Community Development Administrators Phone Survey

The Survey Operations Center of Aspen Systems Corporation, Rockville, MD, administered the Community Development Directors Phone Survey on behalf of the Urban Institute.  The Center conducted interviews with Community Development Department Directors by telephone during the fall and winter of 2001/2002.  


The jurisdictions contacted for the survey were identified, in part, from the Economic Development Expenditures Verification effort undertaken for this study.
 That is, the universe from which the sample was drawn consisted of those city/town and county governments that HUD data systems, as verified by local Community Development Departments, indicated had used either the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and/or Section 108 programs for economic development purposes at some time between 1990 and 1999.  


Sampling.  The sample was clustered, as follows.  Each community was initially identified as either a “high-loan-volume” jurisdictions or a non-high-loan-volume jurisdictions (see “Public-Sector Loans to Private-Sector Businesses: An assessment of HUD-Supported Local Economic Development Lending Activities,” Chapter 1 and Appendices).  The former had been chosen as locations to be site visited for purposes of conducting in-depth, in-person interviews with Community Development Department Directors and third-party lending program administrators, and for reviewing third-party loan administrative records.  The original sample consisted of all 55 high-loan-volume communities (i.e., selected with certainty) and a random (equal probability) sample of 445 of the non-high-loan-volume communities.  During the course of data collection, however, the designations of a few of the localities switched (i.e., high-loan-volume communities became non-high-loan volume communities, and vice versa, based on further efforts to verify the extent of CDBG and Section 108 usage for third-party lending purposes ..


Prior to the initiation of the telephone interviewing, each jurisdiction was sent a pre-survey notification letter.  In addition to the usual elements of such letters, there was a form enclosed that allowed the recipient to identify the correct respondent(s) to be interviewed and to specify one or more times when such persons would be available to be interviewed.  If the form was completed and returned (by fax), the information was entered into Aspen’s CATI (computer-assisted telephone interviewing) system.  High-loan-volume, site-visited jurisdictions were e-mailed reminders asking them to establish a date and time for the interview prior to the scheduled site visit.  Non-high-volume, non-site visited jurisdictions that did not response to the initial written request were contacted by telephone to set-up a data and time for the interview. 


The Urban Institute research team developed the survey questionnaire.  A single survey instrument was developed with branching and skip patterns to account for whether a jurisdiction used funds from CDBG, from Section 108, from both, or from neither for economic development programs. 


The Community Development Directors Phone Survey was conducted using CATI technology, to ensure the consistent administration of the questionnaire.  There was only one variation in the survey methodology, depending on whether the jurisdiction was selected for a site visit.  In such cases, if it was determined that there were different people who needed to answer questions concerning the jurisdiction’s CDBG-funded versus Section 108-funded economic development activities, each potential respondent was interviewed individually. If this situation occurred in a non-site-visit jurisdiction, interviews with the person most familiar with the CDBG program was given priority.


Telephone interviews were conducted between November 6, 2001 and January 14, 2002.
  Calls to the jurisdictions were made from Monday through Friday, between 9:00 a.m. and 5:30 p.m., respondent’s time.  The number of attempts to secure a completed interview ranged from 1 to 32, with an average of 4.5 attempts overall and 4.4 attempts per completed interview.  The average interview length was 14.8 minutes.  Interviews with high-loan-volume, site-visited jurisdictions tended to take longer to conduct (approximately 28.8 minutes per interview versus approximately 12.9 minutes per interview for non-site-visited jurisdictions) because a greater proportion required asking the full battery of both CDBG and Section 108 questions.

Response rate.  In all, a total of 463 interviews were conducted, representing 460 individual jurisdictions.  (In three instances, separate interviews were administered to different people for the same jurisdiction to obtain information about both CDBG and Section 108.)  After deducting those jurisdictions that indicated—either orally or in writing—that they had used neither CDBG nor Section 108 for economic development activities since 1990 (n=13), the overall response rate for the study was 94.3 percent.  Of the jurisdictions identified for site visits that were not later replaced or dropped (see “Public-Sector Loans to Private-Sector Businesses: An assessment of HUD-Supported Local Economic Development Lending Activities,” Chapter 1), only one did not result in a completed interview, providing a 98.2 percent response rate). The disposition of the sample is presented below, using the Survey Operations Center’s standard disposition codes. 

Survey of CD Directors — Distribution of Sample Records by Last Disposition

	LAST DISPOSITION
	N
	%

	01- No Answer
	1
	0.2

	02- Busy
	
	

	03- Voice Mail (No Message Left)
	2
	0.4

	04- Fax/Modem Line
	
	

	05- Non-working Number
	
	

	06- Duplicate Sample
	
	

	07- Wrong Number
	1
	0.2

	08- Callback before Question 1
	6
	1.2

	09- Used Neither CDBG/Section 108
	13
	2.6

	10- Wrong Jurisdiction
	
	

	11- Unable to Identify Appropriate Contact
	1
	0.2

	12- Language Problem
	
	

	13- Left Message to Call 800 Number before Question 1
	2
	0.4

	15- Refusal before Question 1
	6
	1.2

	16- Quota Met
	
	

	17- Refusal at or after Question 1
	1
	0.2

	18- Supervisor Review
	1
	0.2

	19- Callback at or after Question 1
	
	

	20- Completed Interview: both CDBG and Section 108
	258
	51.5

	21- Refusal with Reason
	6
	1.2

	22- Contact Not Available during the Survey
	
	

	23- Requested Fax Copy of Letter
	
	

	24- Will Complete Phone Interview at Another Time
	1
	0.2

	25- Left Message to Call 800 Number at or after Question 1
	
	

	26- Completed Interview: CDBG Only
	8
	1.6

	27- Completed Interview: Section 108 Only
	192
	38.3

	28- Completed Interview: Neither CDBG or Section 108
	2
	0.4

	Total Sample*
	501*
	100

	Response Rate
	
	94.3


The assignment of interviews to disposition codes 20, 26, 27, and 28 was based on whether specific criteria concerning the completion of the two parts of the interview (CDBG and Section 108) were met.  The CDBG portion of the survey was considered complete if the respondent answered either:

· Question 13 (if the jurisdiction currently makes CDBG-funded business loans), or

· Question 14 (if the jurisdiction made CDBG-funded business loans since 1990).

Conversely, the CDBG portion of the survey was not counted as complete if:

· The respondent was never asked Question 2 (because he/she told us up front that they were not the appropriate person to answer questions about CDBG),

· The respondent answered No or Doesn't Know to Question 2 (the jurisdiction had not used CDBG for economic development since 1990), or

· The respondent answered No or Doesn't Know to BOTH Question 4 and Question 5 (the jurisdiction had not made CDBG-funded business loans since 1990).

The Section 108 portion was considered complete if the respondent answered either:

· Question 17 (if the jurisdiction had not used Section 108 for economic development since 1990, which included both those who had used it only for non-ED purposes and those who had never gotten it at all), or

· Question 39 (if the jurisdiction had used Section 108 for economic development since 1990 —regardless of whether they had ever made Section 108-funded business loans).

Again, the Section 108 section was NOT complete if:

· The respondent was never asked Question 16 (because he/she told us up front that they were not the appropriate person to answer questions about Section 108), or

· The respondent answered Doesn't Know to Question 16 (he/she could not say whether or not the jurisdiction used Section 108 for economic development since 1990).

Therefore, the disposition/completion codes were assigned based on whether or not the respondent had "passed" the completion test for each section, where:

· Disposition Code 20 (Completed Survey -- Both) referred to respondents who passed the completion tests for both CDBG and Section 108 

· Disposition Code 26 (Completed Survey -- CDBG only) referred to respondents who passed only the CDBG completion test

· Disposition Code 27 (Completed Survey -- Section 108 only) referred to respondents who passed only the Section 108 completion test, and

· Disposition Code 28 (Completed Survey -- Neither) referred to respondents who passed neither the CDBG nor Section 108 completion test.

The latter disposition was typically the result of a situation where a jurisdiction had not used CDBG for business loans since 1990 (either because they had not used CDBG for economic development at all, or because they had not made business loans from CDBG) and where respondents indicated they were not the appropriate person to speak with regarding Section 108 and an alternate person could not be identified.

Reasons for refusal.  When an interviewer encountered a potential respondent who did not want to participate in the survey, he/she attempted to determine the person’s reason for refusing. Where possible, the interviewer tried to address the respondent’s concerns and solicit their cooperation. If this was not possible, the interviewer recorded the respondent’s reason(s) for non-participation. Of the six respondents in this category:

· Two responses indicated that the survey was too long;

· Two responses indicated that the respondent was too busy—that they did not have the time;

· One response indicated that the respondent was new to the job and did not know the programs well enough to answer;

· One response indicated that the jurisdiction did too little economic development to make their answers worthwhile or to take the time; and

· Two responses indicated the respondent was simply “not interested” in being interviewed, or did not give any particular reason.

(Multiple answers were allowed.)


Data editing and retrieval.  The questionnaire was administered starting on November 21, 2001.  Completed interviews were removed from the CATI system for a final quality control review.  The review consisted of looking for inconsistencies in the responses, questionable/illogical data, and/or re-coding information as indicated by the interviewers on a “problem” sheet.  Survey-specific problem sheets were used to make changes in the survey data due to respondent or interviewer error.  In a few cases, respondents were re-contacted for clarification and/or confirmation of the data, and the information was corrected, as necessary.


In addition, responses to "Other [SPECIFY]" and open-ended questions were examined.  Typographical errors and inconsistencies in abbreviations were corrected, and an effort was made to ensure that all such responses were presented as complete and coherent thoughts.  For the “Other [SPECIFY]” questions, responses were reviewed and recoded into existing answer choice categories, if the answer choices had not been read to the respondent during the interview.  Again, where necessary, respondents were re-contacted for clarification and/or additional information, and the file was corrected.

� The Economic Development Expenditures Verification effort conducted in Phase I requested that CD Directors confirm summary data on economic development spending under the CDBG, Section 108 and EDI programs.


� One interview was also conducted on February 8, 2002.
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