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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RESOURCES RELATING TO RESULTS BASED MANAGEMENT TOOLS: 

ROMA, MfDR, and PART

Results Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA)

Federal reporting under the GPRA requires all federal agencies to change the focus of their programmatic reporting with a goal of improving accountability throughout the federal government.  Consequently, federal agencies have re-focused their own requirements of those organizations that receive federal programmatic funding, focusing programmatic reporting on the benefits to the customer that were achieved (the “outcomes”), instead of focusing on the activities in which the agency engaged (the “outputs”).  Community Action Agencies nationwide developed the ROMA model to meet the new programmatic reporting demands under GPRA.  Because Community Action Agencies serve underprivileged populations with an eye toward reduction of poverty, the ROMA model may be of some relevance to rural communities in Alaska that are considering economic development initiatives.

In reviewing ROMA, the reader should bear in mind that ROMA is intended to assist Community Action Agencies as they implement their programs to achieve the Six National Goals established for Community Action Agencies, all of which focus on reduction of poverty, as measured against the 12 National Indicators that guide Community Action Agencies.  As public and private sector organizations and agencies in Alaska embark upon economic development initiatives, they will not necessarily identify these same goals and indicators for use in their initiatives.  Thus, the reader should view the ROMA model as a guide that can provide some structural assistance in developing a results-based management process that is relevant to the initiatives and communities in Alaska.

Only the first document listed explains ROMA in clear, straightforward terms. Nonetheless, I have identified a few additional documents below, which may be of some use to leadership in Alaska.

1.
The Guide to Implementing ROMA for CSBG Agencies in Tennessee, Revised

June 1998, Revised January 2000
This guide, devised by the Tennessee Department of Human Services, and the University of Tennessee College of Social Work Office of Research and Public Service, is the most clear, understandable ROMA implementation guide available. It is aimed at assisting Community Service Block Grant Agencies in meeting their federal reporting requirements.  This Guide includes a useful historical overview of how and why ROMA evolved, an explanation of ROMA terminology, a very good explanation of the differences between the current and historical approaches to programmatic reporting and management (outcomes vs. outputs), and clear assistance regarding how to implement ROMA in light of the National Goals and Outcome Measures. 

Website:http://www.roma1.org/files/rtr/TN_ROMAGuide.pdf
2.
Organizational Transformation and ROMA 
This short document explains the fundamental shift in thinking that has resulted since imposition of new federal demands regarding accountability, and provides very basic understanding of what results-based management under ROMA means, and how agencies can begin to make the necessary changes. 

Website: http://www.roma1.org/documents/change798.PDF
3.
22 Steps to ROMA Implementation: Peeling the Onion
This implementation guide offers a second tier of training for those who are familiar with ROMA, but who don’t understand it intimately.  Unfortunately, it references a more preliminary implementation guide that does not appear to exist.

Website: http://www.cencomfut.com/ROMA.htm
4.
Outcome Frameworks: An Overview for Practitioners, the Rensselaerville 

Institute Center for Outcomes 

This resource may be of value to non-profit leadership desiring to evaluate various results-based management models.  While it does not focus exclusively on the ROMA model, it does provide an overview and comparison of 9 results-based management models.

Website:  http://www.rinstitute.org/Center4Outcomes/Publications.htm
Managing for Development Results - MfDR

Over the last decade, the development community’s approach to economic development changed dramatically in response to a desire to improve development effectiveness.  International donors have re-focused their strategies, institutionalizing a results-oriented management approach and accountability structure that manages for results, as opposed to simply measuring results.  There has been an increased awareness that effective development assistance requires donors and developing countries to integrate the experiences, and positive practices, of others, and to continuously re-inform each project as it progresses, learning from mistakes, and improving the goals and strategies with learned information.  The development community has also concluded that success requires the establishment of partnerships between donors and developing countries, capacity building within these countries, and improvement of the availability and quality of relevant data to assist in strategic reformation.

This approach, which has been adopted by the Asian Development Bank, as well as donors and countries throughout the world, has become known as Managing for Development Results, or MfDR.  While the concept of managing for results is not new, the approach outlined above, and now being utilized by the international development community, is relatively new, and continues to evolve.  It represents a fundamental shift in their thinking that enables partners to re-shape and continuously re-inform their strategies based on information gathered from the monitoring process, thereby maximizing development results.

The principles established by the development community make intuitive sense, and would likely be very useful and relevant to those interested in development in rural Alaska. Following is a list of documents that provide the historical evolution of the MfDR process, the primary principles that guide the process, and some examples from countries that have begun implementing MfDR in their development initiatives.

1.
Managing for Development Results, Principles in Action: Sourcebook on

Emerging Good Practices, March 2006
This book, published by the OECD-DAC Joint Venture for Managing for Development Results (a group comprised of bilateral and multilateral donors, and partner country representatives), compiles examples where MfDR principles have been applied to projects.

Website:  http://www.mfdr.org/Sourcebook.html
2.
Managing for Development Results, Second International Roundtable,

Marrakech 2004, Promoting a Harmonized Approach to Managing for

Development Results: Core Principles

This short document is a good resource for understanding the five core principles that are the foundation of the MfDR approach.  The principles would be useful for anyone desiring to alter the way in which an agency, organization, or government approaches management of its programs for better results.

Website: http://www.mfdr.org/documents/2CorePrinciples05Feb04.pdf
3.
Asian Development Bank: Technical Assistance for Supporting the Sector 

Approach to Results Based Management in ADB Operations, March 2003

This technical assistance document describes the practical changes that the Asian Development Bank needed to implement once it adopted the MfDR approach.  It also provides a useful chart at the end of the document that helps to highlight the framework through which the ADB will implement its new approach to managing for results.

Website: http://www.adb.org/documents/tars/tar_oth_3666601.pdf
4.
Results Matter, Ideas and Experiences on Managing for Development Results, 

Special Issue, December 2005 (Asian Development Bank)
This special journal issue focuses on whether results management and orientation has had any positive impact in developing countries supported by ADB funding, and the extent of any progress made regarding pilot-tests and mainstreaming results-based country strategies and programs.  It provides a useful discussion of the challenges inherent in changing how donors and recipient countries view management, success, and accountability.  This journal would be a useful secondary reference for understanding results based management in the context of international economic development practices. 

Website: http://www.adb.org/Documents/Periodicals/MfDR/dec-2005.pdf
Federal Office of Management and Budget: Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)

After Congress enacted the GPRA, the Office of Management and Budget developed the Program Assessment Rating Tool as a means of assisting federal agencies with their reporting requirements under GPRA.  While PART is intended to be a collaborative evaluation process between federal agencies and the federal Office of Management and Budget, at its essence, it holds federal agencies accountable for federal programmatic decision-making and budgetary decision-making.

There are a number of highly technical PART implementation documents published by OMB each year.  Few, however, are easily accessible by a reader who is not already fully conversant in PART.  Of the documents that are available, there appears to be only one that would be useful to the reader who wants to understand how PART functions as a program management and accountability tool.

1.
United States GAO Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Government 

Management, Finance, and Accountability, Committee on Government Reform, 

House of Representatives, October, PERFORMANCE BUDGETING, October 2005
This report assesses the degree to which PART has achieved its intended results as of October 2005.  In addition to the GAO assessment, this report explains the relationship between PART and GPRA, and includes a very good description of the various PART components, and how they work.

Website:  http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d0628.pdf
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