly, poorly planned, and
lacked measurable benefits. We aso determined that HUD's dtorefront implementation was so
aggressive that HUD did not adequately: establish management controls over storefront operations,
plan or support storefront saffing levels, or establish national HUD goa's for Community Builders.

Within 60 days, please provide us with a status report on each recommendation made in this report.
The status report should include: (1) the corrective action taken; (2) the proposed corrective action and
the date to be completed; or (3) why the action is consdered unnecessary. Also, please furnish us
copies of any correspondence or directives issued because of this audit.

Please write or call me at (202) 501-1330 if you or your staff have any questions.
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Executive Summary

We performed a nationwide audit of HUD’s Storefront Operations to evauate the effectiveness and
efficiency of operations. This audit is part of the Ingpector Generd’s continuing reviews of HUD’s
2020 Management Reform Plan. The audit found problems with <Storefront operations, its
implementation, and itsfinancia impact on HUD' s infrastructure.

HUD heas little if any measurable evidence that the sgnificant expenditures for storefront and kiosk
operations have benefited HUD customers.  While the ultimate beneficiaries of HUD programs are
individudls, nearly adl HUD programs are adminisered through HUD's primary customers or
intermediaries such as Public Housing Authorities, grantees, lenders, or community organizations. In our
opinion, these are HUD’s mogt important customers.  We found little use of storefront facilities and
kiosks by these primary cusomers since Community Builders typicadly met with HUD customers
outsde of the storefront facility. Whileit is good for public relations to make individuas aware of HUD
programs, storefront and kiosk funding could be better spent on improved oversight and monitoring of
HUD's primary customers. The genera public has numerous less costly resources available to them to
learn of HUD programs including HUD' s award winning Internet Ste, which is available a most public
libraries at no cost.

The audit disclosed that HUD opened new storefront offices to serve as nationd modeds for more
responsve government; however, ther impact is minima and overdl benefits cannot be measured.
HUD paid $3.5 million to establish and operate six storefronts and ingal 73 kiosks, will incur an
additiond $4.5 million annudly to support the existing facilities and kiosks, and will spend millions more
in establishing new storefront offices and kiosks nationwide. HUD did not adequatdly plan or justify
storefront Site selections; exceeded budgeted codts to design and congtruct storefront facilities; did not
provide effective cusomer services and monitoring; did not implement adequate marketing and
community outreach grategies; and did not monitor kiosk usage. In addition, HUD’s implementation
drategy was too aggressive, causng HUD management to not provide adequate management controls,
support gaffing levels, and establish nationd goas for Community Builders. Asaresult, HUD has spent
millions of Federd funds and used its limited resources to implement a new outreach and customer
relations initiative, but cannot assure taxpayers that they are recaiving the maximum return for their
investment.

We provided a draft of this report to the Deputy Secretary and other senior HUD management officials
on March 9, 2000. We hdd an exit conference with the Deputy Secretary and other senior officids on
March 14, 2000. HUD provided a written response to the draft report on March 29, 2000. We have
summarized and evauated the responses in the findings and included the complete text of HUD’s
commentsin Appendix C.
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| ntroduction

On June 26, 1997, Secretary Andrew Cuomo released HUD's 2020 Management Reform Plan that
contains Sx maor reforms for redesigning the HUD mission, programs, and organization. One of these
sax reforms, to “replace HUD's top-down bureaucracy with a new customer-friendly structure,”
provided for the creation of HUD Storefronts. Borrowing from the strategy used by many mgor banks
over the past decades to consolidate routine functions into centraized “back officeg’ processing centers
and establish “gtore-front” customer service offices, HUD adopted this modd in an effort to bring HUD
programs closer to the community.

HUD began working with a design firm in late 1997 to create a Sorefront design based on a non-
traditiona government structure. The “store-front” service centers aim to provide hands-on service to
communities, and “back office’” processng centers to consolidate and expedite routine processing and
paperwork. This structure was intended to (1) organize the Department by type of function instead of
by program areas, (2) consolidate operations into processing centers, and (3) place public and grantee
outreach in the communities.

In the new dructure, storefronts are staffed with Community Builders, Community Builder Fellows,
Associate Community Builders, and adminigtrative personnel. The Community Builders are to empower
communities by bringing in technicd expertise and knowledge of finance programs and economic
development. They will be the firgt point of contact for customers and will be the Department’s “front
door” helping customers gain access to the whole range of HUD services. Community Builders (GS-13
to 15) and Associate Community Builders (GS-9 to 12) are hired into career positions, whereas the
Community Builder Fellows are hired for a 2- to 4-year teem.  The hiring and use of Community
Builders was addressed in our Nationwide Community Builder Report 99-FW-177-0002, dated
September 30, 1999. Congress terminated the Community Builder Fellows postions effective
September 1, 2000. Other HUD employees (Public Trust Officers) responsible for monitoring HUD
programs will, in most instances, be located with the storefront but will be considered part of the “back
officg’ operations. Mogt Public Trugt Officers came from within HUD’ s ranks and are to ensure that
Federd funds are used gppropriately and in compliance with laws and regulations.

At the opening of the firsd HUD sorefront office in Washington, DC on May 6, 1998, Secretary
Cuomo dtated “We will be opening HUD Next Door offices [storefronts] around the nation as part of
our effort to do a better job of serving the American people. These new consumer service centers will
trandate the lofty ideds of government reinvention into the down-to-earth redity of improved
performance that can build better futures for Americal s families and America' s communities.”

The gorefronts offer a place to hold community meetings, view satdllite training presentations, obtain
available HUD brochures on a number of programs, or use the HUD Answer Machines to access
HUD’s Internet Homepage. In addition, each storefront has a HUD kiosk located just outsde its doors
to provide information on HUD programs 24 hours a day. Based on the DC Storefront prototype
design, HUD opened five additiona storefronts during FY 1999.
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The five sorefronts are located in:

Albuquerque, NM
Batimore, MD
Buffdo, NY
Reno, NV
Sacramento, CA

To be more responsive to the public, HUD plans to establish storefront operations around the country
during the next few years. The following schemdtic is the DC Storefront floor plan that covers 8,000

suare feet of space. The other locations were modded from the DC Storefront, but on a much smaler
scae.
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The storefront islocated at ground level, much like acommercid store.

The receptionist greets each visitor to the storefront and hel ps guide them to the
appropriate resource.

The kiosk is available 24 hours aday, 7 days aweek.

answver machine The HUD Answer Machine offers extensve maps of individud communities,

homes online, and access to the HUD Homepage.

public reading room Like a HUD library, brochures, reports, and other literature published by HUD

are digplayed on open shelves for customer use.

discussion area Conversation aress are located throughout, including formd training rooms and

intimate gathering places in the reading room.

community builders Office space for the Community Builders ensures that customers can meet in a

training room

comfortable setting while the Community Builders guide them through the
process to homeownership, starting a business, or obtaining HUD funding
opportunities.

Training rooms vary in Sze and are available for public use. A largetraining
room is available for holding seminars and classes on everything from HUD's
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Audit objectives, scope,
and methodoloay

funding programs to community organizing. The smdler rooms can be used for
mestings and amd| gatherings
The overdl audit objective was to evauate the effectiveness and

efficiency of HUD's Storefront Operations. Our specific

objectives were to determine:

The amount and source of funding for the Storefront
operations, including building renovetions, sdaries, trave,
training costs, and kiosks.

How HUD planned and sdected current and future
Storefront locations.

How HUD monitored and evauated storefront operations
performance in relation to origind gods and the long-term
vison.

If HUD used kiosks effectively.

The procedures used to staff the storefronts, including the
adequacy of the training received.

We performed field work at Headquarters and the following six
storefronts from October 1999 through February 2000.

Albuquerque, NM Bdtimore, MD
Buffalo, NY Reno, NV
Sacramento, CA Washington, DC

Our audit procedures included:

Interviewing HUD Headquarters and storefront employees;
Interviewing storefront customers randomly sdected from
the vigitor log (DC Storefront only);

Interviewing randomly sdlected loca government officids
located near dl sx storefront locations,

Analyzing cost and usage reports on the 73 HUD kiosk
machines in operation at the end of FY 1999;

Andyzing the Budness Opeaing Pans (BOP) ad
accomplishments for each of the storefront locations;
Andyzing financid data pertaining to sdaries, traning, and
travel;

Reviewing information petaning to HUD's 2020
Management Reform Plan;

Reviewing complaints involving the ussfulness of kiosks
and

! During the entrance confer ence on October 4, 1999, the Deputy Secretary requested that we incor por ate the
kiosksinto our audit scope sincethisisanother sourcethat HUD usesto reach communities.

00-AO-177-0001

Page 4



I ntroduction

Reviewing documents related to the costs associated with
facility desgn and condruction, lease costs, and annud
recurring costs.

The following table shows the number of Community Builders,
Public Trust Officers, and adminidrative personnd  we
interviewed while conducting our review of the Sx gorefront
locations:

Public
Community Trust
L ocation Builders Officers  Other

Albuquerque, NM 9 1
Bdtimore, MD 5 2
Buffao, NY 10 1
Reno, NV 6 1 1
Sacramento, CA 7 1
Washington, DC 9 8 3
Total 46 9 9

The audit period generdly covered January 1, 1998, through
September 30, 1999 (however, we did include prior period
contracts and codts for the desgn and renovation of the DC
Storefront). We conducted our audit in accordance with
generdly accepted government auditing sandards
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Finding 1

Storefront and Kiosk Operations are Costly,
Poorly Planned, and Lack Measurable Benefits

HUD opened new dorefront offices to serve as nationd models for more responsve government;
however, their impact is minima and overal benefits cannot be measured. HUD paid $8.5 miillior? to
establish and operate Six storefronts and ingtal 73 kiosks; will incur an additiona $4.5 millior? annuelly
to support the exiding fadlities, saff, and kiosks, and plans to spend millions more in establishing
additional new dorefront offices and kiosks nationwide. HUD did not adequatdly plan or judtify
storefront Site selections; exceeded budgeted costs to design and congtruct torefront facilities; did not
provide effective customer sarvices, did not implement adequate marketing and community outreach
drategies, and did not monitor kiosk usage. We attributed these deficiencies to HUD' s lack of well-
defined criteria, policies, procedures, and financia controls over storefront and kiosk operations. Asa
result, HUD has spent millions of Federd funds and used its limited resources to implement a new
outreach and customer relations initiative, but cannot assure taxpayers tha they are receiving the
maximum return for their investment.

In 1997, Secretary Cuomo directed HUD daff and the
agency’s condultants to desgn a new fidd office—the
gorefront—with two criteriain mind: it must be wecoming and
inviting to the public, and it must be cogt efficient. Beyond the
Secretary’ s atement, we did not find and HUD staff could not
provide well-defined criteria, policies, procedures, and
drategies covering dorefront offices judtification, planning,
operations, and customer use and satisfaction.

Storefront initiative lacks
criteria

The codts associated with the six dtorefront operations are
excessve and the benefits derived by the customers are not
measurable. The tota cogt, as of September 30, 1999, for six
storefront facilities and kiosks, and storefront staff was $6.8
million and the annua recurring codts of the six sorefronts and
their kiosks will be a minimum of $3.8 million. The benefits
derived from this* storefront” structure were minimal, a best.

Storefront costs are
excessve

We compiled cost data from avariety of sources, as HUD does
not separate the cost of the storefront operations from its fied
office operations. A summary of the costs were compiled as
follows

2 The $8.5 million consists of $6.8 million associated with storefront costs and $1.7 million for stand alone kiosks.
% The $4.5 million consists of $3.8 million in annual recurring costs for storefronts and $.7 million for stand alone
kiosks.
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Summary of CostsIncurred
May 1998 - September 1999

Fecilities and Kiosks $3,745,029
Sdaries 2,816,675
Training and Trave 247,062
Total $6.808,766

Details of the costs, by storefront, are in Appendix A.

Facilities and Kiosks. Costs include design and construction
and leases for the storefronts, and ingtdlation, maintenance, and
monitoring of the Sx storefront kiosks.

Sdaries. Sday cods include the sdaries of the 43 permanent
employees assgned to the storefronts and a pro-rata share of
the sdaries of the Bdtimore and Buffao fied office staff that
rotate between the field office and the storefront.

Training and Travd. We obtained the training rosters for each
of the training courses held and calculated the training and travel
costs associated with the storefront staff. We aso included any
work-related travel costs of the Community Builders. As part
of the HUD 2020 Management Reform Plan, training programs
were specificaly devdoped for the Community Builders
nationwide. The Community Builders and Community Builder
Fellows attended 2- to 3-week courses at Harvard's School of
Business and 2 weeks of HUD program training provided by
HUD’s Training Academy. The Associate Community Builders
atended 1 to 3 weeks of traning & vaious universties
nationwide, including DePaul and Portland State Universities,
and the Universty of Maryland. On the surface, the training
gppeared to be adequate but many of the Community Builders
fdt they were given “too much, too fast” and could use
additiond HUD program training in order to perform their job
more effectively. The adminidrative saff received a variety of
traning sessons on timekeeping, computer skills and
communications.

Recurring Costs.  In addition to the $6.8 million of costs
incurred through September 30, 1999, the six storefronts will
have additiond annua recurring costs of a minimum of $3.8
million for as long as the Storefronts remain open. This cogt is
based on annua leases, sdaries, and related storefront kiosk
costs.
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We andyzed the supporting documentation for Community
Builder accomplishments, provided to us by the storefront staff
and were aile to didinguish which meetings and training
sessions were held in the storefront facilities. However, often
times the storefront conference and training facilities were used
by HUD fidd office gaff to hold interna meetings. We did not
include these meetings in our usage results. The results showed
that the usage was minimd, at best:

Facility Usage
as of September 30, 1999

Opening Training

Storefront Date Medtings | Sessons
Albuquerque, NM 02/18/99 28 14
Bdtimore, MD 03/29/99 50 1
Buffao, NY 02/01/99 4
Reno, NV 01/25/99 4
Sacramento, CA 03/01/99 4 1
Washington, DC 05/06/98 22 13

As shown in the above chat, the number of meetings and
traning sessons conducted in the dorefronts, with few
exceptions, did not show enough activity to warant the
expenditure of $6.8 million. While the ultimate beneficiaries of
HUD programs are individuds, nearly dl HUD programs are
adminigered through HUD’s primay cusomers or
intermediaries such as Public Housing Authorities, grantees,
lenders, or communities. In our opinion, these are HUD’s most
important cusomers. We found little use of storefront facilities
by these primary cusomers snce Community Builders typicaly
meet with HUD cusomers outsde of the dorefront
environmen.

On February 18, 2000, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Adminigration notified the Principa Staff that the Department
did not receive the requested funding for HUD's infrastructure
(see Appendix B). The memorandum states that the $153
million requested was an increase over lagt year's budget of
$123 million and that this increase was needed to support the
“Departmental priorities, such as Community Builders, new
gorefront offices and kiosks. Through funding decisons made
by the Technology Invesment Board (TIB), funding for the
infrastructure was reduced to $112 million...reduced funding
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has affected the more discretionary areas” This memorandum
cearly shows that HUD must make dgnificant sacrifices to
ensure the continuation of the storefront operations.

T e HUD did not adequately plan or judtify how Storefront Stes
were selected. No cost benefit analyses, needs assessments or
Ste selection strategies were developed to show that storefronts
were needed or that they would attract customers and target
resources to communities in need.

We could not obtain any documentation showing how many
storefronts are planned after FY 2000 but HUD plans to spend
millions of dollars in establishing additiona dorefronts and
kiosks nationwide. Office of Adminidration management
officids dated that Sites were selected based on expiring leases
a current fidd offices or when space became availadle at the
dreet-leve of an exigting fidd office. We obtained a listing of
al locations that had expiring leases in FY's 1998, 1999, and
2000. The 17 locations are asfollows:

HUD Field OfficesWith Expiring L eases

FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000
Albuguerque, NM | Nadhwille, TN Fort Worth, TX
San Juan, PR Cord Gables, FL | Tucson, AZ
Sacramento, CA Buffalo, NY San Diego, CA

Hdena, MT Honolulu, HI

Shreveport, LA Richmond, VA

Birmingham, AL | World Trade Center,
Washington, DC

Reno, NV Cincinnati, OH

Of the 17 locations with expiring leases, only eight have been
sdlected as storefront locations as shown in the following table.
However, the table aso shows that nine locations were sdected
for a sorefront where there were no expiring leases and one
location (Syracuse) has a storefront but no existing field office.
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Finding 1
Opened and Planned Stor efronts
With (X)/Without Expiring L eases

Expiring | Expiring | Expiring
Storefronts L eases L eases Leases
Opened and Planned | FY 1998 | FY 1999 | FY 2000
FY 1998

Washington, DC

FY 1999
Albuquerque, NM X
Bdtimore, MD
Buffdo, NY X
Reno, NV X
Sacramento, CA X
Syracuse, NY*

FY 2000
Atlanta, GA
Casper, WY
Cincinnati, OH X
Grand Rapids, Ml
Helena, MT X
Honolulu, HI X
Jackson, MS
Kansas City, MO
Minnegpolis, MN
Santa Ana, CA®
Tucson, AZ X

The DC Storefront was the first storefront constructed even
though the lease at the field office had not expired. According
to the Office of Adminigration, “the decison to deveop the
pilot storefront in Washington, DC was specificaly made to
enable the Headquarters staff to work closely with the Office of
Adminigration and Management Services, Office of Information
Technology, and the Secretary’s staff during the development
phase of the storefront concept and image proposed for the
office. The Washington, DC location enabled HUD daff to
have immediate contact with GSA representatives, architects
and office planners working on the concept.”

* Syracuse, NY does not have a HUD field office. The Buffalo, NY Storefront is 3 hours away.
® San Diego islessthan 2 hours away and its |ease expiresin FY 2000.
Page 11 00-AO-177-0001



Finding 1

Costs for storefront facilities
exceeded budgeted
expectations

00-AO-177-0001

We dso determined that many of the storefront locations may
not be as customer-friendly in that they may not be readily
accessible to their intended customers. The Sx storefronts are
accessble by public transportation but parking is a problem at
four of the six locations. Since the storefronts provide space for
meetings and training, and dlow customers the opportunity to
access the HUD Answer Machine and use the resource library,
it is important to establish storefronts in locations where ample
parking is avalable. Storefront aff fet that the inaccessibility
or lack of ample parking has hindered vigtors from usng the
dorefront facilities. In addition, the facilities are not dways
visible from the street. The Reno, NV Storefront is located in a
grip mdl off the main street where it cannot be easily seen by
dreet traffic and there is no marquee at the mal that designates
HUD as an occupant.

Bascdly, HUD’s planning drategy was not very effective in
sdlecting storefront locations and if HUD continues to use the
same drategy for future decisons, millions of Federd funds will
be spent without determining if there is a need for Sorefront
facilities nationwide. Until HUD dearly articulates for whom the
sorefronts are designed to serve and the precise types of
activities to be conducted a the dorefronts, they cannot
measure the benefits derived from congtructing the “ store-front
service centers.”

As of September 30, 1999, HUD had paid dmost $3 million to
desgn and condruct sx dorefront facilities. These codts
exceeded budgeted expectations by amost $1 million. HUD
budgeted $464,300 to design and congtruct the prototype
facility in Washington, DC and budgeted $300,000 for each of
the five storefronts opened in FY 1999. However, HUD pad
nearly $800,000 for the DC Storefront (including the costs of
the storefront prototype) and paid an average of $416,565 for
each of the five storefronts ($2,880,053 - $797,230 , 5).
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Albuquerque, NM
Bdtimore, MD
Buffalo, NY
Reno, NV
Sacramento, CA
Washington, DC

Total

Customer sarvice was not

effective

Design and Construction
as of September 30, 1999

Square Desgn and Costs Over
Footage Congruction Budget Budget
3,801 $ 459,676 $ 300,000 $159,676
2,094 449,151 $ 300,000  $149,151
2,205 324,176  $ 300,000 $ 24,176
3,801 341,926 $ 300,000 $ 41,926
4,310 507,894 $ 300,000 $207,894
8,000 797,230 $ 464,300 $332,930

$2.880,053 $1.964,.300 $915.753

During 1997, HUD began working with Gender, a GSA-
gpproved design and architectura firm, at least 3 months before
GSA became aware of Gender's involvement. GSA dteff
responsible for the storefront-related contracts was unaware of
any cost limitations or budgets established for Gender regarding
gorefront design and condruction costs. They sated that
“HUD had a very 'carefree attitude about managing costs
associated  with  Gender. Whenever cods exceeded
Reimbursable Work Authorizations, GSA requested additiona
funds and the HUD Office of Adminidration dways approved
therequests” GSA daff sated that it took alot of thelr timeto
andyze Gender’s hills to weed out the undlowable cogts, such
as the cogt of first class hotd rooms. Gender was dropped
from GSA’s list of gpproved contractors in FY 1998. GSA
sought and found a GSA-approved contractor, Design
Management Associates (DMA), who subcontracted with
Gender to continue with HUD’s dorefront desgn and
congtruction work. However, because the billing process has
become difficult for DMA to manage, DMA plans to cancd its
contract with HUD after completing the current ongoing
storefront construction projects.

Customer service provided by the storefront staff was not very
effective. None of the storefronts had procedures in place to
evauate cusomer satisfaction and obtain customer feedback.
Using loca government and community contact lists provided
by the sorefront Community Builders, we randomly phoned
some of their contacts to inquire about customer satisfaction.
The limited responses we received, for the most part, supports
the fact that some of HUD' s customers were either unaware of

Page 13 00-AO-177-0001



Finding 1

00-AO-177-0001

the storefront or were not aways satisfied with the services they
received:

The Vice Presdent of the Frederick County Branch of the
NAACP said she requested assstance from a Community
Builder to provide the participants of a workshop information
on how to open a day care center. She dtated, “1 was very
displeased with the service provided by the Community
Builders. Prior to the workshop the Community Builder
was informed of the purpose of the workshop, which was
to educate minorities on how to open a day care center.
However, at the workshop, the Community Builder
mentioned nothing about day care. Many of the
participants in the workshop were very upset and most of
them left in the middle of the workshop. Therefore, our
goal for the workshop was not accomplished.”

The Executive Director for Albuquerque's Housng Services
Department dtated, “My assessment of the services
provided by the Storefront/Community Builders is an
excellent one. They are hepful and provide us with
resourcesthat are essential to our programs.”

The Community Development Coordinator for the Universty of
Reno  dated, “Our relationship with the
Storefront/Community Builder is not a good reationship.
We worked with them in rédation to the Community
Outreach Partnership Centr (COPC) grant. The
Community Builder did not do much to assig us, in fact
they mainly interfered with the progress the proposal had
made. The Community Builder brought people onto the
project who did not know anything about COPC grants.
As a resault, we had to drop the entire grant project
because it was going nowhere.”

The Director, Prince William County Office of Housng and
Community Devedlopment dated, “The Storefront
Community Builders are unimpressve. They are not
needed and our organization has not gained any benefit
from them.”

The Executive Director of Prince George's County Department
of Housng and Community Development dated, “The
Storefront/Community Builders have been hepful,
although we may not have accomplished everything we
wanted. It is also difficult for me to say if having the
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Storefront/Community  Builders is  beneficial to
organizations because the Stor efront/Community Builder
was here before | became Executive Director.”

During our interviews with the storefront staff, many admitted
that they had few customers vidting the sorefront.  For
example, one Community Builder a the Reno, NV Storefront
said that they averaged about 20 customers a week, a
ggnificant increase from the old office in which they had 10
customers in 6 months.  The Reno Storefront did not maintain
customer logs because they wanted to have a non-invasive
environment that was friendly and open to the public. Another
Community Builder a the Albuquerque, NM Storefront said he
has only spoken with 10 to 15 vidtors since the storefront
opened 10 months ago.

We found that only three of the Sx storefronts maintained visitor
logs and only one of the three (Washington, DC) had vigitor
logs with customer phone numbers. The Staff a one storefront
dated that they did not use vigtor logs because of the negative
comments received from customers. Using the vistor logs for
the DC Storefront, we determined that the Storefront staff
asssted about 20 vidtors a day. We randomly selected and
attempted to call 100 customers but were successful in reaching
and asking questions of only 18. We asked questions related to
the satifaction of the information and services provided by the
gorefront staff. We found that 25 percent of those interviewed
were not satisfied with the storefront responses to ther requests
for information and 85 percent sad that they obtained
information from the HUD answer machines or were provided
HUD brochures and did not need to speak with a Community
Builder.

We ds0 reviewed the vistor logs for the Buffdo, NY
Storefront and determined that on average, they asssted about
seven vistors aweek. The low number of vistors or users of
the storefront facilities may be a reason visitor logs are not
maintaned in dl locaions. However, the Buffdo, NY
Storefront was the only storefront that implemented a phone log
and planned to begin following up with customers to make sure
that they are completdy satisfied with the information they
receved. This follow-up process will be an effective way of
determining whether dtorefront services are adequate and
should be used by dl storefronts.
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Marketing and community outreach efforts were not adequate
because, other than press releases and a color brochure created
soley for the grand opening of the DC Storefront, HUD has not
planned or implemented any marketing strategies for the other
dorefronts. Also, during the initid concept design phase of the
DC Storefront, the catchy phrase “HUD Next Door” was
developed to market the dorefronts. Employees a one
gorefront informed us thet vidtors were literdly interpreting this
phrase to mean that HUD wasin the building next door.

Marketing was hampered because funds were not specificaly
dlocated to the storefronts.  Instead, the six storefronts fall
under the budget of the gpplicable HUD field offices which have
not been provided funds for maketing or outreach.
Consequently, printing requests from the storefront staff have
been denied. Some of the storefront staff stated that they have
often paid for supplies, equipment, printing, and receptions from
their own persond funds.

Four of the six storefronts we reviewed have now been open
for a least a year, but have not had an officia grand opening or
issued a press release. Some Senior Community Builders were
told the grand opening ceremonies must be attended by an
Assgant Deputy Secretary or higher HUD officia before the
gtorefront can be considered “officialy” open. Grand openings
were planned for these locations but were canceled.
Subsequent to these cancellations, the Assstant Secretary for
Housing held a grand opening for the newly opened Syracuse,
NY Storefront on December 15, 1999. Interestingly, the
Buffado, NY Storefront (located less than 3 hours away from
Syracuse) opened February 1, 1999 but has not had its

“offica” opening.

One Senior Community Builder was indructed by the
Adminigrative Service Center to not market the storefront to
the public or provide any community outreach until after the
officid grand opening and since tha has not occurred, the
amount of customer services he can provide has been severdy
limited.

Without brochures, or other types of mass media products such
as press rdeases, many of the potentid customers the
gtorefronts were intended to reach will not know that services
are avalable in these “ customer-friendly” locations.
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Kiosk usage not monitored
adequatelv

Another readily available tool that HUD could use to measure
the amount of customer services it providesisthe use of kiosks.
As of September 30, 1999, HUD had spent in excess of $1.7
million to ingdl, mantain, and monitor an additiond 67 stand
adone kiosks. HUD contracted with North Communications to
monitor and develop usage reports for the kiosks. However,
HUD did not monitor or measure customer usage because the
kiosk reports were inaccurate.

The stand alone kiosks are located in shopping mdls, libraries,
trangportation centers, Federa buildings, city hdls, and grocery
gores. The kiosks are cgpable of providing information on a
limited number of HUD programs 24 hours a day and the
information is talored to the communities where they ae
located. However, the information available on the kiosk is not
as extensve as the information that can be obtained by
accessng the HUD Homepage on the Internet.  Internet
sarvices are avalable a most public libraries a no cos. The
cost of the 67 stand alone kiosks was $1,748,449. Annua
recurring codsts for the 67 stand done kiosks will be about
$743,688 which includes cogts for maintenance and monitoring.
The following map shows the states that had kiosk machines as
of September 30, 1999, and includes the six storefront kiosks.
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73 HUD KIOSKS

In order to determine the usefulness of both the 67 stand done

and 6 storefront kiosks, we evauated the kiosk usage reports

for the 3-month period beginning in July 1999. The usage

reports showed:

Usage Report Analysis
Average Average
Number of Stand Daly Number of Daly Users

Month Alone Kiosks Users Storefront Kiosks
duly 54 193 6 204
August 56 73 6 73
September 64* 9 6 5

*Three of the 67 stand aone kiosks were not included in the usage calculation since
no usage data was available.

00-AO-177-0001

We compared the usage for stand alone and storefront kiosks
and found that the usage reports showed smilar numbers of
average daily users for both the storefront kiosks and the stand
done kiosks We dso determined that the amount of the
decrease from month to month was questionable. The Office of
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Conclusion

HUD Comments

Departmental Operations and Coordination stated that during
periods of inactivity, the kiosks play public service
announcements and when these announcements play, they get
counted as a kiosk user even though nobody is actualy usng
the kiosk. This may account for why smilar numbers of users
were shown for the storefront and the stand alone kiosks. In
addition, the number of reported users continued to drop
because the contractor was working to correct the statistics.
However, a cursory review of usage for the month of January
2000 for the ax storefronts showed that the average number of
userswas 117 aday. Thiswould mean that if each user wason
the machine for about 10 minutes each, the kiosk would have to
be in operation 19 of every 24 hours and that is not reasonable.
When we brought this to the attention of the person responsible
for monitoring the kiosks, he said that if the numbers are high
again, they mugt be having problems with the kiosk datistics
provided by the contractor. It was evident to us that no one
was monitoring these gatistics on aroutine basis.

We could not determine the cost effectiveness of the kiosks
snce the information available on customer usage is unrdiable.
The person responsible for monitoring the kiosks does not use
the kiosk usage report but relies on a report that tells him how
many times a kiosk screen has been “hit” for each location or a
report that tells how many pages of information were printed.
The HUDWEB Kiosk Statistics report states:  “The Kiosk
Usage Summary redly only has one useful number — the number
of pages printed. The other numbers aren't reiable and
shouldn’t be used.” None of these reports accurately report
actud users. When we asked why HUD was paying a
contractor for bad information, we were told “it was better than
nothing.”

As areault of our review, we concluded that HUD has spent
millions of Federd funds and used its limited resources to
implement a new outreach and customer relations initiative, but
cannot assure taxpayers that they are recelving the maximum
return for their investmen.

The Deputy Secretary disagreed with the finding and was
nonrespongve to the individua recommendations. We included
Page 19 00-AO-177-0001
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HUD’s entire response in Appendix C. A synopsis of the
Deputy Secretary’ s response follows:

The Deputy Secretary stated the OIG was provided with
documents explaining the criteria, policies, and procedures
relied upon in planning and ddivering the sorefronts.  Among
the documents provided as criteria were a point paper
discussing the benefits of the storefronts, a concept paper on
the proposed daffing, furnishings, space, and locations of the
storefronts, and HUD’ s daily newdetter dated May 7, 1998.

The Deputy Secretary took exception to including the sdary
and training cods of the Community Builders and saff who
manage the storefronts in determining the total cost of storefront
operations. Sdaries and training are codts that HUD would
incur if there were no storefronts. He further stated the actua
costs directly attributable to the DC Storefront are $494,100,
not the $797,230 the OIG reported. As support for the
$494,100, he included a schedule showing the DC Storefront
costs as $464,300 and the design costs as $233,000.

As judtification for the storefront Ste selections, the Deputy
Secretary indicated that in addition to the criteria in the report,
needs of the community were dso consdered.

The Deputy Secretary concurred that standardized methods for
determining customer use and satisfaction are dedrable
however, he disagreed that no efforts are being made by
gorefront staff to measure customer satisfaction. His inquiry of
dorefronts found that “customer surveys are being performed
and customer satisfaction is quite high.”

The Deputy Secretary disagreed that marketing and outreach
efforts are inadequate and that additional money is needed for
this effot.  In his opinion, this would conflict with
recommendations the OIG made in the Community Builder
audit regarding public relations and outreach.

Lagly, the Deputy Secretary believes the “kiosks provide
vauable sarvice to the custome” and they are adequatdy
monitored. He believes the kiosks can be used to address
immediate needs as well as provide resources in times of criss
and one does not need to have prior computer knowledge to
successfully use a kiosk. He aso took exception to the OIG
datement that “Internet services are available at most public
libraries a no cost” because the OIG did not conduct a review
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OIG Evauation of
HUD Comments

to determine whether public libraries are located near HUD
kiosks, and did not consider that library cards are required to
use library resources and kiosks are more customer-friendly.

None of the documents provided by HUD established sound
criteria for storefront operations. Criteria are the standards,
rules, or tests upon which a judgment or decison about a
program can be based. Criteria include laws, regulations,
policies, and procedures to name afew. HUD’s documents did
not identify the standards or measurements used to determine if
the storefront operations are meeting expectations.

HUD developed the DC Storefront prototype to be used as a
model for desgning future dorefront offices.  Since HUD
incurred codts for developing the prototype as well as design
and congtruction cogts for the DC Storefront, the costs were
expended in establishing the DC Storefront.  Also, since the
space layout for each of the subsequent Storefronts was
different and with sgnificantly less square footage than the DC
Storefront, additionad desgn costs were incurred for each
subsequent storefront Site.

The Deputy Secretary provided the sorefront preliminary
proposa that identifies a minimum of sSx employees for each
dorefront.  These six employees are made up of Community
Builders. We included the sdaries and training costs because
our objective was to evauate the total cods of operating the
storefronts.

The Deputy Secretary identifies examples of the community
need assessments used to determine storefront locations. One
example points out the two dorefronts in the Mid-Atlantic
Didtrict, DC and Bdtimore, represent two communities with the
highest crime rates in the country. Thereis no mention of how a
high crime rate in these cities equates to the need for a
dorefront to assst customers.  Furthermore, we were not
provided copies of these needs assessments.

The Deputy Secretary disagreed with the budgetary figures
included in the audit report, but the budgetary cost data
included in their comments a Attachment A, reflects the same
figures used in our audit report.

The OIG did not date that no efforts are being made to
measure customer satisfaction, we stated that storefronts did

not have any procedures in place to measure customer
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satisfaction and obtain customer feedback during the period of
our review.

When we spesk of marketing and outreach in reation to the
gorefront operations, we are referring to the fact that if the
gorefronts have not held an officia grand opening and cannot
advertise the services they can provide, they cannot provide
effective service to the cusomer and community where they are
located.

It was not necessary for the OIG to conduct a review to
determine whether public libraries are located near HUD
kioks. The point we were making is that the HUDWEDB,
accesed through the Internet, has sgnificantly more information
than a HUD kiosk screen can provide and can be easly
accessed at any public library free of charge.

Recommendations We recommend that HUD:

1A. Dday plans for congructing future sorefront
facilities until the Department can demondrate the need
for the gstorefronts and develop well-defined criteria,
policies, and procedures and financid controls for
storefront operations.

1B.  Devedop acog-effective planning strategy for storefront
locations that identifies an equitable didribution of
gorefronts nationwide based on the needs of the
communities.

1C.  Locate orefront Stes in high traffic, publicly accessble
aress.

1D.  Open dorefronts only in locations where HUD has an
exiding fidd office

1E. Deveop dandardized methods for determining
customer use and evaluating customer satisfaction.

1F.  Provide adequate funding for marketing and community
outreach.

1G. Provide more extensve HUD program training to
the Community Builders.
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1H. Monitor kiosk use and judtify the need for the
kiosks a ther current locations. Do not ingdl any
future kiosks until the existing machines are judtified.
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(THISPAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY)
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Finding 2

Storefront |mplementation Was Too Aggressive

HUD’s implementation of its 2020 Management Reform Plan was s0 aggressive that HUD did not
adequately:

- Edtablish Management controls over storefront operations;
Pan or support storefront saffing leves, and
- Plan or establish nationd HUD gods for Community Builders.

Consequently, the Secretary’s vison of cregting uniform standards for measuring performance to
increase productivity and accountability, and refining Depatment gods through feedback from
customers has not been redlized.

HUD 2020 Management Reform Plan

Secretary Cuomo'svison

The HUD 2020 Management Reform Plan of 1997 has sx
mgor reforms and Sorefront operations are the result of
implementing the gxth reform, “Replace HUD's top-down
bureaucracy with a new customer-friendly structure” Like
maor banks, HUD’s plan was to adopt the concept of a
“back-office’ processng center and establish “store-front”
customer offices closer to their markets. Using this plan, HUD
would implement a smilar mode across the country over the
next 4 years.

HUD’s management reform plan places a new emphass on
results. It crestes new internd and externd benchmarks, as
wel as uniform dandards for measuring performance to
increase productivity and accountability across program lines.
The plan dso links its gpproach to the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993 and requires
each agency to identify specific measures of its performance,
results it will achieve, and timdinesfor doing so. Approximately
20 percent of HUD’s mgjor gods and objectives will be based
on straightforward outcome-oriented performance results.

The gixth reform dso oesks of establishing a new planning
drategy that crestes a loop in which Department gods are
condantly refined by feedback from customers.  The
Secretary’s Representatives and Community Builders will be
responsible for establishing an effective partnership and working
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GPRA
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controls
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relationship with cusomers as management plans ae
implemented.

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 states
that “the Congress finds that Federd managers are serioudy
disadvantaged in their efforts to improve program efficiency and
effectiveness, because of insufficient articulation of program
gods and inadequate information on program performance.”
One of the purposes of the Act isto “improve effectiveness and
public accountability by promoting a new focus on results,
sarvice qudity, and customer satifaction.” The performance
plans section of the Act dates that “performance plans shal
have performance gods expressed in an objective, quantifiable
and measurable form and provide a basis for comparing actua
program results with the established performance gods.”

Although the Office of Adminigration was responshble for
planning and developing a dSrategy for carrying out HUD's
2020 Management Reform Plan, respongbility for the day-to-
day operations of the dorefronts belongs to the Senior
Community Builders at the applicable field offices who report to
a Secretary Representative.  Based on the organizationd
gructure, the Office of Fidd Policy and Management ultimately
has overdl responshility for storefront operations (see the
following organization chart). However, it became quite evident
during our audit that even HUD senior management often had
difficulty determining who actudly had control of or
reponghbility for implementing various ssgments of the
storefront operations.

Page 26



Finding 2

Andrew Cuomo
Secretary

Saul N. Ramirez
Deputy Secretary

Joseph Smith Mary E. Madden Frank L. Davis
General Deputy Assistant Deputy Assistant Secretary for Director, Office of Departmental
Secretary for Administration Field Policy and Management Operations and Coordination
(Responsible for Reform (Responsible for Storefront Operations) (Responsible for BOP-PAS)

Secretary Representatives (10)

Senior Community Builders/
State/Area Coordinators

Storefront Operations| | Back Office Operations|

Asmentioned in Finding 1, HUD, specificdly the Office of Fidd
Policy and Management, had not established policies and
procedures for the overdl operations of the storefront. In
addition, Storefront operations were not provided sufficient
oversght and performance standards did not adequately define
the duties and responsibilities relative to grade levels.

Senior Community Builders are the direct link between the
gorefronts and the fidd offices. They have the dud role of
managing the dorefront operations as wel as being the
State/Area Coordinator responsible for the fidd office dteff.
Prior to the implementation of the Sorefronts, State/area
coordinators for three of the dorefront locations were
responsible for providing management and oversight to over 80
fidd office employees. ~ With the additiond sorefront
responghilities, this dud role has sometimes made it difficult to
provide oversght to both activities: One Senior Community
Builder admitted that the Storefront and field office affs were
not being supervised adequatdly. During interviews with two
other Senior Community Builders, they dso dluded to the
difficulty of supervising both functions.

Although each Senior Community Builder reports directly to
one of the 10 HUD Secretary Representatives, the Secretary
Representatives were not directly involved with gorefront
operations. During an interview with the Secretary
Representative in the Philadelphia Office, she sated that she
only received information regarding the DC Storefront when
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Storefront Saffing levels not

there was a problem. She dso dtated that she received the
monthly input for the BOP-PAS via emall a the same time it
was sent to the Headquarters Office of Departmenta
Operations and Coordination for Departmenta consolidation.
This dealy shows the lack of involvement and oversght
provided to the storefront staff from upper management.

Peformance dandards for the Community Builder and
Community Builder Fellows did not differentiate between grade
levels. We found that the Community Builder Flow GS-13
had the same performance standards and responsibilities as a
Community Builder Felow GS-15 who should have had an
increese in respongbilities. At one location, the GS9
Asocigte Community Builder had the same performance
dandards as the GS-13 Community Builders. The OPM
pogition classfication standards clearly state that grade levels
ae edablished based on the range of difficulty and
responghbility and the level of qudification requirements of
positionsincluded in the Genera Schedule.

HUD could not provide support for the number of Community
Builders and adminidrative &ff hired to perform the customer

EIETMELET S gpEiies sarvice functions in the gtorefronts.  We found that the daff
dructure, Size, and compogition of each storefront varied as
shown in the following chart:

Storefront Staffing Levels
as of September 30, 1999
Community Public Associate
Builder Community  Trugt Community  Other
Fellows Builders Officers Builders Staff Total
L ocation GS13-15 GS13-15 GS12-13 GS912 GS1-7 Saff
Albuquerque, NM 2 3 1 1 7
Bdtimore, MD** 1 1 2 4
Buffao, NY** 3 1 4
Reno, NV 2 1 3 1 7
Sacramento, CA 4 2 1 1 8
Washington, DC 3 4 2 3 1 13
Total 12 12 2 12 7 43

**These storefronts rotated staff from local Field Offices.

00-AO-177-0001
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The Office of Field Policy and Management provided us a copy
of the dlocation process for the Community Builder merit
gaffing for FY 2000 and told us this was what was used to
determine gaffing levels for the storefronts during FY's 1998
and 1999. However, we were directed to the Office of Policy
Development and Research (PD&R) for an explanation of how
the formula was applied to establish the gaffing levels for FY's
1998 and 1999. As it turned out, the plan was for FY 2000
and was the first one that had been developed for Community
Builders. Nonetheless, we reviewed the FY 2000 alocation
process to see what factors were used that may have aso been
considered in earlier years. Some of those factors included (1)
totad asssed housng rentd units, (2) average Community
Panning and Development formula funding; and (3) average
dollar amount of FHA single family insurance. None of these
factors represents the workload of the Community Builders
described to us during the audit; therefore we could not apply
these factors in determining the adequacy of the staffing levels at
the storefronts.

HUD's lack of gaff planning was best demondtrated by the
daffing of the Syracuse, NY Storefront.® HUD opened this
location with only two Community Builder Felows We
consder the gtaffing of this location to be poor planning because
Community Builder Fellows are new to HUD, do not have
expertisein HUD programs, and have 2-year appointments that
will expire on September 1, 2000. HUD & so recognized that
this staffing level was inadequate and arranged to borrow staff
from the Albany and Buffdo, NY Fied Offices and the Buffao,
NY Storefront because there was no existing HUD office in
Syracuse, NY to borrow from. This arrangement not only
increased travel codts but created a shift in workload to cover
the shortages in those offices. Bascaly, HUD’s decison to
open a gorefront in Syracuse was contrary to available ste
sdection guidance in that there was no expiring lease and no
exiging fidd office with space on thefirg leve.

The gods established for Community Buildersin FY 1999 were

National Community Builder not adequate and were addressed in our Nationwide
goals were not adequate Community Builder Report, 99-FW-177-0002, dated

® The Syracuse, NY Storefront opened in September 1999 but had its grand (official) opening in December 1999. We
include Syracuse here because of itsimpact on the Buffalo, NY Storefront.
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September 30, 1999. We include a discussion of the gods

here because the three Community Builder goas for FY 2000

will measure activities, not outcomes, and will not measure a
laage pat of the Community Buildes duties and

responghilities. The three gods relate to increasing the number

of local and regiond partnerships, enhancing the capecity of

local partnerships, and developing a schedule to reflect a series
of on-gte consultations. As required by GPRA, Community
Builder gods should be expressed in an objective, quantifiable

and measurable form and provide a basis for comparing actua

program results with the established performance godls.

The FY 1999 accomplishments presented in the Business
Operating Plan-Performance Andyss Syslem (BOP-PAS) for
the Sx dorefront activities relied on informa procedures for
determining what activities Community Builders accomplished.
Mog of the input resulted from informa discussons, meetings,
or dectronic messages. Therefore, we could not validate these
datisics. We undergand that HUD s piloting a new system,
Community Builder Information (CoBl), to capture the work
plans and accomplishments of the Community Builders.
However, in order for this system to be ussful, the Community
Builders must have adequate goas to work towards.

HUD’s 2020 Management Reform Plan dates that HUD will
rely on cusomersto guide HUD’ s direction and will refine goals
based on customer feedback. We recognize that HUD took
some action, after the start of our review, to initiate customer
survey forms in October 1999, but not al storefronts are using
the surveys.  Some Community Builders do not consder the
surveys to be an accurate assessment of the dorefronts
outcomes. We do not believe the surveys will be an impartia
assessment of performance if the surveys are not sent to a third
party for review and customers are not required to complete
them.

We concluded that the Secretary’s vison, of creating uniform
sandards for measuring performance to increase productivity
and accountability, and refining Department gods through
feedback from customers, as sated in the HUD 2020
Management Reform Plan, has not been redized.
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HUD Comments

OIG Evauation of
HUD Comments

The Deputy Secretary disagreed with the finding and was
nonresponsve to the individua recommendations, but he did
date that the “four very genera recommendations associated
with this finding are indeed laudable” We included HUD’s
entire response in Appendix C. A synopsis of the Deputy
Secretary’ s response follows:

The Deputy Secretary stated that management controls over
storefronts were adequate and that very specific planning tools,
seiting directions and priorities, are enumerated in the FY 2000
BOP and other Qudity Management Initiatives. The FY 2000
BOP is purposefully designed to alow locd offices to determine
those specific activities that will best meet the needs of ther
communities in the context of Department’s gods; therefore, to
date that sorefront activities relied on informal procedures for
determining what activities Community Builders accomplished is
at best uninformed.

The Deputy Secretary claimed that variations in storefront staff
gze indicates that staff planning did teke place. He dso sated
that snce no higtorica experience exised, the FY 2000
Community Builder merit affing plan was used as a guide to
dlocate Community Builders and that the factors used in
adlocating the Community Builder Saff is gppropriate.

Finadly, the Deputy Secretary took exception to the OIG
including a discussion of the gods since this had been addressed
inaprior audit. However, he stated that the FY 1999 BOP did
contain nationwide goals to establish storefronts and kiosks and
that HUD indeed did track the progress against these goals.

Regarding Community Builders accomplishments, we were not
provided any forma documentation such as a consolidated
report of accomplishments that we could link back to the actua
BOP-PAS reports for FY 1999. Instead, we were given
copies of informd discussons, eectronic mail, and persond
caendars which were usudly incomplete, to support activities
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conducted by dorefront staff. We acknowledged that the
COBI system, once implemented, should assigt in resolving this
problem. However, procedures are needed to ensure that
adequate documentation is maintained to support COBI.

We acknowledged that the Depatment currently has an
dlocation process for Community Builders. However, as the
finding states, that process was not used as the bass for
determining the Community Builder saffing levels for FY's 1998
or 1999. Furthermore, based on our analysis of the storefront
activities, none of the factors used in the current alocation
process are directly or indirectly related to any of the activities
conducted by the storefronts.

The FY 1999 gods to edtablish dorefronts and kiosks
mentioned by the Deputy Secretary in his comments had
nothing to do with the Community Builder gods we discuss in
the report. Additionaly, we reviewed the FY 1999 BOP to
determine what god's the Deputy Secretary was referring to and
could not find any gods for dorefront and kiosk
implementation.

We recommend that HUD:

2A. Egablish management controls and  provide
adequate oversight to storefront operations.

2B. Deveop peformance dsandards that clearly define
employee duties and responsihilities applicable to their
respective grade levels.

2C.  Determine gorefront saffing levels by assessng the
gorefronts role and responsihilities, documenting the
assessment, and assuring that storefronts have adequate
staff before they are opened.

2D.  Edablish outcome-oriented nationd Community Builder
godsthat are objective, quantifiable, and measurable
agang program results.
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Management Controls

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 goas 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.

Rdevant management
controls

Sgnificant weaknesses

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

Judtifying the cost of storefront operations and kiosks,
Planning and sdecting storefront and kiosk sSites,

Messuring storefront and kiosk operations and reporting
results;

Supervising storefront operations, and

Egtablishing nationa goas for Community Builders.

It is a Sgnificant weekness if management controls do not give
reasonable assurance that resource use is consstent with laws,
regulations, and palicies; that resources are safeguarded against
waste, loss, and misuse; and that reliable data is obtained,
maintained, and farly disclosed in reports.  Our review
indicated that HUD had significant wesknesses in judiifying the
cost of storefronts and kiosks, planning and selecting storefront
and kiosk stes, measuring and reporting results of operations,
and supervisng and edtablishing gods for the Community
Builders.

As discussed in Finding 1, HUD spent over $38.5 miillion to
esablish sx dorefronts and ingtal 73 kiosks and did not
adequatdly judtify the need for the facilities or the plans for the
dte sdlections. There were no established criteria, policies or
procedures for storefront operations. In addition, HUD could
not measure customer service or satisfaction and kiosk usage
was not monitored or reported accurately.

As discussed in Finding 2, HUD did not establish adequate
management controls over storefront operations and did not
plan or support storefront saffing levels. Further, HUD did not
edablish nationd gods for Community Builders that will
measure outcomes.
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These weaknesses are more fully described in the findings
section of this report.
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Appendix A

Summary of Storefront Costs

Design and Construction, Lease and Kiosk Costs
as of September 30, 1999

Design and Annual
Condruction L eases Kiosks Total Cost
Albuquerque, NM $ 459,676 $ 51,334 $ 54,423 $ 565,433
Bdtimore, MD 449,151 32,464 53,785 535,400
Buffdo, NY 324,176 34,970 20,082 379,228
Reno, NV 341,926 55,419 54,337 451,682
Sacramento, CA 507,894 94,785 54,381 657,060
Washington, DC 797,230 302,225 56,771 1,156,226
Total $2,880,053 $571,197 $293,779 $3,745,029
Salary Costs
May 1998 thr ough September 30, 1999
Opening Permanent  Rotational Total
Date Staff Staff Salaries
Albuguerque, NM 02/18/99 $ 337,565 $ 337,565
Batimore, MD 03/29/99 87,037 $ 47,370 134,407
Buffao, NY 02/01/99 148,122 53,736 201,858
Reno, NV 01/25/99 359,947 359,947
Sacramento, CA 03/01/99 352,899 352,899
Washington, DC 05/06/98 1,429,999 1,429,999
Total $2,715569 $101.106 $2,816,675 *

* Salariesinclude employee benefits
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Training and Trave Costs
as of September 30, 1999

Training Trave Total Costs

Albuguerque, NM $20,748 $ 10,661 $ 31,409
Bdtimore, MD 40,266 19,423 59,689
Buffdo, NY 37,047 9,896 46,943
Reno, NV 19,105 5,838 24,943
Sacramento, CA 33,459 11,195 44,654
Washington, DC 36,299 3,125 39,424
Total $186,924 $60,138 $247,062
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Memorandum dated February 18, 2000

R SNeTRTa,

-.' U.S. DEPARTMENT QF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
< ¥ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410-3000
b Sntod
o February 18, 2000

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR ADMINMISTRATION

MEMORANDUM FOR: Principal Staff
FROM: eﬁ‘émiﬁ; General Deputy Assistant Secretary for Administration, AA
SUBJECT: Departmental Infrastructure

The Office of Administration has received numeraus inquiries and complaints on the cuts in services
which have been funded through the Department’s infrastructure budget. The cuts have been severe
and a source of frustration for all of the offices in the Department.

For Fiscal Year 2000, we had requested funding of $153 million for the infrastructure. This increase
over last year’s budget of $123 million was due to additional support for the Departmental priorities,
such as Community Builders, new storefront offices and kiosks. Through funding decisions made
by the Technology Investment Board (TIB), fundiig for the infrastructure was reduced to $112
million. All of the program offices were encouraged to participate in the working group which
supported the TIB; most chosc to be active in this open initiative, some did not. The decision
process on Departmental priorities was a participatory one and the results should not have been a
surprise {0 anyone, ‘

Because the majority of the infrastructure budget in support of the Departmental platforms and
pracessing is difficult to cut without harm, reduced funding has effected the more discretionary
areas. The attachment gives you basic information on areas impacted.

We regret that these reductions in service are necessary. We will make every effort to mitigate the
impacts within the Department’s IT Budget for FY 2000.

Attachment
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INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICE IMPACTS

AFFECTING ALL USERS
Service Impact
Geocading
*  No service pravided
Microfiche

*  Current users of HIIPS Data Ratry/COM Support will be required to direetly fund this capability as needed
Specialized techuical infrastructure support
¢  No additional Pictugetel installations
Lotal Area Network support
¢ Limited staff to provide support for HUD in-house developers with integration of applications or instruction
on the configuration of the platform
*  Technical support available from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. EST Monday through Friday
*  Limited staff for upgrades to the SMS environment and technical support for the SMS platform
Office relocations & assaclated travel
e  Limited travel funds to support Office relocations and Storefront instaliations
HTN installationz/service
s HTN & HVN hardware components taken off of maintenance
o No new eatsllite dish instslations
Office Automation/HUDware Tier 1support
¢  Elimination of staff support to roll-out Project Office procludes development and nplementation of
enhancements associated with praject performance mouitoring
»  Limited mumober of licenses for roll-out
Prescatation Graphics and Mapplog
»  No service provided
Data Entry
®  Current users of HIIPS Data Batry/COM Suppart will be required to directly fund this capability as needed
Network operations management
s Noupgrades to network management softwarc increases response time for problem resalution
Speciatized Lotus Notes training and Walk-in Clinics , ]
* No revisws of the hardware and software infrastructure of HUD's groupware architectnre to ensure timely
and sufficient electronic mail and groupware services
=  User training and “walk-in” clinics are eliminated
Calor printer cariridges
= No replacemant color printer cartridgas after current stock iz depleted
No general stock of hardware/software for emergency requests
®  Nostock LAN cables & connectors to support Hendquarters and Field Offtee initiatives
Service Desk support
» Eliminates 50% of staff necessary to froplement the Enterprise Servics Desk )
*  Support for the integration of Call Center Tochmologies and Call Center management systema eliminated
®  Reductions in Tier 1 and Tier 2 Help Dosk suppart will increase the time required to respond to user
problems i
» NoSaturday or Monday through Priday evening (sfter 6:00PM) Help Desk coverage
s No dedicated 10th floor support
e  No technical support for high profils initiatives (i.c. Digital Divide)
Develaper COOL:Gen support
. NoMlmnmmemmmnm()(mgdmmddeLm Cenwal
Encyclopedia (CE) and Client Server ia(s
» No developer ﬁsm)nnce and guidance on the most effective use of the COOL:Gen product at HUD. No
technical training and education for COOL:Gen developers
o No database support for Client/Server applications being developed with the COOL:Gen software
«  No database support for new and existing Web applicatians developed using COOL:Gen
HTN maivtenance
* Na preventative maintenance coverage on existing hardwars components
PictureTel maintenance
» No preventative maintenance coverage on exisiing hardwase components
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INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICE IMPACTS
AFFECTING ALL USERS

Service Impact
Developer DBA support
*  Reduction in support for administering production C/S relational datebase management systems (RDBMS),
operating systemns, and production middleware products
*  No support for user application database administration
= No support for the reengineering of existing “black mode” applicationa that currently utilize EASEL
frontware, for migration into the Client/Server architecture
Modem maintenance
*  Service level increased from 4 hours to approximately B hours response time and 48 hours "Retum to
Serviee”
Laptop maintenance (muve to “Depot” maintenance approach)
*  Notebook maintenance will be serviced via a Depot Maintenance agrecient which will substantially
incregse the “Return to Service™” time
»  No replacements for damaged and/or stolen notebooks
Desktop maintenance
¢ Specific PC hardware components (i.e. scanners, jukeboxes, CD-ROMS and UPS) no longer maintained
e PC/LAN components service level increased from 4 hours to approximately 8 hours response time and 48
hours "Return to Setvice"
Eng!neerin: Change Proposal support
Reduced ability to engineer platform modifications
Limited support for research and the presentation of new technologies that will benefit existing operations
of that can be implemented in the HUD etvironment
® Responsivencss to suppott system changes and new initiatives will increase
Priater Maintenance
* Removal of high-speed LAN printers from maintenance
Letus Notes/Email yupport
*  Substantial reduction in tachnical sssistance, support, and guidance for the deployment, implementation,
adminjstration, and management of mnil and groupwere initistives
* No evahution, testing, nod training on any new Lotus Notes and Blectronic Mail reloases other than
maintenance patches/fixcs
Reduced administration and support services of HUD's electronic mail aystems
Reduced technical support to respond to problems
No weckend support or weekdays after 6:00 p.ta.
Substantial reduction in technical assistance, support, and puidance provided to HUD Field Offices and
other off-site personnel
*  No support for the review/recommendation of new software and hardware tools for the enhancement of
clectronic mail and groupware administration
Client Server adminixtration/data base support
*  No developer support for installation/configuration of operating systom saftware and Client/Sexver products
¢ Reduction in technical support of Client setver products to production users
s  Reduction in support for administering production C/S rolationsl databese management systems (RDBMS),
operating systams, and production middleware products
&  Limited support for the migration of approved applications into production environment
e No additiona] hardware ¢ support development or test platforms
Headquarters Priat Facility
®  Major delays in the receipt of user reports
Training support (IT supported products) ]
a  Limited staff to provide tocknical or end-user training on the platform and its components
Test Center application validation
¢ The time required to validate applications peior to production release will significantly increase
*  Reduced IVEV oversight prior to production selease
¢ No Web perforinance/stregs/load testing and defect/errar management reports
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HUD Comments

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
THE DEPUTY SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, DC 20410-0050

March 29, 2000

MEMORANDUMFOR: Saundra Elion, Inspector Geny z):/?:dit, apipol District
’ o

FROM: Saul N. Ramirez, Jr., Deputy Secretary,SD

4

SUBJECT: Departmental Response to the Office of the Inspector General Storefront Office Audit

I am attaching HUD’s response to the Office of Inspector General’s draft audit report
regarding HUD’s Storefront offices, which was previously provided to Kathryn Kuhl-Inclan.
Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Kevin M. Simpson,

Deputy General Counsel for Programs and Regulationsat 202)708-2211.

Attachments

cc: Susan Gaffney, Inspector General
Kathryn Kuhl-Inclan, Assistant Inspector General-Audit
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THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVEL OPMENT'SRESPONSE TO THE OFFICE OF
INSPECTOR GENERAL’SAUDIT OF STOREFRONT OPERATIONS

Introduction

One of the key reforms proposed by Secretary Cuomo’s HUD 2020 Management Reform Planisto “replace HUD' s
top-down bureaucracy with anew customer-friendly structure.” In order to implement this reform, HUD established
“store-front” service centers designed to remove the distance between government and people, making it easier, less
expensive and | ess time-consuming for the public to obtain information and assistance. The Storefronts literally
move the Department out of hard-to-locate office towers and onto street-level storefronts where peoplelive and
work.

The Storefront technol ogy providesvariouslevdsof information. Thekiosk, located outs dethe Storefront, offersaround-the-dodk informetion
about HUD programs Thedfter-hourscomponent of theKiosk ensuresthat HUD' sdoorsarenever dosed and, asaresult, nooneishblocked
frominformetion. If someoneneadstolocatethenearest homdessshdlter, they pressabuttonand print theinformation. For moreddtals they
canvisitthe Sorefront thenext day and persondly usethe Ansiwver Maching, linked to HUD’ saward-winningwebsite, wherethey canfile
housing discrimination complantsonlineor view and print 4-color mapsof neighborhoods. [If they need additiond help, they canask fora
Community Builder, whosejobisimmediate customer savicg one-on-one. Community Buildersand some Public Trust Officersgatf the
Sorefront. Thewdcomingdesignof theStorefront attractsthepublicingide.

Importantly, the Sorefront hd psHUD reech the* hard to reech” —l ow-income peoplewho do nat dway's have accessto convenient
trangportation, technology, and ather resources.: By makingthe Answer Machineavailalein Storefrontsand HUD offices, peoplewho cannot
afordacomputer and Internet charges can get freeacoess Community Buildersnow cantravd torematelocations, eopipped with mobile
Lgptopsthat offer thesameinformation asthe Answver Machines: The Storefrontsalso he ptotakethemystery and frustration out of complex
federd programs. By organizing servicesby subject, instead of by programs;, peoplearenct required toknow thedifferencesbetween the
Saction 184 and Section 202 programs. They just ask for “Indianhousing” and“dderly housing” and someonecanhelp.

Inessence the Storefront mekesgovernment work for people, insteed of againg themand, asaresuit, they aremorelikey to sesk hdp, ask
questions, mekeuseof avallableresourcesand, mogtimportantly, getinvolvedintheir communities The first storefront office was
opened in Washington, D.C. on May 6, 1998. Based on this prototype, an additional five storefronts were opened
during FY 99. Beginning in October 1999, HUD’ s Office of Inspector General (OlG) conducted an audit of the
operations of the first six Storefront locations. Significant staff resources have been committed to providing OIG with
documents and information to assist the OIG’ s review of the development, implementation and operation of six
storefronts and numerous kiosks throughout the county.

We are disappointed that all of this effort and expenditure of resources has yielded a misleading and poorly-reasoned
audit that demonstrates the lack of understanding by the OI G auditors of the role of the Community Builder; alack of
appreciation of the value of a storefront and the audience the storefront isintended to serve; a misunderstanding of
the function and potential of the kiosks, and, perhaps most disconcerting, alack of understanding of the structure of
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel opment and alack of knowledge concerning Federal government
contracting and procurement procedures.

The most troubling criticism isthe OIG’ s assertion that the ultimate beneficiaries of HUD funds —the low-income
Americans who need housing assistance —are not HUD’ s “most important” customers and that the Storefront
concept istherefore unnecessary. HUD strongly disagrees. There isno more important customer than the person
who benefits from HUD programs. Increasing the public understanding and awareness of HUD’ s programsis
crucialy important. HUD believes that determinations about the relative importance of particular groups of HUD
customersis adecision reserved exclusively to management and the OIG’ s criticismsin this regard improperly step
beyond their role as auditors in support of the management function.

Although HUD management does not disagree with many of the recommendations made by the OIG's audit,

including the benefits of improving our monitoring of customer service functions and better tracking of Storefront
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activities, many of the specific factual criticisms advanced by OIG are simply wrong, misleading, lack context, or
otherwise demonstrate alack of understanding of the purposes of the Storefront concept.

Responseto Finding 1: Storefrontsand Kiosks Are A Good | nvestment
HUD’s Storefront I nitiative does not lack appropriate criteria

The Office of the Inspector General recommends adelay in developing additional storefronts until the needis
demonstrated and the OI G are better able to understand the criteria, policies, procedures, and financial controlsfor
storefront operations. The OIG auditors have been provided with documents explaining the criteria, policies and
procedures relied upon in planning and delivering the storefronts. HUD provided Ol G with adocument from Office
of Administration staff, discussing the benefits of the storefronts, recognizing them “as a catalyst for growth and
development in the area and (as) an anchor for attracting new businesses and stabilizing the business community.”
(See Attachment A). HUD also provided a*“ concept” paper developed at the end of July, 1997, that provides early
information regarding the concept, proposed staffing, furnishings, space, and locations as well as cost estimates.
The agenda for ameeting held with HUD staff and the GSA contractor, as well as a proposed implementation
schedule are also included.

Moreover, asearly asMay 7, 1998, the FOCUS, HUD' s daily newsletter, featured the storefront concept, describing it
as“anew type of consumer-oriented service center designed to become a national model for more responsive
government.” (Attachment C). With theintention of “translat(ing) the lofty ideals of government reinvention into
the down-to-earth reality of improved performance”, the Storefront, it was explained, provides “ assistance for a broad
range of actions, including buying and building housing, getting home improvement loans, getting rental assistance,
filing housing discrimination complaints, opening and expanding businesses, and revitalizing communitiesin other
ways.” Thearticle went on to discuss the 24-hour touch screen computer in asidewalk information kiosk outside the
Storefront providing round-the-clock access to information and other features of the venture. Following that article,
countless other articles appear on the HUD web that explain the program and discuss the excitement generated
around the country by citizens and officials whose communities have benefited.

Separate policies and procedures have not, however, been implemented for the Storefront because Storefront
employees are HUD employees, subject to the same standards and operating procedures of all HUD employees,
charged with furthering the mission of the Department, from helping families achieve the American Dream of
homeownership and ensuring that homeless families find shelter to helping victims of housing discriminationin filing
complaints and assisting communitiesin providing for their citizens, while delivering superb customer service...ina
Storefront setting.

Costsfor the Storefronts were not excessive

One of the central weaknesses of the OIG’s computation of the costs attributable to the storefrontsis the inclusion of
the salary costs and training costs for the Community Builders who staff the Storefront offices. The concept behind
the Community Builder program — to separate program monitoring functions from community outreach and customer
service functions —is distinct from the Storefront concept. Although many Community Builders currently staff
Storefront offices, such employees represent only asmall fraction of the total number of Community Builders. The
benefits of the Storefront concept can be realized without Storefront offices. By the same token, the division of
responsibilities which lies at the core of the Community Builder concept does not require the Storefront officesfor its
successful execution. Last September, the OIG audited the Community Builder program and criticized (we believe
incorrectly) the costs of the Community Builder program. Tellingly, that national audit visited 11 cities -- but not one
city with a Storefront location. It isdifficult to understand how OIG can claim that the costs of the Community
Builder program are now properly considered in connection with their review of HUD Storefronts when last year’s
comprehensive national audit of the Community Builder program did not even attempt to evaluate
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the costs or benefits of the Storefronts. Moreover, asthe OIG acknowledges, Congress has terminated the
Community Builders Fellows program effective September 1, 2000. After that date, all Community Builderswill be
career civil servants. Evenif all the Storefronts were closed tomorrow, HUD would still bear the salary costs of the
employees previously stationed in the Storefronts. Moreover, no matter where the Storefront staff are housed, there
are office space, furniture, phones, supplies, training, travel, salaries and benefits required for these Departmental
employees. Therefore, we believeit isfundamentally misleading to include salary costs and training costs of
employeesin calculating the costs of the Storefronts.

Actual savingswill be also be realized as aresult of moving employees from the HUD office into the Storefront
setting. For the DC HUD Office, savings of $87,000. per year will be realized once consolidation of office space can be
achieved and funding has been requested to enable thisto occur. In Sacramento, the office occupied 18,869 sq. ft. of
space in their previous location; the new space, inclusive of the Storefront office, is 10,389 sq. ft Therefore, a space
reduction of 8,480 sq. ft. wasrealized. In Reno, the office occupied 5,212 sg. ft. of space in their previouslocation; in
the new location, with the storefront office in place, the leased space amounts to 3,801 sg. Ft., a space reduction of
1,411 sq. ft. Regardless of what the actual savings are, they will be realized every year.

Furthermore, the OIG’ s analysis of the costs of each Storefront unfairly lumpsin start-up costs for design and
development of the entire Storefront concept with the actual construction costs of the DC Storefront office. OIG
claimsthat the DC Storefront office cost $797,230 to develop. In fact, the actual costs directly attributable to the DC
Storefront are $494,100, as referenced in Attachment F. OIG may have also improperly included costs for security and
cleaning servicesin their cost figure for the DC Storefront Office, but because of the vague nature of the numbers
reported, it is difficult to know what specific costs were included by OIG. logo design, etc.

The Department uses the General Services Administration (GSA) and their contractors to devel op the architectural
and design components of the Storefront Offices, as well as to carryout the construction of the facilities. Funds are
allocated to GSA on an as-needed basis to pay for materials and services through Reimburseable Work Orders
(RWA), which provide funds for designated work in a specific location, although the funds may be used by GSA to
cover work that supports similar Storefront development in other locations as well.

The audit report ignores the fact that general development and design expenses are properly apportioned toall of
the storefronts because the same design plans are used in al of the storefronts. In fact, one of the cost-efficiencies
that result from the Storefront concept is the significant reduction in devel opment/design costs associated with field
office relocations or the establishment of new offices. The OIG has made no attempt to measure these savings.

In attempting to evaluate the benefits of the HUD Storefronts, Ol G refuses to recognize the benefit accruing to the
agency from the usage of conference roomsin the Storefront offices by HUD field staff to hold internal meetings.
Moreover, OIG claims that the number of meetingsheld at each Storefront demonstrates that usageis“minimal.” In
fact, an honest reading of the dataindicates that usageis simply mixed. Some Storefronts have numerous meetings
while some are recorded as having had no meetings at all since they opened. These anomalous results clearly
suggest that there are some record-keeping weaknesses rather than a complete lack of usage. For example, the
Baltimore Storefront hosted 50 meetings over a 6-month period, whichishardly “minimal.” Similarly, the
Albuquerque storefront had 42 meetings and training sessions over approximately the same time period. Indeed, the
audit acknowledges that the activity in these offices —which constitute one-third of all offices reviewed -- qualify as
“exceptions’ to the OIG’ s criticism that there has not been sufficient activity to justify the costs of the Storefront. It
iswrong, however, to suggest that counting the number of meetings in the Storefrontsisthe only way to gauge the
benefits received from the Storefronts.

HUD’ssite planning was not inadequate

The OIG has been critical of the criteria used in site selection for the Storefronts. On November 30, 1999, the OIG
received a written response to questions raised during their entrance conference regarding the criteria used to
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determine additional sites, after the development of the DC Storefront (Attachment D). It was explained that
opportunitiesto place a Storefront on the first floor of an existing HUD office location, in acity where HUD can
maximize the Department’ s mission by increasing its visibility in the community and/or locations where |eases were
expiring and a move was imminent were the primary focus for Storefront development. The vast mgjority of
storefronts opened to date have satisfied these criteria. In addition, community needs are considered in choosing
Storefront locations. Of the six Storefronts reviewed, two are in the mid-Atlantic, oneisin the northeast, oneisin the
southwest, and two arein the west.

The two Storefronts in the mid-Atlantic, DC and Baltimore, represent two communities with crime rates among

the highest in the country.

The Reno Storefront affords aHUD presence in the second largest city in the state, situated in an areathat

serves a substantial Hispanic population.

Serving as the cornerstone of the city’ simportant downtown revitalization effort, the Albuquerque Storefront

represents the first Federal agency to act on the President’ s directive to move back into center city areas.

Serving as a center of hope for the future, the Buffalo Storefront, housed in New Y ork State’s second largest

city, provides support and incentive for economic and community development in this economically

disadvantaged, formerly industrial northeast city.

Sacramento, Californiais facing three closed military bases aswell asthe loss of several substantial key

employers of both professionals and blue collar workers and is a significant point of entry for immigrantsinto

this country.

Therefore, exactly what needs in the community the OI G feelswould merit a Storefront presence or the criteriathey
apply to determine what cities demonstrate a greater need for Storefronts are not clear. It isalso unclear how the OIG
can consistently criticize HUD on the grounds that Storefronts are not needed by HUD customers and, at the same
time, claim that HUD hasfailed to locate the Storefrontsin areas where the “needs’ for the Storefronts are greatest.
Consistency demands that one criticism or the other be dropped from the audit.

The auditors recommend that Storefronts be opened only in locations where HUD has an existing Field Office, but we
see significant benefits resulting from the Storefront Offices that have been opened independent of aField office.
The Buffalo, New Y ork Senior Community Builder, who provides oversight and support for the Syracuse Storefront
Office, advisesthat the Syracuse Storefront has afforded the Department a presencein central New Y ork State, from
which, prior to thistime, the Department and the community never benefited. The greater Syracuse community, and
indeed, central New Y ork State, formerly dealing with HUD staff from a distance for the most part, now feel that HUD
isin their community, accessible with all of itsresources, with staff locally placed, able to take the time to provide the
incremental support often needed. Whether future Storefronts are co-located in existing Field Offices or are placed in
citieswherethereisno HUD presence, the public trust obligation will assure that placement will continue to bein
those locations where HUD' s resources and talent can be optimally leveraged.

HUD Storefronts are accessible to the public

The OIG also states that Storefronts should be located in high traffic, publicly accessible areas. We agree. HUD
attempted to locate Storefront Officesin highly visible, downtown locations. OIG opines, based on anecdotal
comments, that better parking at some of the Storefronts would improve access. First, since OIG rejectsHUD’s
vision of which customers are supposed to be served by the Storefronts, they cannot also criticize HUD based on
speculation about the parking needs of those same customers whom they do not consider “important” customers.
Second, the Storefronts are located near public transportation, which is consistent with the policy of attempting to
encourage the use of public transportation rather than encourage greater traffic congestion. Wefind it difficult to
believe that expending additional taxpayer funds to secure better parking spaces near the Storefronts would have
earned the approval of the OIG. Indeed, the audit report claims (incorrectly) that the costs of the Storefrontsis
already too high. Third, OIG has studiously avoided comparing the accessihility of the previous Field office
locations with that of the new Field office/Storefront locations. In many cases, the new locations are far more
accessible than the old ones. Infact, at another point in the audit, OIG admits that the Storefront in Reno, Nevada,
despite being located in a“strip mall” with supposedly poor street visibility, isvisited by 20 customers aweek, which
OIG characterizes as “asignificant increase from the old office in which they had 10 customersin six months.”
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Similarly, OIG acknowledges that the D.C. Storefront receives at least 20 visitors per day. Finally, OIG'sanaysisfails
to acknowledge that HUD' s acquisition of new office space is conducted through the General Services
Administration and is not a process over which HUD has complete control. HUD is presented with alist of available
properties/sites after communicating its needsto GSA. Asaresult, compromises must sometimes be made based on
the realities of the real estate market asit exists at the time the acquisition is made.

Storefront budgets were managed responsibly

OIG suggests that HUD had no real budget in designing the storefronts by relaying the comments of GSA staff that
they were unaware of such budgets, but the chart included by the OIG initsreport clearly showsthat HUD had
budgeted specific amounts for each storefront. Moreover, we disagree with the figuresincluded by the OIG. The
rest of this section of the report details difficulties GSA had with HUD’ s design firm, Gensler. These reported
difficulties are not fairly attributable to HUD and the OIG offers no reason why they should be so attributed. GSA is
the agency responsible for managing contractors like Gensler. HUD did not, and could not, authorize unallowable
costs charged by Gensler about which GAO complained.

The Storefronts provide effective customer service

Management concurs that standardized methods for determining customer use and evaluating customer satisfaction
are desirable. However, OIG’ s conclusion that no efforts are being made by the Storefront staff to measure customer
satisfaction is simply incorrect. In making the same inquiry of Storefronts, management was provided with historical
information and datathat demonstrate that customer surveys are being performed and customer satisfaction is quite
high.

The discussion of the individual customer comments highlighted by the draft audit report are exceedingly unfair and
we have asked OIG to consider removing them. The fact isthat two out of six of the comments are actually positive
comments and one of the negative comments simply reflects no knowledge of the terms* Community Builders’ or
“Storefronts.” These results are unfairly summarized by OIG in the following manner: “The limited responses we
received, for the most part, supports the fact that some of HUD’ s customers were either unaware of the storefront or
were not always satisfied with the services they received.” (emphases added). First, contacting people on the
Eastern Shore of Maryland or western Maryland to ask about “the Storefront” in downtown Baltimore, asthe OIG
did, demonstrates a basic lack of understanding of the purpose of theinitiative. Second, Storefronts have been
placed in the communities they are meant to serve. The effectiveness of “the Storefront” or “the Community Builder”
is not measured by the degree of familiarity the community person has with the term “ Storefront Office,” but rather by
the numbers of people housed, the number of houses built or rehabilitated, the basic business and community
services provided to rural America, the new businesses that block grants assist, the quality of life HUD’ s programs
enrich. We are convinced that the Storefront Offices and their employees are making valuable contributions toward
these goals.

To take another example, the quote from the Community Development Coordinator for the University of Reno
indicating alack of satisfaction with HUD customer service was misleading and presented out of context. A simple
inquiry to the Assistant Vice President for Community Services, to whom the coordinator quoted by the OI G reports,
confirmed that the interactions with the Community Development Coordinator occurred during the NOFA application
period, when statutory restrictions strictly limit the level of assistance and advice that can be provided to potential
applicants. In this case, the Community Builder focused on encouraging the client to work collaboratively with other
departments at the University, in light of the fact that the application process favors single, unified applications. The
client did not understand the limitations placed upon staff during the NOFA application period and resisted the
necessity of collaborating with other departments to submit a single application. The complainant never notified the
local office of her concerns.

OIG also conducted a telephone survey of HUD customers and reports that 25% of those interviewed were

dissatisfied with storefront responses to information. We are at aloss to understand why OIG would emphasize the
25% number instead of the obviously positive news that 75% of those interviewed did not respond negatively. In
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addition, fully 85% of the respondents to the OI G’ s tel ephone survey said that they obtained information from the
HUD answer machines or other resources available in the Storefront and did not need to speak with Storefront
personnel. These numbers validate the success of the Storefront concept.

Even though the survey results reflect positively on HUD’ s customer service efforts, we have serious reservations
about the significance and value of the telephone survey of HUD customers conducted by the auditors. To begin
with, the 18% response rate (18 customers reached out of 100 called) automatically suggeststhat alarger sample size
was needed in order to make defensible extrapol ations from thisdata. Other reasonable questions that arise are
whether the 18 customers who were contacted had reasonabl e expectations or actually had needs that could have
been satisfied by HUD at all. HUD should not be faulted for reaching out to customers notwithstanding the risk that
they may not be able to satisfy each individual expectation. Inthefinal analysis, however, since only 4 (perhaps5)
people reported a negative experience with their interactions with HUD and these people were in the minority of the
respondents, we do not think this data supports Ol G’ slarger conclusion that customer services are ineffective.

HUD also rejects the implication that Storefront Offices are unnecessary and could be replaced by computer answer
machines without a serious decline in the quality of customer service delivery. It isnot surprising that 85% of the 18
people who actually responded to the OIG’ s survey were able to use the HUD answer machine to get the information
they were seeking. People with telephone service and who are willing to respond to a government telephone survey
aremore likely to be people who are comfortable negotiating a computer screen. We suggest that the OIG's
telephone survey could not have adequately canvassed the individual s who have benefited the most from the HUD
Storefront’ s emphasis on customer service and delivery. We remain convinced that HUD’ s customers are better
served by customer-friendly offices staffed by knowledgeable HUD personnel. Answer machines and computer
kiosks are important supplementsto HUD’ s customer service delivery efforts, but cannot effectively replace them.
We think thisis an obvious, common-sense proposition.

HUD’s marketing efforts have been successful

The auditorsincorrectly conclude that marketing and outreach efforts are inadequate and conclude that additional
money is needed for this effort. We note that this directly conflicts with the OIG’srecommendationsin last year’s
Community Builder’ saudit criticizing HUD for supposedly placing too much emphasis on “public relations and
outreach” in defining the responsibilities of Community Builders stationed in the Storefront Offices. 99-FW-177-
0002, Recommendation 1.C (September 30, 1999). Moreover, that same audit concluded that “HUD has
successfully implemented other tools to disseminate program information including the HUD Internet site, brochures
and advertisements.” 1d. at 51.

Paradoxically, Ol G also criticizes the marketing efforts that have been made to date, including the devel opment of the
phrase “HUD Next Door,” which the draft audit report characterizes as “catchy.” The audit report goes on to relate
an anecdote that implies that some customers mistakenly believe that this phrase meansthat HUD isliterally next
door. In most cases, however, this understanding is substantially correct insofar asHUD Storefronts are located in
close proximity to field office locations.

The marketing and outreach efforts of the Field Offices and the Storefronts that are associated with them have been
the responsibility of the Senior Community Builder for each office. Creativity and resourceful ness, however, have
always been athreshold requirement, and so staff have sought opportunities to participate in community events,
secure public service announcements, issue press rel eases, obtain mention on local radio and television
programming, garner acorner of the church bulletin, speak before community organizations, and participatein any
group or organization that would further the Department’ s mission. The marketing the Storefront staff needstodois
accomplished through these more creative, meaningful efforts.

We are also extremely skeptical about the significance of a supposed “order” that the Ol G describes as having been
given by the Administrative Service Center to a Senior Community Builder not to market a Storefront until after the
grand opening had been held. In light of the fact that the Administrative Service Center has no supervisory authority
over Senior Community Builders, we consider it highly unlikely that any such “order” could have been given.
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HUD kiosk’s provide valuabl e service to the customer

The auditors seem to have a basic misunderstanding of the distinctions between the role of the HUD kiosks and the
HUD Answer Machine. The HUD kiosk is meant to provide basic information, geared to the local community, and
meant to provide access to information without a rudimentary understanding of how to use a computer or keyboard.
The HUD Answer Machine, located within the Storefront aswell asin every HUD field office, is amuch more
sophisticated piece of equipment that serves awide variety of customers seeking information in depth. Thekiosk is
available to the public 24 hours aday, seven days aweek, and can easily be used to address immediate needs as well
as provide resourcesin times of crisis. One does not need to have prior computer experience to successfully use a
kiosk. HUD hastwo kinds of kiosks - the Storefront kiosks, which are integral to the Storefront site, and the free-
standing kiosks, which are located in shopping malls, grocery stores, public libraries, and other public spaces around
the country. Both use the same content, are linked to our award-winning web site, and are operated at the touch of a
finger. Kiosk information that is available to the public can be found on http://www.hud.gov/bshelf15.html.

OIG’ s suggestion that the kiosks do not add value because “ I nternet services are available at most public libraries at
no cost” issimply insupportable. First, OIG conducted no review to determine whether public libraries are, in fact,
located near the HUD kiosks and whether Internet serviceis provided at those locations. Second, most libraries
require visitorsto apply for alibrary card or present some sort of identification in order to use library resources —
reguirements which tend to discourage many people from availing themselves of publicly available information.
Third, as noted above, kiosks are much more customer-friendly than computers and can be easily used by persons
without prior computer experience. OIG’s perception that the bulk of clients who use the kiosk could just as easily
visit alibrary to use the Internet confirms alack of understanding of the Department’ s clients and their immediate
needs.

Kiosk usage is adequately monitored

OIG’sconclusion that HUD hasfailed to adequately monitor kiosk usage isincorrect and reflects alack of
understanding of the multi-faceted nature of HUD’ s customer service monitoring efforts and the complexity of the
issues surrounding monitoring kiosk usage. Departmental staff consulted with three reputabl e contractors who
specialize in various aspects of kiosk development - North Communications, Summit Research, and Eagle
Collaborative Computing Systems - about the best way to monitor kiosks. Obviously, one measure staff hoped to
use was the number of discreet users of the kiosks. Unfortunately, no vendor was able to offer amethod for
achieving that objective that was both cost effective and 100 percent reliable. If one person leaves the kiosk and
another person immediately takes his/her place, thereis no way for the machine to distinguish between the two
people. Therefore, three other statistical indicators to measure progress were devel oped:

Number of sessions per kiosk (a session begins when the first screen is touched and ends when 8 minutes have
€l apsed since the screen was | ast touched), which hel ps estimate the number of kiosk users;

Number of pages printed, which helpsto know whether or not kiosk users are finding information they want;

Number of times each individual page was requested, to help identify which information is most useful and
which information might need to be re-evaluated.

Francine Mendolsohn of Summit Research - an internationally known kiosk authority with whom HUD has worked
throughout this effort - tells development staff that she believes the Department's efforts at counting usersisthe
best she has seen.

At present, the contractor who generates these reports for the Department is resolving atechnical problem that

affects the accuracy of thefirst statistical indicator listed above -- the "number of sessions.” However, reliable data
on measures two and three are being received. All of thisdatais posted on the HUD web, so that the HUD staff in
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the offices with kiosks can see how well their kiosks are being used. The reports may be accessed on the HUD web
through the following URL: http://hudweb.hud.gov/webinc/kiosks.htm.

Even though the "number of users' counts are not reliable at the present time, the reports still provide accurate
information about the number of times a particular pageisused. For many purposes thisinformation is actually more
specific and more useful than asimple “head count.” For example, areview of the report for akiosk in Atlantafor
January 2000, accurately conveys that the “Homes For Sale” page was accessed 231 times, the “Find Housing” page
was accessed 95 times, and the “Buy aHome” page was accessed 125 times. Knowing exactly which resources are
being accessed most frequently by HUD customersis extremely valuable information. Nevertheless, OIG concludes
that unless HUD can accurately count the number of users—which isthe most technically difficult number to obtain
—then “the information available on customer usageis unreliable.” We believe it wasincumbent on OIG to review
the other statistical indicators on kiosk usage before summarily concluding that it “ could not determine the cost
effectiveness of the kiosks.” Inany event, the contractor is supplying datathat is accurate for pages counted and
for hits on apage and isworking with us to correct the calculation of user sessions.

HUD’ s kiosk usage monitoring efforts are al so being supplemented by a contractor who has been hired to do
periodic onsite observations and interviews with kiosk users. The contractor began doing reviews latein 1998; and
has visited the kiosks in Washington D.C., Richmond, Salt Lake City, Tulsa, Baltimore, Little Rock, Chicago, Boston,
Los Angeles, Denver, and San Antonio. Ina1999 report on 50 interviews conducted in 5 cities, the contractor
reports that 86 percent of the kiosk users just “ stumbled upon” the kiosk - in other words, they had no plan to seek
information from HUD - and that 56 percent of the users said that they either would act on the information they got
from the kiosk immediately (44 percent) or saveit for the future (12.5 percent). These findings prove that this
initiative has succeeded in reaching customers that HUD might not normally reach.

After visiting the D.C. Storefront three separate times, the contractor concluded: “The kiosks and especially the
HUD Answer Machines are working out very well and are being received enthusiastically by the public. Itistruly
achieving the goals of bringing Government services to the peoplein their neighborhoodsin afriendly and non-
intimidating environment.” The contractor’ s report on Baltimore's Storefront includes the following finding: “The
Storefront succeeds on all levels...People have been pleased with the kiosk and many passersby stop and obtain
useful information.” The contractor has also offered analyses of the kiosks, which staff have used to make
improvementsto the content, design, and placement of kiosks.

In short, not only have sound methods been established for monitoring and evaluating the kiosks, but those
monitoring efforts confirm that the kiosks are meeting their intended goal. This being the case, the Department does
not feel that OIG’ s conclusions regarding the usefulness of the kiosks and HUD’ s monitoring of kiosk usage are
correct.

Responseto Finding 2: HUD'sImplementation of the Stor efronts Was Appropriate

The OIG contends that because HUD was too aggressive it did not adequately establish management controls over
storefront operation; plan or support storefront staffing levels; and plan or establish national HUD goals for
Community Builders. Thereport goeson to state that this has resulted in not realizing uniform standards for
measuring performance to increase productivity and accountability and refining HUD goal s through customer
feedback.

We disagree. The draft OIG report does not provide adequate evidence to support these conclusions. Therefore,
although the four very general recommendations associated with thisfinding are indeed laudable, we do not believe
that the audit report has provided adequate evidence that HUD is not already adequately addressing the issues
outlined in this section of the report.
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The Storefront Offices do not lack adequate management controls

The section subtitled “Lack of management controls” incorrectly statesthat, “...the Office of Administration was
responsible for planning and devel oping a strategy for carrying out HUD’ s 2020 Management Reform Plan.” In fact,
it is HUD top management who make policy decisions about the cities and communities where storefront offices will
belocated. The Office of Administration supports these decisions by overseeing and coordinating the establishment
of the offices, including: working with GSA to lease appropriate space; developing the specifications

for the scope of work for GSA to contract for design, construction and space renovations; installing furniture,
telephones, and ADP equipment; and moving HUD employees into the new office space.

OIG's conclusion that, “...HUD senior management often had difficulty determining who actually had control of or
responsibility for implementing various segments of the Storefront operations.” is again ageneralization which
provides no detail on specifically what segments of the Storefront operations were in question or for whom they were
in question. In addition, the organizational chart on page 23 isincorrect in that the General Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Administration is shown as responsible for reform planning and the Director, Office of Departmental
Operations and Coordination is shown as responsible for BOP-PAS. We also question the relevance of the BOP-
PAS (now the HUD Integrated Performance Reporting System (HIPRS) responsibility to an audit of Storefronts.

The statement that the Office of Field Policy and Management has not established policies and procedures for
storefront operationsisincorrect since the report acknowledges that policies have been established on roles and
responsibilities, activities performed by storefront staff have been identified, position descriptions and performance
standards have been established, logs are kept in various locations of visitors, etc. These are all examples of not
only established policies and procedures, but also management controls. Asageneral matter, however, separate
policies and procedures have not been implemented for the Storefront because Storefront employeesare HUD
employees, subject to the same standards and operating procedures that are applicable to all HUD employees.

Included in thisresponse, in Attachment G, isaMemorandum from Deputy Secretary Ramirez, dated April 19, 1999,
discussing FY 2000 Business and Operating Plan (BOP) and other Quality Management Initiatives. These are very
specific planning tools that set directions and prioritiesto ensure that staff goals and objectives are responsive to
their individual communities. Very specific activities are enumerated in the FY 2000 BOP, and thetool is purposefully
designed to allow local officesto determine those specific activities that will best meet the needs of their communities
in the context of the Department’ s goals. Therefore, to state that “ Storefront activities relied on informal procedures
for determining what activities Community Builders accomplished” isat best uninformed and indicative of the quality
of research that went into the Storefront audit.

Thereport also alleges that Senior Community Builders have adual role which makes oversight difficult. Evidence of
this difficulty is provided by way of one statement by a Senior Community Builder and two other interviews which
“aluded” tothisissue. Management challenges are not, however, automatically indicative of amanagement control
weakness. HUD does not believe that the dual role of managing the Storefront operation and the other Community
Building staff constitutes an unusual management challenge. We are unconvinced that the isolated complaints
recounted by the OI G report form a sufficient basis to conclude that a management control weakness exists. Indeed,
wethink it would beirresponsible to engage in substantial reorganization or the addition of more supervisory
personnel solely to respond to the evidence adduced by the OIG in the draft report.

OIG also concludes that Storefront staff suffer from alack of involvement and oversight from upper management.
This conclusion appears to be based on a single statement by a Secretary’ s Representative in Philadel phiawho
advised that she only received information concerning a Storefront when there was a problem. In fact, as this same
part of the audit report acknowledges, the Secretary’ s Representative al so receives monthly copies of the Storefront
Offices BOP-PASreport viae-mail. In short, the Secretary’ s Representative receives monthly reports from the
Storefront office and also received information whenever there was a problem. These facts demonstrate regular and
effective oversight from upper management.

Asageneral matter, however, it is not the role of the Secretary’ s Representative to be closely involved with the
Storefront operation or provide oversight to that staff. In addition, the suggestion that the Secretary’s
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Representative should take on active oversight of the Storefront offices along with all of the existing other duties of
the Sec Rep position directly contradicts the logic of the OIG's criticism that Senior Community Builders are
overburdened by the dual responsibilities of overseeing the field offices and the Storefronts. If it isamanagement
weakness to have Senior Community Builders divide their attention in this fashion, then surely it is an even greater
management weaknesses to saddle the position of Secretary’ s Representative with such additional responsibilities.
The OIG'scriticismsin thisregard are neither consistent nor coherent.

The report goes on to conclude that performance standards for the CB and CB Fellows did not differentiate between
grade levels. Throughout the Federal government, however, generic performance standards are used for different
grade levels of similar job series. The OIG cites the OPM position classification standards, but these standards do
not relate to performance standards. Instead, they describe how positions are to be classified. HUD classified the
position based on both responsibilitiesand the level of qualification requirements of the positions. This
misapplication of criteriaistroubling and indicative of a complete misunderstanding of thetopic. Further, only one
anecdotal exampleis provided.

HUD Storefront staffing levels are appropriate

In support of its conclusion that the Storefront staffing levels were not adequately planned or supported, OIG
primarily relies on the fact that the staff structure, size, and composition of each storefront varied. HUD would expect
staffing to be different at each location and would even argue that thisisindicative that planning took place. The
OIG'scriticism that “workload” was not used isillogical since no historical experience existed on workload for the
Storefronts, which were intended to reach out to new HUD customers and to provide new levels of customer service
not previously offered.

Asthe OIG report acknowledges, we provided supporting documentation of the allocation process for the
Community Builder merit staffing for FY 2000 which relied primarily on indicators of total federal resources being used
in that region, e.g. total assisted housing rental units and average CDBG formulafunding. OIG inexplicably rejects
this document on the ground that these factors failed to represent their understanding of the workload of the
Community Builders. HUD continuesto believe that it is appropriate to consider the amount of federal housing
resources flowing to particular jurisdictionsin making determinations about where staff should be located. HUD
does not understand the basis for OIG’ s abjection to the use of this measure.

OIG pointsto the original staffing of the Syracuse Storefront with only two Community Builder Fellows as an example
of poor staff planning. We question the appropriateness of even included any discussion of the Syracuse Storefront
since this office was not included in the scope of the audit and it was opened relatively recently (agrand opening
was held on December 15, 1999). Nevertheless, asthe OIG report notes, HUD has augmented the Syracuse staffing
by borrowing from other nearby field offices.

HUD’s Community Builder goals were adequate

The last point made in the audit report is that the National Community Builder goals were not adequate. Since the
report stated that this was previously addressed in another audit report, we are not sure why thisis again being
repeated in the present audit. Infact, the FY 1999 BOP contained nationwide goals to establish storefronts and
kiosks, and HIPRS was used to track progress against these goals. In addition, HUD is piloting a new system called
Community Builder Information (CoBl) to capture the work plans and accomplishments of the Community Builders.
We believe that a discussion of these goalsin the context of HIPRS would be more appropriate to the scope of this
audit and the subject of Storefronts.
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02/23/2000 23:28 FAX Koz

Audit Responses

The following information is provided in response to audit objectives 1 and 3 as
outlined in the HUD Storefront Operations Nationwide Audit provided in the
Department’s introductory meeting on October 4, 1999.

1) To determine the amount and source of funding for the storefronts, including salaries,
travel, training and renovation funds.

Construction Costs:
See attached breakdown of storefront costs for specific funding.
Funding for renovation/construction for storefront offices was allocated from

Administration’s Salaries and Expenses Account in FY 1998 and 1999. The
amount expended for storefront construction each fiscal year is indicated below.

FY-1998 - 5 storefronts @ $225,000 = $1,125,000
FY-1999 - 5 storefronts @ $300,000 = $1,500,000
Salaries:

Travel:

Training:

3) The decision to develop the storefront concept and locate the pilot office in
Washington, DC was specifically made to enable the HQ staff to work closely with
OAMS, IT and the Secretary’s staff during the development phase of the storefront
concept and image proposed for the office. The DC location enabled HUD staff to
have immediate contact with GSA representatives, architects and office planners
working on the concept. Since DC was the site of the pilot, it would enable HQ staff
and HUD field staff throughout the Department to visit the storefront and study the
effectiveness of the concept on a first hand basis. The location of a storefront in the
DC area also provided an added benefit to the community as the addition of the
storefront in this community has served as a catalyst for growth and development in
the area and is an anchor for attracting new businesses and stabilizing the business
community.
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ATTACHMENT B

- HUD’S
NEIGHORHOOD
“STORE-FRONT”
SERVICE CENTER

A Local customer friendly “front door” for communities

and customers to access HUD programs and services.
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Design Principles
HUD "Store-front” Offices

The following principles and technology concepts have been
incorporated into the space design of HUD's "Store-front"” office. The
space layout, technology support and furniture planned for this office
envision an innovative, flexible and efficient work place which
encourages cross functional collaboration and communication. The
Administrative & Management Services Division and the Information
Technology Division collaborated to develop a functional design that
supports both organizational and process effectiveness. The "store-
front™ office will be a safe, open, environmentally and ergonomically
appropriate work place. A preliminary overview of proposed staffing
numbers indicates there will be approximately 28 offices with
personnel between 4-11 staff persons. The assumption, for this
preliminary proposal, is that these offices will be converted to "store-
front" operations. '

Approximate Square Footage Breakdown

6 Employees @ 170 SF = 1,020
2 Conference Rooms @ 200 SF each = 400
1 Conference/Training Room @ 600 = 600
1 Break Room @ 300 SF = 300
1 Supply/storage area @ 200 = 200
1 Reception Area @ 400 = 400
1 Kiosk Area @ 200 = 200
Total = 3,120 SF

The storefront office can be designed to accommodate 4 to 10
employees. First floor space, preferably with street access, is desired
to promote the storefront theme of the office. Glass doors, panels and
walls will offer more visibility between the public and HUD staff to
create an open environment that promotes greater accessibility by the
public.
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A glass protected kiosk area is immediately accessible from the
street. The kiosk area will contain a touch screen monitor which offers
simple instructions to the user for obtaining information on HUD
programs. HUD brochures and information regarding other state and
local government programs will also be available in the kiosk area.
Additional questions or more information may be obtained by entering
the HUD office at which point they will be greeted by a Community
Resource Assistant.

Inside the office, the public enters a large aesthetically pleasant
reception area. The office should be designed for large common areas
and minimal private space. The open office design will enable HUD
staff to view visitors as they enter the space and visitors to observe
the entire workings of the office. In the reception area, docking
stations will be provided to allow internet access for visitors.

In the prototype storefront design, work stations are provided for
4 Community Resource Representatives (CRR). The work area should
utilize no partitions or very low panels to promote opportunities for a
variety of collaborative meetings to occur in aisles or designated
teaming areas. CRR work stations are equipped with docking stations
for notebook computer hook up, rather than a traditional desk top work
station. CRR work stations will equipped with state-of-the-art
equipment to enable the latest technology to be used in delivering
services or accessing information. Telecommunication access will also
be available for facsimile and modem transmission directly from the
work station.

The space should be filled with light through the interjection of
" glass panels, walls and doors. Conference rooms and private offices
should be located within internal space and away from windows to
provide more light to the general office area. "The office should reflect
a customer friendly, "front door" for communities and customers to
access the full range of HUD programs and services".
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Conference rooms should be located adjacent to the reception

- area to minimize the-traffic flow through the general office space.
These rooms will also offer privacy for meetings with state and local
officials meeting with the State Coordinator and CRRs on various
project issues. In addition, a large conference/training room will be
available to offer informational sessions to state and local government
officials, local industry professionals, and the public via satellite or
video broadcast. All conference rooms will be equipped with docking
stations and satellite and telecommunication access, and the latest
innovation in presentation equipment.
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"Store-front Office"
Estimated Cost Breakdown

Initial Space, Furniture, Equipment, and Telecommunications set-up.
(Based on 6 person office) ‘

Annual space rental 3,000 square feet @ $25 $75,000*
Above standard alterations ' ' $75,000
6 furniture work stations @ $6,500 each $39,000
(Work stations include computer docking infrastructure) ,
Conference Room/Reception Area Furniture/Equipment $50,000
Telephone Installation/Equipment/Voice Mail system $20,000
Total Space and Furniture Requirements $259,000
Information Technology Requirements $232,288

Total Estimate Cost . $416,288

* Annual rental cost not included in initial capital cost to establish the
storefront office. :
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Information Technology Requirements For HUD Storefronts

OTHER SITE

WILMINGTON TOTAL
UNIT
MODEL # [COST QTYI COST |QTY | COST |OTY | COST

CABLING

Token Ring Infrastructure

& Cabling 1 $6,230 1 $9,000 2 $15,230
LAN SERVERS

AMAX 200, 64 mem, 8 gig H/D $4,917 1 $4,917 1 $4,917 2 $9,834

NETWARE 3.12, 25 Users $2,560 1 $2,560 1 $2,560

NETWARE 3.12, 10 Users $1,500 1 $1,500 1 $1,500

Jazz Drive $567 1 $567 1 $567 2 $1,134

UPS $800 1 $800 1 $800 2 $1,600
WORKSTATIONS

MMX DELL 200 CD $2,100 1 $2,100 1 $2,100 $4,200

NIC Card (PCI) $235 1 $235 1 $235 $470

Powerstrip, Cable $20 1 520 1 $20 $40
PRINTERS

HPS5si $3,400 1 $3,400 1 -$3,400

HP5M $1,978 1 $1,978 1 $1,978

DEPCON $250 5 $1,250 20 $5,000 25 $6,250

HP5 COLOR $4,848 1 $4,848 1 $4,848 2 $9,696

Print Server $2,100 2 $4,200 2 $4,200 4 $8,400
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 5

Router 2502| $3,333 1 $3,333 1 $3,333 2 $6,666

Dial Backup Router - $1,021 1 $1,021 1 $1,021 T2 $2,042

T1 Circuit, YR $30,000 1 $30,000 1 $30,000 2 $60,000

T1 install $1,500 1 $1,500 1 $1,500 2 $3,000

Page 1 7128197
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Information Technology Requirements For HUD Storefronts

WILMINGTON OTHER SITE TOTAL
UNIT ) )
MODEL# |COST -|QTY{ COST |QTY COST OTY COST

GROUP CONFERENCING

VENUE 2000 Model 30 $15,095 1 $15,095 1 $15,095 2 $30,190
" Infrastructure Required

For Headquarters:

Multiple Control Unit $62,422
VENUE 2000 $16,992

DESKTOP VIDEO

Landesk Conferencing $1,667 1 $1,667 1 $1,667 2| $3,334
SATELLITE (HTN)

Equipment & Install $17,695 1 $17,695 1 $17,695 2 $35,390
REMOTE ACCESS ‘

S/W Laplink $140 5 $700 18 $2,520 23 $3,220

MMX DELL 200 CD : $2,100 1 $2,100 1 . $2,100 2 $4,200
PROJECTORS v

INFOCUS System w/Screen $9,000 1 $9,000 1 $9,000 2 $18,000

VCR ) $350 1 $350 1 $350 2 $700
MOBILE COMPUTING
Notebooks - Number
" Toshiba 460 CDT $4,137 5 $20,685 19 $78,603 24 $99,288

XIRCOM Card ) ) $270 5 $1,350 19 $5130 | 24 $6,480

Port Replicator $397 5| $1,985 19 $7,543 24 $9,528
Palmtops - Number

Toshiba 50 CT MiniNotebook $1,900 1 $1,900 2 $3,800 3 $5,700

Page 2 7/28/97
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_ Information Technology Requirements For HUD Storefronts

WILMINGTON OTHER SITE - TOTAL
UNIT )
MODEL # |COST QTY| COST |QTY COST OTY COST
Cellular Phones - Number
SONY $250 3 $750 10 $2,500 13 $3,250
Annual Service Cost $0
Portable Printers :
HP 340 W/COLOR $281 1 $281 3 $843 4 $1,124
KIOSK
MMX DELL 200 CD $2,100 1 $2,100 1 $2,100 2 $4,200
20" Monitor Touch Screen $2,662 1 $2,662 1 $2,662 2 $5,324
8MB PCI Video Card $202 1 $202 1 $202 | 2 $404
Printer Xerox 4508 $1,351 1 $1,351 1 $1,351 2 $2,702
Kiosk Slimline (Cabinet) $1,285 1 $1,285 1 $1,285 2 $2,570
Proshare Kit $1,297 1 $1,297 1 $1,297 2 $2,594
Speaker $272 1 $272 1 $272 2 $544
NIC Card (PCI) $235 1 $235 1 $235 2 $470
w $930 0 $0 1 $930 1 $930
Kiosk S/W $324 1 $324 1 $324 2 $648
ELECTRONIC MAIL
MMX DELL 200 CD $1,978 1 $1,978 1 $1,978 2 $3,956
Modems $250 2 $500 2 $500 4 $1,000
OTHER
Digital Camera $800 1 $800 1 $800 2 $1,600
Zip Drive $125 1 $125 4 $500 5 $625
Scanner $1,100 1 $1,100 1 $1,100 2 $2,200
GRAND TOTAL $152,288 $235,883 $467,585
Page 3 7128/97
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* AGENDA *

Wednesday, August 20, 1997
HUD/Gensler Storefront Meeting

I, "Community 2020" Software Demonstration
Dick Burk, Gene Hix (HUD)

I. Layout and Design Presentation - HUD Storefront
Wilmington Office Prototype
Diane Hoskins, Richard Logan, Ernie Munoz
Gensler

.- Graphic Design Discussion
Diane Hoskins, Lisa Vansant
Gensler

V. Proposed Schedule for Implementation

Washington / Wilmington Offices

Fred Green, HUD

V. Next Meeting? (o
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Proposed Implementation Schedule
Washington, D.C. Office

Date

Action Status

August 12,1997
September 12, 1997

September 17, 1997

xS u’yb l
\'\u\ o{‘ e

‘9 October 6, 1997

October 15, 1997

October 20, 1997
‘to
January 20, 1998

AS

Market Survey Completed

Lease’ Award

Design Intent
Drawings Completed
(Gensler)

Construction Drawings
to Lessor
({Lessor/Gensler)

Notice to Proceed *
(GSA/Lessor)

"Build out of space -

* Building permits are obtained during this phase by the Lessor.
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" Proposed Implementation Schedule
Wilmington, DE Office

Date Action Status
July 31, 1997 Market Survey Completed
e - ey |
N \M 5

August 29, 1997

it f': September 10, 1997

Wy\ef ‘;'s September 29, 1997

oot

October 6, 1997

October 15, 1997
to
December 15, 1997

Lease Award

Design Intent
Drawings Completed
(Gensler)

Construction Drawings
to Lessor
(Lessor/Gensler)

Notice to Proceed *
(GSA/Lessor)

Build out of space

* Building permits are obtained during this phase by‘ the Lessor.
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Today's Focus at HUD

1of2

ATTACHMENT C

cl

Thursday, May 7th, 1998

* Cuomo Opens New HUD Storefront Office, A "National Model
for More Responsive Government,” and Releases Report by
Management Expert David Osborne on Progress of HUD Reforms

* HUD to Join in Public Service Recognition
Week Beginning Today on the National Mall

http://hudweb.hud.gov:80/focus/may98/May07foc.htm

Secretary Andrew Cuomo has opened the first HUD Storefront Office, a new type of consumer-oriented service
center designed to become a national model for more responsive government. The HUD Storefront Office -- called

HUD Next Door -- is one of many changes the Department is making as part of the sweeping HUD 2020
management reform plan launched by Cuomo in June 1997.

"We will open HUD Next Door offices around the nation as part of our effort to do a better job serving
the American people," Cuomo said. "These new consumer service centers will translate the lofty
ideals of government reinvention into the down-to- earth reality of improved performance that can
build better futures for America's families and America's communities."

In addition, Cuomo released a new evaluation by management expert David Osborne -- author of
"Reinventing Government" -- which says that HUD's management reform plan "as it is being
implemented today represents one of the most ambitious, fundamental, and exciting reinvention
plans in the recent history of the federal government."

"At HUD, the 21st Century has arrived ahead of schedule,” Cuomo said. "At the HUD Storefront, and
throughout the Department, it's clear that we're not just talking about reform -- we're making it
happen, with innovations that turn our hopes for a new, more responsive and effective HUD into
reality.” The Storefront offers assistance for a broad range of actions, including buying and building
housing, getting home improvement loans, getting rental assistance, filing housing discrimination
complaints, opening and expanding businesses, and revitalizing communities in other ways.

A 24-hour touch-screen computer in a sidewalk information kiosk outside the Storefront gives people
round-the-clock access to information about HUD.

New computer mapping software, called Community 2020, will be available at the Storefronts and all
HUD offices nationwide. The software provides the latest project and funding information on all HUD
programs in thousands of cities across the country. The software displays project location, purpose,
number of people served, and dollar amount.

The Storefront Offices will take a new type of HUD employee -- Community Builders -- out of
high-rise office buildings where they are cut off from the public. The Storefronts will be in easily
accessible consumer-friendly service centers in downtown business districts, where people can walk
in to get information about HUD programs and activities.

New HUD Storefront Offices will be created around the country over the next few years.
Albuguerque, NM; Buffalo, NY; Baltimore, MD; Sacramento, CA,; and Grand Rapids, Ml are
scheduled to get Storefronts later this year. HUD plans to establish Storefronts in 1999 in Cincinnati,
OH; Shreveport, LA; Reno, NV; Honolulu, HI; and Casper, WY. More offices will follow in later years.

* Kok

HUD is proud to participate in the annual Public Service Recognition Week celebration, beginning today on
Washington D.C.'s National Mall. This year's theme is "Public Service: Working for You, Working for America.”

Sponsored by the Public Employees Roundtable, this event gives more than 100 participating federal
agencies an opportunity to educate and inform the public about the many ways their government
serves them. It is also a tribute to the thousands of people who make public service their life’s work.

Last year's event drew more than 25,000 visitors to the exhibits and entertainment featured
throughout the three-day celebration. HUD will be represented with an exhibit that highlights many of
the vital services we provide communities across the nation. HUD employees also will be on hand to
help visitors learn how to make HUD programs work for them. Exhibits are open 1-5 p.m. Thursday,

03/20/2000 4:54 PM
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Today's Focus at HUD http://hudweb.hud.gov:80/focus/may98/May07foc.htm

10 a.m. - 5 p.m. on Friday, and 9 a.m. - 4 p.m. on Saturday.

For more information on HUD programs and what's new at HUD, visit HUD's Home Page on the World Wide Web
at http://www.hud.gov/

20f2 03/20/2000 4:54 PM
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ATTACHMENTD

AUDIT RESPONSES

The foilowing information is providéd in response to audit objectives 1 and 3 as
outlined in the HUD Storefront Operations Nationwide Audit provided in the
Department’s introductory meeting on October 4, 1999.

1) To determine the amount and source of funding for the storefronts, including salaries,
travel, training and renovation funds.

Construction Costs:
See attached breakdown of storefront costs for specific funding.

Funding for renovation/construction for storefront offices was allocated from
Administration’s Salaries and Expenses Account in FY 1998 and 1999. The
amount expended for storefront construction each fiscal year is indicated below.

FY - 1998 - 5 storefronts @ $225,000 = $1,125,000
FY - 1999 - 5 storefronts @ $300,000 = $1,500,000

Salaries: This information should be obtained from the Office of Field
Coordination in conjunction with Human Resources and the Office of

Budget.

Travel: This information should be obtained from the Office of Field
Coordination and the Senior Community Builders.

Training: This information should be obtained from the Office of Field
Coordination in conjunction with the HUD Training Academy.

3) The decision to develop the storefront concept and locate the pilot office in
Washington, DC was specifically made to enable the HQ staff to work closely with
OAMS, IT and the Secretary’s staff during the development phase of the storefront
concept and image proposed for the office. The DC location enabled HUD staff to
have immediate contact with GSA representatives, architects and office planners
working on the concept. Since DC was the site of the pilot, it would enable HQ staff
and HUD field staff throughout the Department to visit the storefront and study the
effectiveness of the concept on a first hand basis. The location of a storefront in the
DC area also provided an added benefit to the community as the addition of the
storefront in this community has served as a catalyst for growth and development in
the area and is an anchor for attracting new businesses and stabilizing the business

community.
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Two rationales were used to determine additional sites for storefront offices are described
below.

1) Opportunities to develop storefronts in conjunction with existing HUD offices and
leased office locations where storefront offices could be constructed on the first floor
of the building.

2) Locations where office leases were expiring or the department was at a 5 year option
point. Where lease expirations or an option year existed, we used this as an
opportunity to reduce the overall space holdings to achieve reduced lease costs to
combine the storefront and field office operation (storefront/back office operation).
In smaller offices, the storefront concept was used for the entire office layout.

3) The Office of the Secretary is currently discussing a new rationale for future

storefront
developments.
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HUD’s DC Storefront Saves On Costs; Efficient In Design wysiwyg://62/hitp://www.hud.gov:80/storefront/dccosts.html

lof1l

ATTACHMENTE

hud’s dc storefront saves on
costs; efficient in design

In early 1997, Housing Secretary Andrew Cuomo directed
HUD staff and the agency’s consultants to design a new field
office for HUD with two criteria in mind: it must be welcoming
! and inviting to the public, and it must be cost efficient.

The DC Storefront Office accomplishes both. By reducing
space in the current DC HUD Office, the agency will save
about $104,000 in rent every year.

As a result of some DC field staff moving to the Storefront, the current DC Office, located in the
nearby CNN Building, will reduce its size from 35,600 square feet to 23,600 square feet -- 2. 12,000
square foot difference. HUD pays $27.39 per square feet in the CNN Building. The agency will pay
about the same, $28, for 8,000 square feet of storefront space in the new office. Most storefront space
in DC is substantially higher than $28 per square foot. The average cost for non-storefront,
government space is $31 per square foot in the District.

Other costs have been kept to a minimum as well through selection of less costly materials, such as
poplar wood. Furniture and work stations also are less expensive than in many government offices.

For example: The workstations in the new Storefront Office cost about $3,500 each, compared with

an average government workstation cost of $5,000.

Buildout costs also are substantially less -- $23.80 per square foot, compared to average storefront
buildouts that often exceed $50 per square foot.

03/20/2000 4:54 PM
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: ATTACHMENTF
STOREFRONT COSTS

-1) DC STOREFRONT COSTS

DESIGN: $233,000 - This design applies to the DC Storefront and serves as the
basic design for future storefronts. A GSA contract was used for design services
using Gensler, a major architectural/design firm, helping to put a new face on
HUD.

SQ. FOOTAGE: 8,076

NO. OF STAFF IN STOREFRONT: 19 WORKSTATIONS

SQ. FT COST: $28

SPACE ALTERATIONS: $192,200

SIGNAGE: $135,600

TELEPHONES: PROVIDED THROUGH HQ EXISTING INVENTORY
FURNITURE: $136,500 ‘
SECURITY SYSTEM: $30,000

TOTAL: $464,300

2) ALBUQUERQUE STOREFRONT COSTS

SQ. FOOTAGE: 2,578

NO. OF STAFF IN STOREFRONT: 7

SQ. FT COST: $15.00

SPACE ALTERATIONS: $272,522.56

SIGNAGE: $107,469.46

TELEPHONES: $20,714.72

FURNITURE: Furniture costs for the storefront were combined with the general
office.

SECURITY SYSTEM: $3,157.00

TOTAL: $403,863.74

3) BUFFALO STOREFRONT

SQ. FOOTAGE: 1,900

NO. OF STAFF IN STOREFRONT: 6

SQ. FT COST: $23.79

SPACE ALTERATIONS: $90,881.52
SIGNAGE: $40,661.75
PHONES/COMPUTER CABLE: $8,962.00
FURNITURE & EQUIPMENT: $36,371.58
TOTAL: $176,876.85
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4)

5)

6)

BALTIMORE STOREFRONT

SQ. FOOTAGE: 1,821

NO. OF STAFF IN STOREFRONT: 5
SQ. FT COST: $23.09

SPACE ALTERATIONS: $311,730.00
SIGNAGE: $89,418

TELEPHONES: $4,900.00
FURNITURE: $32,726.00

TOTAL: $349,356.00

RENO STOREFRONT

SQ. FOOTAGE: 3,801

NO. OF STAFF IN STOREFRONT: 8
SQ. FT COST: $23.75

SPACE ALTERATIONS: $122,924.00
SIGNAGE: $79,746.00
TELEPHONES: $5,210.00
FURNITURE: $65,183.67

SECURITY SYSTEM: $9,222.00
CABLING: $2,145.00

TOTAL: $284,430.67

SACRAMENTO STOREFRONT

SQ. FOOTAGE: 4,3130

NO. OF STAFF IN STOREFRONT: 9
SQ. FT COST: $26.88

SPACE ALTERATIONS: $223,199.50
SIGNAGE: $77,926.00
TELEPHONES: $5,023.00
FURNITURE: $46,034.76

SECURITY SYSTEM: $15,598.00
CABLING: $4,254.00

TOTAL: $372,035.26
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
THE DEPUTY SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410-0050

o°

u.
o\" soé.
iw DNV

APR 19 1999

MEMORANDUM FOR: See Attached List

FROM: Saul N. Ramirez, Jr., Deputy Secretary, SDS(M&\/\ M\{\

SUBJECT: FY 2000 Business and Operating Plan and Other Quality Management
Initiatives

This memorandum establishes responsibilities, timeframes, and next steps for an
integrated series of activities to:

* Develop a FY 2000 Business and Operating Plan (BOP) that will achieve the
performance results identified in the FY 2000 Annual Performance Plan-
(APP) in a manner: that has substantial positive impact o the communities
and citizens we: serve;:

e Make mid-year adjustments in the FY 1999 Business and Operating Plan
targets, if necessary based on experience, and

e Compiete our other Quality Management Initiatives to solidify the cultural
change and improved management of operations under. HUD 2020
Management Reform.

BACKGROUND

PD&R and CFO-Budget have done an excellent job in developing our FY 2000
Annual Performance Plan. They have coordinated with Principal Staff to make sure our
new APP is far more effective in focusing on results and outcomes. Our revised
performance indicators are clear, well integrated, quantified, and tied to the budget.
GAO staff and NAPA have commented that the plan addresses their past criticisms.
OMB and Congressional staff have also offered positive feedback.

The Department could not have achieved this impressive progress without your
leadership and commitment and the active, thoughtful contributions of your staff.
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QUALITY MANAGEMENT AGENDA

With the APP completed, we will move ahead on the plans we laid out in the

January 13, 1999 Headquarters Business and Operating Plan. Our major initiatives
are:

Developing an FY 2000 BOP that ensures achievement of the FY 2000 APP in ways
that serve communities effectively,

Improving our management planning components, including a revised Strategic Plan
and means for monitoring and reporting on the FY 1999 APP,

Making mid-year adjustments to FY 1999 BOP goals, if necessary based on
experience so far,

Resolving issues that surfaced at the March Management Meeting, including cross-
program initiatives, and

Implementing an effective Performance Appraisal System for executives, managers,
and supervisors.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

The BOP continues to be the unifying vehicle for all HUD organizations, both in the
Field and in Headquarters, to coordinate, develop, and implement strategies and
action plans that produce measurable results, as envisioned in the APP.

The FY 2000 BOP will directly support achievement of the FY 2000 APP. It will
align local customer-focused initiatives and Headquarters plans with Departmental
performance goals and objectives.

The FY 2000 BOP will continue to be organized under the six strategic objectives
with which Departmental staff have become familiar. For consistency with the
terminology used in the APP and the budget, we will re-title them as “strategic
goals.”

The FY 2000 BOP performance goals will be limited to the minimum number needed
in order to ensure accomplishment of HUD's business consistent with the FY 2000
APP and community needs.

The FY 2000 BOP process will improve on the FY 1999 process, including more
effective integration of local action plans and of Headquarters plans.
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e The second annual BOP conference (tentatively scheduled for the week of June 14)
will be a critical step in developing practical, integrated, locally responsive goals and
plans in the FY 2000 BOP.

¢ Mid-year adjustments to FY 1999 BOP goals are expected to be minor and will be
made in a coordinated fashion.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

As Deputy Secretary, | am leading and directing the entire process. With your
assistance, | will shortly appoint a FY 2000 BOP Working Group that will support us in
developing (1) the FY 2000 BOP goals and objectives that link to the FY 2000 APP as
well as (2) models of local strategies and action plans that support both Departmental
APP achievement and community needs. ODOC will coordinate the efforts of the
Working Group.

PD&R and CFO-Budget jointly lead and coordinate development of HUD’s
Strategic Plan and Annual Performance Plan. The CFO establishes and maintains the
‘APP reporting system. PD&R provides oversight, monitoring, and gwdance during APP
implementation.

Principal Staff administer programs consistent with Departmental APP goals
and objectives. They also implement, monitor, and report on APP results in their areas.

Field Policy and Management and Secretary’s Representatives ensure that
BOP policies and guidance support local offices in coordinating across program lines to
establish initiatives that meet customer and community needs.

Administration establishes and maintains a BOP reporting system that keeps
HUD managers informed about BOP goal status and best practices. The system
incorporates both Headquarters and Field BOP goals and plans.

CALENDAR
The attached calendar lays out our plans for the remainder of FY 1999.
NEXT STEPS
1. 1 will schedule a meeting for us to discuss these matters. At the meeting, | will
appreciate your feedback about the degree of mid-year adjustment you foresee as
needed in the FY 1999 BOP goals; | am hoping to keep these changes to a

minimum. We will also take a look at the FY 2000 APP goals in preparation for
developing a crosswalk to the FY 2000 BOP goals.
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2. By Thursday, April 22, | ask that Principal Staff inform ODOC (708-2806) of the
name of your designee to participate in the FY 2000 BOP Working Group. Your
designee will participate in establishing APP-BOP linkages and in designing models
and materials, and will coordinate the related activities in the rest of your
organization.

3. ODOC will coordinate with Field Policy and Management and Assistant Secretaries
regarding Field representation on the FY 2000 BOP Working Group.

All of us now have a wealth of experience with both APP and BOP that we will
apply together in order to finish FY 1999 successfully and to make HUD’s management
processes smoother and even more effective in FY 2000. | look forward to
collaborating with you in achieving that result.

Attachment

cc: The Secretary
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ADDRESSEES:

William Apgar, Assistant Secretary for Housing/Federal Housing Commissioner

George Anderson, Government National Mortgage Association

V. Stephen Carberry, Chief Procurement Officer

Cardell Cooper, Assistant Secretary for Community Planning and Development

Hal C. DeCell IlI, Assistant Secretary for Congressional and Intergovernmental
Relations

Patricia Enright, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs

David Gibbons, Budget Director, Office of the Chief Financial Officer

Edward Kraus, Director, Enforcement Center

Gail Laster, General Counsel

Donald J. LaVoy, Director, Assessment Center

Harold Lucas, Assistant Secretary for Public and Indian Housing

Mary Madden, Assistant Deputy Secretary for Field Policy and Management

Gloria R. Parker, Chief Information Officer

Ira G. Peppercorn, Director, Multifamily Housing Assistance Restructuring

Eva Plaza, Assistant Secretary for Fair Housing and Equal Opportunlty

Joseph Smith, Administration

Susan Wachter, Policy Development and Research

All Secretary’s Representatives
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CALENDAR FOR COMPLETION OF
HUD’S FY 1999 QUALITY MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES

TIME- ‘ MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES AND MILESTONES
FRAME
April » Deputy Secretary meets with Performance Appraisal Task Force to design new

appraisal system for executives and managers. (completed)

« Principal Staff designate participants for FY 2000 BOP Working Group to work with
ODOC to develop BOP goals that link to FY 2000 APP and community needs, review
FY 1999 BOP experience, create models for action plans, and provide input on BOP
guidance.

» Principal Staff resolve remaining outstanding issues and address cross-program
initiatives discussed during the March Management Meeting.

¢ PD&R and CFO begin work with Principals and CIO/IT to oversee and ensure
reporting capabilities on FY 1999 APP. Principal Staff develop plans for data
collection, monitoring, and reporting on specific goals.

* Deputy Secretary issues mid-year adjustments in FY 1999 BOP goals.

May » PD&R and CFO begin work with Principal Staff to revise HUD Strategic Plan
consistent with FY 2000 APP, for submission with 2001 budget.

» Deputy Secretary reviews products of FY 2000 BOP Working Group. Working Group

 prepares materials for presentation by Assistant Secretaries at June conference.

+ Assistant Secretaries and FPM document resolution on issues and progress on
cross-program initiatives from March Management Meeting.

 Principal Staff, with ODOC, update the Program Services and Operations Manual.

June » Deputy Secretary and Principals conduct second annual BOP Leadership
Conference:
¢ Reports on issues & cross-program initiatives from March Management
Meeting.
+ Models for FY 2000 BOP goals and action plans in support of APP.
e Report on new Performance Appraisal System for executives and managers.
¢ Appropriate Principal Staff develop BOP narrative guidance consistent with- agreed-
upon models.
Deputy Secretary issues BOP goals and guidance for development of FY 2000 BOP.
Principals & Secretary’s Representatives provide input for FY 2001 budget on
program policies and legislation.
| e Secretary approves new Performance Appraisal System for executives, managers
and supervisors.
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TIME- MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES AND MILESTONES
FRAME
July » Headquarters and Field Offices develop BOPs.
¢ Administration coordinates the first Departmental Best Practices Conference.
¢ PD&R conducts baseline surveys of customer and employee satisfaction.
» ODOC begins work on new customer service standards and procedures.
* Administration incorporates Headquarters BOPs in regular reporting processes.
August . e Secretary’'s Representatives and Pnnmpal Staff transmit BOPs to the Deputy
T Secretary.
Rl

Joint review of BOPs to ensure integrated support for FY 2000 APP and to address

/ :"," : decisions on resource priorities.
VA
| '&\;
{ |Sept « Deputy Secretary resolves issues and approves FY 2000 Departmental BOP.
). __—T* Department submits FY 2001 budget and initial FY 2001 Annual Performance Plan,
and continues work on a revised Strategic Plan.
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Distribution

Deputy Secretary, SD (Room 10100)
Principd Staff
Secretary’ s Representatives (2 each)
State/Area Coordinators (1 each)
Assstant Deputy Secretary for Field Policy and Management, SDF, Room 7108
Deputy Chief Financid Officer for Finance, FF, Room 2202
Director, Office of the Budget, FO, Room 3270
Paul Scott, Adminigtration ALO, ARS (Room 10110) (2)
Andrew Cianci, ALO, 3AFI
Acquigtion Librarian, Library, AS, (Room 8141)
Generd Services Adminigration, Attt Jack Gott, Director, DC South Service Ddivery Team,
7th & D Streets, SW, Room 2670, Washington, DC 20407
Sharon Pinkerton, Deputy Staff Director, Counsel, Subcommittee on Crimind Justice,
Drug Policy & Human Resources, B 373 Rayburn House Office Bldg.,
Washington, DC 20515
The Honorable Fred Thompson, Chairman, Committee on Governmentd Affairs
340 Kirksen Senate Office Building, United States Senate, Washington, DC 20510
The Honorable Joseph Lieberman, Ranking Member, Committee on Governmenta Affairs
706 Hart Senate Office Bldg, United States Senate, Washington, DC 20510
The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman, committee on Government Reform,
2185 Rayburn Bldg., House of Representatives, Washington, DC 20515
Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Government Reform,
2204 Rayburn Bldg., House of Representatives, Washington, DC 20515
Ms. Cindy Fogleman, Subcommittee on Oversght and Investigations, Room 212
O Nell House Office Building, Washington, DC 20515
Director, Housng and Community Development Issue Area, USGAO
441 G Street, NW, Room 2474, Washington, DC 20548 (Attn: Judy England-Joseph)
Steve Redburn, Chief, Housing Branch, Office of Management and Budget, Room 9226
725 17th Street, NW., New Executive Office Building, Washington, DC 20503
Deputy Staff Director, Counsd, Subcommittee on Criminad Justice, Drug Policy and Human
Resources, B373 Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC 20515
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