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ABSTRACT:
This article researches the efficiency of target
programs evaluation model in Russian metropolises.
The research shows that the current target programs
evaluation model does not correspond to the prevailing
theory. The current practice of program evaluation is
focused on the analysis of achievement indicators of
program goals, implementation of program measures,
program finance development. These evaluation types
do not allow to define the program compliance with the
city’s strategic objectives and the impact of program
measures on the results of the city’s social and
economic development. This imbalance determined the
purpose of the present research is to improve
programs evaluation model by introducing such new
indicators as program’s «accordance» with city
development strategies, «efficiency» of program
measures, and their influence on strategic targeted
indicators of the city’s development. 
Keywords: Metropolis, target program, program
evaluation indicators, social and economic
development

RESUMEN:
El artículo analiza la práctica de evaluar programas
específicos en las ciudades más grandes de Rusia. El
estudio mostró que los modelos actuales para evaluar
programas no corresponden a la teoría prevaleciente.
La práctica de la evaluación del programa se centra en
el análisis del logro de los objetivos del programa, la
implementación del número planificado de actividades
y la integridad del desarrollo de los fondos
presupuestarios asignados. Fuera del marco de la
evaluación, quedan problemas de cumplimiento del
programa con los objetivos estratégicos de la ciudad y
el impacto de las actividades del programa en los
resultados del desarrollo socioeconómico de la ciudad.
Este desequilibrio determinó el propósito de este
estudio: mostrar la necesidad y la posibilidad de
complementar el modelo de evaluación programática
con indicadores de la "conformidad" de los programas
de estrategia de desarrollo de la ciudad, la efectividad
y la "influencia" de las medidas del programa en los
objetivos de desarrollo de la ciudad.
Palabras clave: Ciudad más grande, programa
objetivo, indicadores de evaluación de programas,
desarrollo socioeconómico.

1. Introduction
According to guidelines, cities with the population of more than one million people belong to
metropolis group (“Set of Rules”, n.d.). The number of cities and their population is growing in
Russia. From 1926 to 2018 the number of cities and towns has grown by 2.4 times (from 461 to
1112), the share of urban residents in the total country’s population size has increased from 18%
to 70% for the same period  (Population of the Russian Federation by Municipalities, n.d.).
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A growing role of metropolises in Russian social and economic development is largely defined by
the efficiency of city strategic planning where target programs have become one of the main
instruments. There are several reasons for an active use of programs. First, target programs
provide a concentration of efforts and resources on key ways of the city’s social and economic
development. Secondly, programs allow city residents to control, and businesses to participate in
solving the strategic tasks of the city’s sustainable social and economic development. Thirdly,
programs are an instrument of the city’s budget formation and implementation
The calculation, made on the basis of data taken from municipal administration sites, shows that
in Russian metropolises more than 240 target programs are developed and implemented. The
composition of programs, their number and program budget volume in Russian metropolises are
approximately the same. Table 1 demonstrates the dynamics of target programs number and
program budget volumes typical for all Russian metropolises by means of the example of the
metropolis Perm, which is one of the biggest Russian cities with the population of more than one
million people (Municipal Programs, n.d.).

Table 1
Dynamics of programs number and 

program budget volume in Perm

Indicator
Years

2004 2009 2013 2017 2018

Number of target programs (TP), units 22 32 32 25 25

Program budget volume, billion rubles 0,065 3,1 9,06 22,1 21,4

Share of TP in the city’s expenditure, % 5,1 14,4 36,5 90,3 90,4

Program budget volume spent on
one TP, million rubles

3,0 97,0 283,0 884,0 856,0

Source: created by the authors based on (Municipal Programs, n.d.).

The development of the programing system in urban development leads to an increase in the
interest of target programs evaluation.  
The analysis of metropolises’ regulatory documents shows that the target programs evaluation is
based mainly on such intermediate results of their implementation as achievement indicators of
program goals, implementing of program measures, program finance development.  These
evaluation types do not allow defining the final result of program measures implementation: cost-
effectiveness in achieving quantitative parameters, changing indicators of the city’s social and
economic development under the influence of target programs. The problem of programs
correspondence to the strategy of city’s social and economic development remains actual, because
these programs are proclaimed to be the implementation instruments of the strategy by the
Federal Law №172-FZ  (“Federal law №172-FZ”, 2014). The current situation demands to increase
the efficiency of city programs evaluation model. 
The purpose of the present research is to improve programs evaluation model by introducing such
new indicators as program’s «accordance» with city development strategies, «efficiency» of
program measures, and their influence on strategic targeted indicators of the city’s development.
The objectives of the research are:
1) to consider theoretical approaches to program evaluation  in domestic and foreign researches;
2) to analyze the compliance of programs evaluation models in Russian metropolises  with the
requirements of theoretical approaches;
 3) to supplement the indicators of programs evaluation model;
4) to develop algorithms for evaluating target programs by using new indicators.

2. Materials and methodology



The research methodology is based on comparative approach, which used general scientific
methods and principles, the ones of logical, systematic and statistical analysis of metropolises’
guidelines on programs efficiency evaluation.
The theoretical foundation of evaluation model is laid in the works of Weiss, 1972; Franklin &
Thrasher, 1976; Scriven, 1980; Mishan, 1971;  Patton, 1997. Later, there appeared more
noticeable research in the evaluation sphere, due to Western scholars formulated basic principles
of target programs evaluation (Dolan & Edlin, 2002;  Vanclay, 2003;  Hatry, 2005;Peacock, 1998; 
Miller, Hildreth, & Rabin, 2010).
1. The target program effect must be the consequence of its implementation. According to Hatry
(2005) the true indicator of program efforts usefulness is not a manufactured product but the
received result (effect). The results are events or changes in condition, proving the movement to
program target. Thus, the results are connected to the main function of a program, i.e. what it
was made for. The result is not what a program itself «made», but the consequences of its activity
(Hatry, 2005). F. Vaclay identifies the program’s social impact, which includes positive or negative
social and cultural changes in public condition (Vanclay, 2003).
2. The target program effect must provide the increase in standards of living not for some citizens,
but the welfare growth of a territorial community as a whole. A. Williams & E. Giardina (1993)
single out social benefit and externality as parts of programs’ social effect. They understand social
benefit as an integrated utility from different activities, including the benefit of the subject,
implementing the program, as well as the people not paying for it. The externality means
additional savings or expenditure, which do not depend on program’s actions but influence on their
results.
Table 2 demonstrates the theoretical approaches of Russian specialists where the composition of
indicators for target programs evaluating are determined.

Table 2
Indicators of program evaluation in studies 

of Russian specialists from 2001 to 2018

2001-2005 2008-2014 2015-2018

Evaluation of implementing of
program measures

(Kuzmin, 2001)

 

Evaluation of defining the importance of
a program and its efficiency and
justification

(Shakina, 2008; Ilichev, 2009)

 
 

Evaluation of programs impact on
the city’s development indicators

(Elokhov & Elokhova,  2015)

Evaluation of achieving results
in relation to program
purposes

(Garadzha, 2002)

 

Evaluation of achievement of public goals
and socially significant results
(Minchenko, 2012)

Evaluation of forming and
developing strategic planning of a
corresponding territory (Nozhenko,
2016)

Evaluation of budget financing
spent on program measures

(Alexandrova, Sadovskaya , &
Strike, 2003)

Evaluation of the expenditure on
achieving program goals and also
comparing achieved results with costs in
the frames of a certain program measure

 (Afanasev & Shash, 2013)

Evaluation of implementing of
program measures and projects

(Korableva, 2017)

Evaluation of impact on city’s
social and economic
development

(Vetrov, Vizgalov, Pinegina, &
Shevyrova, 2003;  Vizgalov,
2005)

Evaluation of program financial solvency
(Alabina & Ershova, 2014; Voronin,
2014)

Evaluation of program measures
effectiveness and their contribution
to efficient social and economic
urban development (Elokhov &
Arbuzova,  2018)

Source: created by the authors



The data in Table 2 confirms the fact that Russian specialists have different views about indicators
of program evaluation. It should be noted the shift in  composition of program evaluation
indicators towards necessity to evaluate the  programs impact on city’s social and economic
development.
The authors of the article share the position of the Institute for Urban Economics specialists who
believe, that indicators for target programs evaluation should  be aimed to promoting efficient
social and economic urban development  (Vetrov, et al., 2003; Vizgalov, 2005; Elokhov &
Arbuzova, 2018).
Table 3 demonstrates the indicators for evaluating target programs in Russian metropolises. The
composition of indicators was determined based on the study of laws and regulations on municipal
programs development and implementation in metropolises of the Russian Federation. The data
analysis resulted in the following conclusions.
First, in Russian metropolises program evaluation models have different structure, including from
3 to 6 elements. Evaluation of «internal» program elements prevail in the model, reflecting the
subject and specific features of their implementation: volume of financing, achievement of
program purposes and tasks, implementation of program measures. Only Ufa and Ekaterinburg
evaluate programs’ accordance to strategic planning documents based on the indicator of
programs’ accordance with the city development strategy. Ufa, Ekaterinburg and Nizhny Novgorod
have the fullest evaluation model (5-6 indicators).
Secondly, only documents from Perm and Volgograd demonstrate the evaluation of results from
programs implementation, manifested in changing of the city’s social and economic development
indicators.
Other cities evaluate intermediate results. However, H. Hatry’s research shows that the main
principle in defining program results consists in searching the elements, directly relating not only
to satisfaction of program’s clients, but to the population as a whole and are important to them
 (Hatry, 2005).
Thirdly, there are different approaches to evaluate programs’ efficiency. Efficiency is defined along
the whole program based on calculating an average indicator and integral indicator, uniting
several measured indicators, reflecting the achievement of program’s goals and its financing, as a
rule. There is no evaluation of program measures’ efficiency.

Table 3
The composition of program evaluation model 

elements in Russian metropolises

Element of program evaluation model
Programs evaluation model in metropolises

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Achievement rate of expected results from
program implementation

+ + +  + +  +  + + +  

The costs on program measures
implementation

+ + +   +   +   +  

Implementation  of program measures  + + + + + + + + + + + +

Efficiency of program measures
implementation

  +    +  +     

Size of taxes to city’s budget from program
implementation

   +          

Program’s budget efficiency    + +   +  +    

Program (subprogram) implementation
efficiency evaluation

+ + +  + + + + + + + + +



Program’s accordance with priority system
of region’s and city’s social and economic
development

 +       +     

Accordance of purpose indicators of
program's measures evaluation to its
purposes and tasks

        +     

Evaluation of programs’ contribution to
city’s social and economic development

   +         +

Number of elements in city program’s
evaluation model

3 5 5 4 4 4 3 4 6 4 3 4 3

Source: created by the authors

Note: 1- Novosibirsk; 2- Ekaterinburg; 3- Nizhny Novgorod; 4- Kazan; 5- Chelyabinsk;
6- Omsk; 7- Samara; 8- Rostov-on-Don; 9- Ufa; 10- Krasnoyarsk; 11- Perm; 12-
Voronezh; 13- Volgograd.

There are different methods to measure programs’ integral efficiency indicators: Novosibirsk,
Ekaterinburg and Perm calculate point total, Ufa and Krasnoyarsk measure shares from one,
Nizhny Novgorod, Kazan, Samara, Voronezh, Volgograd, Rostov-on-Don and Omsk calculate
percentage. The variety of methods does not allow to compare the results of evaluation the
effectiveness of similar target programs in different cities. Efficiency calculations do not use
generally accepted ratio of program’s effect to its costs, types of effects are reduced only to
achievement of target programs’ indicators.  However, the true utility indicator of program efforts
consists not in a produced product, but in a received result (effect). Results are events or changes
in a state, proving the movement towards program goals (Hatry, 2005). M. Garadzhа suggests to
calculate target programs’ effect based on the indicators of result achievement in relation to
purposes  (Garadzha, 2002).
Fourth, only program documents in Kazan and Volgograd state the need to evaluate programs’
effects on the city’s social and economic development. Other cities evaluate the impact of
«internal» results only without assessing their influence on the development of a corresponding
territory that is «external» effects. Meanwhile the most important principle of programs
implementation consists in increasing the standards of living for the whole population of the
territory, not for certain categories of citizens only. A. Williams and E. Giardin (1993) recommend
singling out social benefit and external effect when evaluating programs. They understand social
benefit as an integrated utility from different activities, including the benefit for subjects,
implementing the program, as well as for those who do not pay for it. External effect (externality)
means additional savings or expenditure, which do not depend on program actions but influence
on their results. F. Vaclay (2003) tells that program’s social effect includes positive or negative
social and cultural changes in social status.
According to the results of target programs evaluation models analysis in Russian metropolises,
the authors placed two hypotheses:
1. Current models of programs’ evaluation do not reflect their influence on indicators of the city’s
social and economic development.
2.  In order to increase the objectivity of target programs and validity of decisions in the field of
program-oriented management, it is needed to complement evaluation of target programs with
indicators reflecting relationship between programs and  indicators of the city’s social and
economic development.

3. Results and discussion
The research showed that program evaluation models in Russian metropolises should be brought
into the line with the current world practice by adding some indicators. An extended program
evaluation model in a metropolis is presented in Table 4.

 Table 4
Extended program evaluation 

model in a metropolis



Evaluation model Basic elements of program evaluation

Current program
evaluation model

1.Evaluation of resource
usage

2.Evaluation of implementing
of program measures

 

3.Evaluation  of
achieving program
objectives

Additions to program
evaluation model

Additional elements of program evaluation

4.Evaluation of programs
«accordance» with city
development strategies

5.Evaluation of program
measures efficiency

6. Evaluation of 
programs’ influence
on strategic targeted
indicators of city’s
development

 

Source: created by the authors

In order to improve existing program evaluation models in Russian metropolises it is necessary to
consider some rules:
1. During evaluating of programs’ basic elements, it is needed to calculate the ratio of actual and
planned values of indicators in terms of funding volume, number of program measures, and
program goals. Full implementation of planned indicators will determine the maximum value of
evaluation, equal to one.
2. Evaluation of programs «accordance» with city development strategies should be based on
checking the coincidence of their elements. For example, by the ratio of the target programs’
number  and the number of strategies’ tasks, task accordance between the programs and the
strategy. Full accordance of these elements will determine the value of evaluation, equal to one.
3. Evaluation of program measures efficiency should be based on the ratio of  implementation
costs put on program measure and the magnitude of change (increase or decrease) in the
programs targeted indicator after measure implementation. The planned ratio of indicators is
taken as a unit, the actual ratio is defined as an increase or decrease in the planned level of
efficiency (more or less than one).
4. Evaluation of programs’ influence on strategic targeted indicators of city’s development  should
be based on changing the number of city’s resident population during program implementation.
The calculation is carried out according to the program share in the total funding volume, which
ensures the achievement of targeted strategic indicator of the city’s development. Evaluation of
programs’ influence is defined as a fraction of a unit.
5. The overall program evaluation is defined as the sum of the six indicators from the Table 4.
Based on the results of evaluation management decisions about program can be made. Table 5
demonstrates the criteria for overall program evaluation.

Table 5
Criteria for overall program evaluation

Type of program
Overall evaluation,

units
Management decisions after program evaluation

1. Highly efficient 1,0-0,8 Implementation  without changes

2. Medium effective 0,7-0,5 Reorganization

3. Low efficient 0,4-0,1 Sequestration of expenses

4. Non-efficient 0,1 and lower Program suspension

Source: created by the authors



We will look at the necessity and possibility of using new program evaluation indicators by means
of the example of the metropolis Perm, which occupies a middle position among Russian
metropolises.

The indicator of programs’ «accordance» with city development strategies
We will examine to what extent target programs, implemented in the city, reflect «The strategy of
Perm’s social and economic development to the year 2030». The subject of research includes the
existence of target programs, implementing the city development strategy; task accordance
between the programs and the strategy. Table 6 demonstrates that 19 target programs consisting
of 124 tasks are implemented to fulfill 59 strategic tasks (The strategy of socio-economic
development of Perm city to 2030, n.d.;  Municipal programs, n.d.).

Table 6
Task accordance between the programs 

and the strategy of Perm in 2019

Strategy’s functional
and purpose blocks

(FPB)

The number
of strategic
tasks in FPB,
units

The number of
target

programs,
units

Tasks

accordance
between the
program and
the strategy,

units

Share of FPB
tasks
implemented in
the program, %

(column 2:
column 1)

Share of program
tasks that

corresponded to
FPB tasks,%

(column 3 :
column 1

1 2 3 4 5

Social welfare 18 7 12 39,0 67,0

Safety of professional
and personal life

5 2 5 40,0 100,0

Economic
development

7 1 6 14,0 86,0

Infrastructure
development

16 6 8 31,0 50,0

City’s territorial
development

7 2 6 29,0 86,0

Development of
management

6 1 0 17,0 0,0

Total 59 19 37  32,0 63,0

Source: created by the authors based on (The Strategy of Socio-Economic 
Development of Perm City to 2030, n.d.; Municipal Programs, n.d.).

Having analyzed table 4, we came to the following conclusions:
1. The number of municipal target programs is not proportional to the Strategy’s functional and
purpose blocks (FPB), for example, FPB on social development aspects contains 18 tasks and 7
target programs, while the one on urban economic development includes only 7 tasks and 1
program.  The share of strategy tasks implemented in all target programs is only 32%.
This, in our opinion, decreases resource and effort concentration to solve key strategic tasks and
causes ambiguity in strategic planning.
2. 63% of key FPB tasks are reflected in the accepted target programs. The closest link is between
strategic and program tasks in FPB of social safety and economic development, while the weakest
link is in FPB of municipal governance.
Thus, we can conclude that target programs correspond to the city’s strategy tasks only by (32 +
63): 2 = 47.5%.



The indicator of program measures «efficiency»
In Table 7 we will show the possibility of such calculations by the means of the example of one the
target programs «Crime prevention in Perm for the period of 2016 ‒2018» (By-law of the Perm
city administration № 850, 2015). This program is typical for all Russian metropolises.

Table 7
Calculation of the efficiency of program 

measures from 2016 to 2018

Indicator 2016 2017 2018
Ratio  for

2018- 2016,
%

1. Program budget volume spent on program,
million rubles

6,5 6,5 6,5 100,0

2. Reduction rate of the target indicator «Crime
rate per 10,000 people», cases

28,3 5,8 5,7 20,0

3. Expenses per reduction unit of the «Crime
rate» indicator, million rubles per one case (line
1: line 2)

 

0,23 1,12 1,14 496,0

4. Program measures  efficiency, cases per million
rubles (line 2: line 1)

4,35 0,89 0,88 20,0

Source: created by the authors based on 
(By-Law of the Perm City Administration № 850, 2015.)

Having analyzed table 6, we came to the following conclusions:
The program is equally financed from municipal budget by 6,5 million rubles per year. As a result
of the annually implemented standard set of program measures, the target program indicator
“Crime rate per 10,000 people” decreased from 28.3 cases in 2016 to 5.7 cases in 2018. Thus, the
expenses per reduction unit of the program indicator increased by 4.69 times between 2016 and
2018, whereas the program measures efficiency as the indicator inverse to expenses, decreased
by 5 times. 

The indicator of programs’ «influence» on strategic targeted indicators of the city’s
development
The definition of this indicator, is based on the idea, that the implementation of the city’s
development strategy should provide the growth of the city’s attractiveness as a place convenient
for life and labor. The growth of residential population is suggested to use as a strategic target
indicator, reflecting the success of the city’s development strategy implementation. If, as a result
of the strategy implementation, a city has high standards of living, residential population increases
due to migration and natural growth. Target programs act as a mechanism for implementing the
city’s development strategy. Program measures ensure a comfort conditions for a city life and
contribute to population growth (Elokhov & Elokhova, 2015).
Table 8 represents the evaluation of programs impact on the growth of the resident population of
Perm in 2019.

Table 8
Analysis of target programs impact on the 

residential population growth in Perm in 2019

Strategy’s
functional and
purpose blocks

(FPB)

Name of the target program

Program
budget

volume spent
on program,

million rubles

Residential
population growth

People %



Social welfare Ensuring access to quality education services 11869,13 2250 39,82

Development of the city’s network of
educational organizations

1715,82 325 5,76

City culture 1132,54 215 3,80

Youth of the city 40,33 8 0,14

The development of physical education and
sports

1088,27 206 3,65

Social support and family well-being 325,54 62 1,10

Total by the block 6 16171,63 3066 54,3

Safety of
professional and

personal life

Secure city 296,74 57 1,0

Public consent 123,51 23 0,41

Total by the block 2 420,25 80 1,41

Economic
development

Economic development of the city 26,91 5 0,09

Total by the block 1 26,91 5 0,09

Infrastructure
development

Development of accommodation

and communal services system in the city

3576,49 678 12,00

The organization of cities traffic and 
development of regular transportation by the
road and urban land electric transport

2922,33 554 9,81

Organization of road activities 4237,77 803 14,22

Providing residents with accommodation 1388,15 263 4,66

Development of a modern urban environment 309,87 58 1,04

City improvment 413,98 79 1,39

Total by the block 6 12848,59 2435 43,11

City’s territorial
development

Urban planning 126,27 24 0,42

Nature conservation and forestry of the city 90,86 18 0,31

Total by the block 2 217,13 41 0,73

Development of
management

City land management 22,02 4 0,07

Municipal property management 102,31 19 0,35

Total by the block 2 124,33 23 0,42



Total 19 29808,85 5650 100

Source: created by the authors based on (By-Law of the Perm City Administration №1071, 2017;  
Decision of the Perm City Duma № 250; 2017)

In Table 7 the impact of target programs on the residential population growth is determined in
proportion to the program share in the program budget volume.
The largest impact on the residential population growth is provided by the target program
“Ensuring access to quality education services” (39.82%), and the least by the target program
“City land management” (0.07%). It is obviously, that a number of programs have little effect on
the residential population growth, they do not create the appropriate conditions for improving the
quality of the city’s life. That is why, it is necessary to review the composition of programs and the
volume of their budget. Carrying out such calculations helps to increase the objectivity of
programs evaluating.
The data in tables 5,6 and 7 shows that there are programs in the city of Perm that do not
significantly affect the achievement of strategic parameters of the city’s development.

4. Conclusions
In this study, a comparative analysis of the evaluation model of target programs in Russian
metropolises, was carried out. It was found, that in metropolises there are similar models for
evaluating target programs. For evaluation, a comparison of planned and actual indicators
reflecting the implementation of program objectives, implementation of program measures, and
development of budget volume.
Evaluation of target programs according to the current model does not allow a complete and
objective assessment of program activities in the city. Given the similarity of models for evaluating
target programs in Russian metropolises, we show the reliability of this statement by means of the
example of one of the Russian metropolises, Perm city.
Thus, the head of the city, using the current methodology for evaluating the program’s
effectiveness, declared low-efficient only 1 programs out of 25 as the result of the year 2018. That
means he evaluated program activity positively  (“Consolidated annual report”, n.d.).
At the same time, the current target programs evaluation model in Perm cannot be considered as
complete and comprehensive. The data in table 6 demonstrates that target programs correspond
to the city’s strategy tasks only by 47.5%. Table 7 demonstrates that the efficiency of the typical
for all Russian metropolises target program «Crime prevention in Perm for the period of 2016 ‒
2018» decreased by 5.0 times. Table 8 demonstrates that 11 out of 19 target programs, operating
in 2019, affect the residential population growth in the range from 0.1 to 1.4%, which means they
do not create the appropriate conditions for improving the quality of city’s life.
These indicators signal about the increase of imbalances in target programs evaluation according
to current evaluation model, confirming the adequacy of the first formulated hypothesis.
In order to increase the objectivity of current target programs evaluation model, it is
recommended to supplement it with such indicators, as program’s «accordance» with city
development strategies, reflecting the degree of program compliance with the city’s development
strategy; «efficiency» of program measures, reflecting the efficiency of program measures for
their impact on changing program targets;  and «influence» on strategic targeted indicators of the
city’s development, reflecting  programs impact on  final results of the city’s development.
The expansion of the composition of program’s evaluation indicators is consistent with evaluation
theory, regulatory demands of the federal law 172-FZ «On strategic planning in the Russian
Federation» (2014).
The research results prove that additions to programs evaluation model will contribute to an
increase in the strategic planning efficiency and program management of the city development.
This will also help to work out a more efficient system for managing target programs.
Thus, it is necessary to bring the share of key tasks of the city’s development strategy functional
and purpose blocks implemented through programs to 100% and optimize the composition of
target programs by strategy’s sections. This, in our opinion, will strengthen the concentration of
funds and efforts, spent on target programs, to solve the key strategic tasks of urban
development.



Evaluation of program’s measures efficiency by means of the example of the   typical for Russian
metropolises target program «Crime prevention in Perm for the period of 2016 ‒2018» showed
the possibility of saving budget funds. It is proposed to reduce the financing of ineffective
measures. This money could be spent on the measures, which have the most powerful influence
on the crime rate. It is also useful to change program’s financing based on the achieved results.
For example, if the decrease in the crime rate in 2017 reached 20.5% of the previous year’s
indicator, the expenses should also be reduced to 20.5% from the planned ones.
The research results indicate that it is necessary and possible to supplement the existing
provisions of the city’s programs development and implementation by assessing their compliance
with strategic documents, calculating the efficiency of program measures, taking into account the
programs impact on city’s economic and social development. In our opinion, this will contribute to
improving the efficiency of urban development program management, will help to develop a more
effective system of program measures, which ensure an increase in the quality of the city’s life in
accordance with Presidential Decree № 204 «On national goals and strategic tasks of the
development of the Russian Federation for the period until 2024»  (“Decree of the President of the
Russian Federation”, 2018).
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