INTRODUCTION
The Alaska Federation of Natives (“AFN”) has proposed development of an Alaska Native Center for Excellence (“Center”), which will work to enable Alaska Native peoples to improve their living conditions and control their future through social, educational, economic, and political development within their communities. The Center intends to nurture the development of a comprehensive economic development strategy/framework that: 1) is premised upon a knowledge-based economy; 2) reflects the unique needs and challenges of remote communities in Alaska; and 3) links economic development strategies with reduction of poverty.  The Center intends to partner with varying institutions to help create private and public sector conditions that will encourage the development of this much-needed economic development framework.

To achieve its goals, the Center will develop objectives, promote public sector reform and private sector development, encourage coordination and collaboration between private and public sectors, and review the effectiveness of federal assistance
 in this arena. The Center will work with a wide variety of Native institutions in Alaska to select appropriate social and economic development indicators from the 575 social and economic indicators devised by the World Bank, and to set measurable goals for increasing economic growth and reducing poverty in rural communities in Alaska.
  In

addition, the Center will develop a set of metrics/indicators that will measure the relationship between economic growth and poverty reduction.

One of the Center’s ultimate goals is to develop a simplified, results-based management process that can be used to achieve greater accountability of federal resources used for economic development, while simultaneously maximizing local decision-making and responsibility.
  To assist the Center toward achievement of this goal, you have asked me to review the results-based management tools and processes utilized by the Rural Alaska Community Action Program (RurAL CAP), the federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and the Asian Development Bank (ADB), and to outline a range of results-based management options that could be used for economic development projects in rural Alaska Villages that will result in greater accountability of federal resources while maximizing local decision-making and responsibility. At this juncture, AFN has identified the Center’s overarching goals.  Because the Center is in its infancy stages, it has not yet had an opportunity to identify the specific indicators/metrics that will help the Center fully develop an appropriate results-based management tool.  Once the Center has developed the details of its strategic plan, it will be able to identify the appropriate and relevant metrics/indicators, which in turn will provide the Center with the components necessary to develop a management tool. 

Based on the information available to me at this time, I have made preliminary recommendations regarding which components of the three results-based management processes might be most relevant to management of economic development projects in rural Alaska Native communities.  I have based my preliminary recommendations on the understanding that:  1) the Bristol Bay Native Association (BBNA) and the Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) will utilize the Center’s newly devised results-based management process for a collaborative pilot economic development initiative under the auspices of the Center; 2) BBNA and AVCP will work closely with the tribes located in their respective regions to develop and implement the pilot economic development initiatives; 3) the new management tool will not be used  to manage all federal program funding that benefits Alaska Natives; 4) the Center does not intend that individual tribal governments will utilize the Center’s results-based management process. 

I.
Statement of Need
Poverty in Rural Alaska

The Alaska Native community has identified a compelling need to reduce poverty and substantially improve living conditions in rural Alaska Native communities.  While Alaska Native per capita income in the year 2000 was four times higher than it was in the 1960s, that income was less than one half that of the income earned by non-Natives during the same time period.  Half of all Native families in Alaska have incomes below $30,000, and in remote Alaska, where the cost of living is the highest, 60% of the population is Alaska Native.  In fact, one quarter of all Native families in remote Alaska live below the poverty level,
 and one fifth of the Native population lives below the poverty line.  Overall, the poverty rate for Alaska Natives is 3 times that of non-Natives.

The remoteness of the majority of Alaska Native communities has, in various ways, hindered the ability of Alaska Native peoples to promote viable economic development, for a variety of reasons.  The isolation of village communities, vast distances between villages and urban communities, and harsh weather conditions throughout Alaska, have presented tremendous challenges to the development of local economic in two fundamental ways.  Remote communities lack easy access to capital markets, which makes it more difficult for individuals to establish and foster essential relationships with important financial institutions and investors.  In addition, community remoteness and isolation have made it difficult for rural communities to attract qualified educators, law enforcement personnel, CPAs, and other professionals and para-professionals whose education, skills, and experience would facilitate healthy community development, growth, and stability.

With the hope of eliminating these challenges and reducing poverty among Alaska Natives, AFN proposes the Center, which would help re-focus the power to effect much-needed change within the Alaska Native community, and marry the power of Alaska Native cultures, traditions, and creativity with the various financial institutions necessary to develop a relevant economic base under the most difficult conditions in this country.  The Center will focus on: 1) changing perceptions both within and without the Native community through pro-active endeavors, thereby improving the ability of the Native community to care for itself and determine its future; 2) reducing poverty in rural Alaska by promoting culturally-sound, innovative, locally-driven economic solutions and initiatives that can be expanded, replicated, and leveraged through the utilization of best practices; and 3) developing a viable 5 year economic development plan that will recognize the importance of a knowledge-based economy, accountability, and results, and which maximizes local decision-making and control.

AFN has identified four key questions that will inform all of the Center’s decision-making throughout the entirety of the project.


Are the Center, its partners, and the process:

· Focused on growth, particularly private sector growth that can generate jobs?

· Linking economic development with poverty-reduction strategies?

· Sharing information, best practices, lessons learned, and success stories?

· Focusing on accountability and results?
 

To address these questions, and achieve its mission, the Center must develop more specific goals, indicators, and outcomes, as well as a results-based management process that is straightforward, clear, and relevant to rural Alaska Native villages.
Results-Based Management and Accountability

As mentioned earlier, the Center will develop a results-based management tool that will assist entities engaging in economic development in managing their federal resources.  The Center intends to develop a management tool that will simultaneously ensure greater accountability of federal development resources while maximize local control and decision-making relating to development efforts. The Center understands that it will be necessary to develop its specific strategic goals, outcomes, and indicators/metrics prior to development of a results-oriented measurement methodology.
II.
Key Terms

The language of accountability for financial resources can vary significantly between the private and public sectors, among federal agencies, and within the international development community. Following are definitions of some key terms, as defined by OMB:

· Input -- Resources, often measured in dollars, used to produce outputs and outcomes.  Performance measures may include consideration of inputs, particularly in the context of cost-efficiency or unit costs.  PART encourages use of cost-efficiency measures based on outputs per dollar, rather than on output per unit of personnel (FTE).  Social costs may be more meaningful than federal budget costs when evaluating effectiveness of regulatory programs – which means that inputs from state and local or other partners may be relevant in assessing the effectiveness of some programs matched by federal assistance.
· Outcome – Intended result or consequence of program or activity. They are distinct from, but logically connected to, outputs,
· Outcome Measure – assessment of the results of program activity compared to its intended purpose (quantitative metric, such as number of jobs)

· Output – Goods and services produced by a program or organization and provided to the public/customer/beneficiary.  Outputs help track a program’s progress toward reaching its outcomes, and can include process measures (paper flow, adjudication), attribute measures (timeliness, accuracy, customer satisfaction), and measures of efficiency, and are typically measured at least annually.
· Performance Goal – target level of performance expressed as tangible, measurable objective, against which actual achievement can be compared

· Performance Indicator -  Particular value or characteristic used to measure output or outcome

· Performance Measure – Indicators or metrics used to gauge program performance (can be either outcome or output measures)

· Program – An activity or set of activities intended to help achieve a particular outcome for the public

· Strategic Goals – Statements of purpose or mission that may be included in a strategic plan, but might not be easily measurable

· Targets – Quantifiable or otherwise measurable characteristics that tell how well a program must accomplish a performance measure.
It is also worth noting that there is little agreement regarding the definition of the key terms “economic development” and “community development,” which often are used either interchangeably, or as a single term (“community and economic development”).  For purposes of this memorandum, it seems advantageous to consider the term “economic development” narrowly, as a subset of the concept of “community development.”  In addition, this memorandum assumes that AFN’s reference to the ‘political development of Alaska Native peoples’ means building capacity for strong, stable, local governments.

A cautionary note: in any decision-making regarding what tool to use for results-based management, a distinction must be made between results/indicators and strategies/performance measures.  The former address the end goals.  The latter address the means of achieving those goals.

III.
Summary of Three Results-Based Measurement Tools
There is no single, standard tool for successfully managing financial resources and ensuring accountability for those resources.  Following are summaries of three results-based measurement models that are used by public and private sector agencies/organizations.  While each of these management tools operates from the perspective that good management requires some focus on results, as opposed to mere outputs, distinctions between the agency or organizational perspectives and goals are reflected within each model, and should be taken into consideration as the Center evaluates these tools for its own use. 


A.
RurAL CAP:  ROMA

In 1993, Congress passed the Government Performance and Results Act (“GPRA”), with a goal of improving internal management within the federal government by eliminating waste and inefficiency in federal programs.  The Act requires strategic planning and performance measurement within the federal government, including all federally funded programs, to achieve greater accountability regarding use of federal funds.

To meet federal requirements under GPRA, Community Action Agencies nationwide collectively developed a results-based management tool known as Results-Oriented Management and Accountability (“ROMA”), which RurAL CAP utilizes.  Because individual federal agencies impose on their funding recipients different reporting requirements regarding the measurement of programmatic results/outcomes, ROMA is designed as a master organizational and management evaluation tool that serves as an umbrella, of sorts.  Once an agency has gathered information about its programs, it can re-tool the way in which it provides that information to meet the specific reporting requirements of its individual funding agencies.  The ROMA process incorporates program outcomes, or results, throughout the delivery, administration, management, and operation of the human services that Community Action Agencies offer, enabling each organization to focus on the outcome/result of the program, rather than on the service that was offered.  This model emphasizes measurable changes in either conditions or behaviors from the perspective of the individual being served by the program, i.e. the beneficiary/client.
  ROMA does not require the use of specific rules, procedures, forms, or techniques.  Rather, it establishes a mechanism that encourages ongoing dialogue and feedback for managers, requiring only that they ensure that the outcomes/results
 to be achieved drive all of their ongoing decision-making and program management.

Following is an excerpt from the RurAL CAP 2005 ROMA Reporting Document, which sets forth the core elements of the ROMA model used by RurAL CAP:

· Goals  – Identify which program, agency or national funders’ goal is being addressed;

· Outcome Statements  – Summarize the end state or ideal vision for program customers;

· Performance Targets  –  Specify the ideal vision for program customers in quantifiable terms;

· Milestones  –  Incremental, measurable changes in customer conditions or behaviors required to achieve a performance target;

· Means of Verification  –  Tools or documents used to verify that a milestone is reached;

· Projected Numbers  –  The number of unduplicated, individual customers expected to achieve a given milestone; and

· Product Steps  –  What the program staff must do to make a milestone happen

“Staff members responsible for a given set of outcome measures track customer progress and report each quarter on the actual number of unduplicated customers who achieve a given milestone for the first time that fiscal year.  Customer results are recorded in the appropriate column for each quarter by the middle of the following month.  RurAL CAP then transforms the Outcome Measures from an evaluation model to a useful management tool through regular meetings between supervisors and staff to discuss results and learning, and to integrate a customer service perspective in all they do.”

RurAL CAP’s assessment tool relies, in large part, on six broad National Goals, which were established by a task force of members of the Community Action Network to serve as a unifying framework to be used by Community Action Agencies responding to the demands of GPRA.  These goals assist individual agencies in re-tooling and re-framing their agency’s goals and achievements under the rubric of ROMA. The six National Goals are: 

· (Self-sufficiency)   Low income people become more self-sufficient

· (Community Revitalization)   The conditions under which low-income people live are improved

· (Community Revitalization)   Low-income people own a stake in their community
· Partnerships among supporters and providers of services to low-income people are achieved

· Agencies increase their capacity to achieve results

· (Family Stability)   Low-income people, especially vulnerable populations, achieve their potential by strengthening family and other supportive systems.

The task force also identified 12 National Indicators (metrics) to assist the Community Action Agencies in their management process.
  For each community action/mission area that RurAL CAP addresses, RurAL CAP identifies the appropriate National Goal and National Performance Indicator, as well as the relevant portion of RurAL CAP’s strategic plan, and then devises an Outcome Statement and a Performance Target.  Creation of a chart identifies various milestones to be achieved as the client progresses toward the target, what mechanism enables RurAL CAP to verify those milestones, the number of people expected to participate, and what steps the staff will take to achieve the milestone (referred to as the Product Step).  Each distinct community action area addressed by RurAL CAP 
 may have several components and subdivisions, each of which are evaluated individually pursuant to this tool. RurAL CAP also uses this tool to evaluate and measure the effectiveness of its internal administrative services.


B.
OMB:  Program Assessment Rating Tool

To help federal agencies comply with GPRA, OMB developed the Program Assessment Rating Tool (“PART”), which is used as the federal government’s primary mechanism or tool for measuring the outcomes/results of federal programmatic spending (agencies still have some reporting requirements directly pursuant to GPRA).  PART offers a method for assessing both program performance and how the program achieves its goals. OMB intended that implementation of PART will encourage program efficiency by assessing and improving performance through identification of a program’s strengths and weaknesses.

PART examines all factors that affect or reflect program performance, including: purpose and design; performance measurement, evaluations, and strategic planning; program management; and program results.  Each year, federal agencies work with OMB to decide at what juncture a particular federal program will be reviewed under PART, taking into consideration authorization cycles, efforts to develop common goals among similar programs, availability of data, and staff workload.

Because different federal programs deliver goods and services in different ways, there are seven different variations of PART that serve the following categories of funding:  Direct Federal; Competitive Grants; Block/Formula Grant; Research and Development; Capital Assets; Credit; and Regulatory. The “Direct Federal PART,” summarized below, forms the foundation of all PART tools, containing 25 core questions that generally are applicable to all types of programs.

PART evaluates program performance by reviewing four general areas:  1) program purpose and design; 2) strategic planning; 3) program management; and 4) program results and accountability.
  It is intended as a collaborative process between federal agencies and OMB, where assessment will, in turn, inform actions to improve performance and budget recommendations to the president, holding agencies accountable for making progress on recommendations.  Once PART analysis is complete, it is reduced to a summary that captures (theoretically) key results.  The summaries include recommendations for improvements within a program, and do not automatically justify either reassessment or termination of the program assessed.

The schedule for PART performance begins in the first three months of the calendar year, where the agency’s first PART draft and evidence are due to OMB. During the next 2 months, discussions take place between the agency and OMB.  Ultimately, OMB engages in an internal review that excludes the agency.  Once the agency receives the OMB review, the agency may appeal OMB’s findings – all appeals are resolved by the beginning of the 4th quarter of the calendar year, and final PARTs and summaries are due immediately thereafter.  Agencies subsequently submit updated performance data via the web, all of which is included in the President’s budget in February of the following year.

The 25 core questions within PART generally require yes/no answers, except for those contained in Section IV (the “Results” evaluation), which provides a four-level score (Yes, Large Extent, Small Extent, and No) that permits the agency’s answers to reflect partial achievement of program goals. The questions also require clear explanations and “rigorous” evidence to support the answers.  The more specific PARTs include additional, more specific questions that are directly relevant to the type of funding utilized by the program at issue.  PART requires a program to demonstrate that it is achieving its purpose and that it is well-managed. The individual questions within a section have been assigned equal weighting that total 100% for each section.  The program manager may alter the weighting of the question to emphasize key factors in a particular program.  In such circumstances, the weighting must be adjusted so that the overall score is not manipulated by the change.  If a question is not relevant, the manager may answer that it is not applicable, but must provide a thorough explanation, and weight the question zero.
Each of the section scores are weighted to produce an overall score which translates into a rating of the program:


Section I – Purpose and Design (20%)

This Section contains 5 common questions, and assesses whether the purpose of the program and its design are clear and sound.  It also looks at aspects of the program that the manager may not control, but may influence (legislation and market factors). The relevant questions for this section are:

· Is the program purpose clear?

· Does the program address a specific and existent problem, interest, or need?

· Is the program designed so that it is not redundant or duplicative of any other federal, state, local or private effort?

· Is the program design free of major flaws that would limit the program’s effectiveness or efficiency?

· Is the program design effectively targeted, so that the resources will reach intended beneficiaries and/or otherwise address the program’s purpose directly?


Section II – Strategic Planning (10%)
This section, which contains 8 common questions, assesses whether a program has valid, long-term and annual measures and targets.  The performance measures must focus on outcomes, and there must be a link between measures and program planning.  The performance measures identified in this section will be used later in evaluating results.  The evaluations must be high quality and must measure the impact of the program. Efficiency measures will receive credit, but must be in place, not simply in development.

The relevant questions for this section are:

· Does the program have a limited number of specific long-term performance measures that focus on outcomes and meaningfully reflect the purpose of the program?

· Does the program have ambitious targets and timeframes for its long-term measures?

· Does the program have a limited number of specific annual performance measures that can demonstrate progress toward achieving the program’s long-term goals?

· Does the program have baselines and ambitious targets for its annual measures?

· Do all partners (including grantees, sub-grantees, contractors, cost-sharing partners, and other government partners) commit to and work toward the annual and/or longer-term goals of the program?

· Are independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality conducted on a regular basis or as needed to support program improvements and evaluate effectiveness and relevance to the problem, interest, or need?

· Are budget requests explicitly tied to accomplishment of the annual and long-term performance goals, and are the resources needs presented in a complete and transparent manner in the program’s budget?

· Has the program taken meaningful steps to correct its strategic planning deficiencies?


Section III – Program Management (20%)
This section, which includes 7 common questions, assesses general management, including financial oversight and accountability.  Its key elements include collection and use of performance data, and program efficiency, focusing on how performance information is used, not just whether it was collected. This section relies upon a “good government” standard of management (I have not yet found a concrete definition for what this means), as opposed to simple compliance with the law.  The relevant questions for this section are: 

· Does the agency regularly collect timely and credible performance information, including information from key program partners, and use it to manage the program and improve performance?

· Are federal managers and program partners held accountable for cost, schedule and performance results?

· Are funds (federal and partners’) obligated in a timely manner and spent for the intended purpose?

· Does the program have procedures (e.g. competitive sourcing/cost comparisons, IT improvements, appropriate incentives) to measure and achieve efficiencies and cost effectiveness in program execution?

· Does the program collaborate and coordinate effectively with related programs?

· Does the program use strong financial management practices?

· Has the program taken meaningful steps to address its management deficiencies?


Section IV – Results (50%)
This section, containing 5 common questions, assesses the effectiveness of the program and reported progress on performance measures.  Its key elements focus on results of the independent evaluations, demonstration of efficiency gains, and meeting long-term performance measures.  It evaluates the program results based on data from various sources.  The relevant questions for this section are:

· Has the program demonstrated adequate progress in achieving its long-term performance goals?

· Does the program (including partners) achieve its annual performance goals?

· Does the program demonstrate improved efficiencies or cost effectiveness in achieving program goals each year?

· Does the performance of this program compare favorably to other programs, including government, private, etc., with similar purpose and goals?

· Do independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality indicate that the program is effective and achieving results? 
Clearly, program performance forms the foundation of the PART, which requires that performance measures must support the mission and purpose identified in Section I.  Managers are held accountable for results, independent evaluations must focus on overall performance, performance data must be used to inform program management and planning decisions, and the program must demonstrate efficiency improvements.

The most significant aspect of program performance, or effectiveness, is the impact that program has on the program’s client beneficiaries – i.e. the outcome that would not likely have occurred without the program intervention. PART underscores the need for agencies to think about the most appropriate type of tool to use to evaluate and demonstrate the effectiveness of the program.  PART guidance tools encourage agencies to use Randomized Controlled Trials (RCT) as an example of the best type of evaluation to use.  According to this guidance, well-designed and implemented RCTs are considered the “gold standard” for evaluating an interventions’ effectiveness across many diverse fields of human inquiry, including welfare, employment, education, etc.  Unfortunately, as OMB acknowledges, RCTs are not suitable for every program.  For an agency to conduct an RCT, they must be able to select randomized intervention and control groups, which may not be possible due to practical, legal or ethical constraints.  In circumstances where it is not possible to conduct an RCT, the analysis must compare the effect of the program with a baseline of what existed in the absence of the program, which is a very difficult test.  Alternatively, it would be necessary to utilize an approach that can help shed light on how or why a program is effective.

Programs must also include efficiency measures, which demonstrate the ability of the program to implement activities and achieve results, making the best use of resources (time, effort and money).  They typically are expressed as a ratio of inputs to outputs/outcomes.
 PART contemplates that the efficiency measures: are relevant to program purpose; capture improvements in program outcomes for a given level of resources use; and consider the benefit to the customer.
Absent more detailed information from AFN regarding the likely sources of funding and specific types of pilot programs that might engage in a results-based management process, the differences in the manner in which different categories of programs deliver services and goods make it impossible for me to determine which of the seven PART tools may be most relevant to the Center’s work.  It is not advisable for me to spend time, at this juncture, evaluating distinctions between the questionnaires that may, in the end, have no relevance to the Center’s strategies and mission.


C.
Asian Development Bank:  MfDR

In the 1990s, the international economic development community came to the realization that assistance to developing countries typically was delivered in piecemeal ways that were fragmented, unsustainable, imposed a heavy burden of contracting and reporting on countries, and focused on funding activities through the transfer of resources, rather than achieving broader, sustainable development results/outcomes. The development community thus began major efforts to reform its focus, and redefined its goal: to ensure that donor assistance reached target beneficiaries, and that it was used efficiently to achieve the development objectives embodied within the United Nations’ Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).
  The MDGs provide specific, measurable targets that developing countries are beginning to adapt, on an individual basis, as their outcomes/goals.

Over the past 5 years, key concepts have surfaced within the international economic development community as embodying the foundation for effective development:

· Harmonization of operational requirements - which lessens an otherwise substantial burden on developing countries.
  Accordingly, they recommend placing nationally designed strategies at the heart of the development process, and establishing common procedures for managing aid, relying on the partner country’s own management system, and sharing information widely and transparently.

· Country ownership of development goals and objectives – without which the commitment necessary for success will not exist, and development will not likely be sustainable.

· Partnership - donors and recipient countries must work collaboratively, toward a common vision of poverty reduction and development.

· Intensive investment in building sustainable capacity within country – providing target specific technical assistance for public and private sector management.

· Constant feedback as development proceeds - incorporating experience throughout the process, which results in more informed and better decision-making.  Evidence suggests that the way in which development partners manage the collective learning and feedback process can play a central role in the success or failure of the intervention.

The ADB has concluded that the following key principles generally support sound performance management:

· Initiatives should be designed to help the developing country improve quality of life in a sustainable way

· Initiatives should emphasize continuous improvement at all levels of implementation

· Management authority should devolve, gradually, to the public sector of the developing country

· Initiatives should oriented toward a quality of service delivery that is based on the needs and preferences of beneficiaries

· A wide variety of stakeholders should participate in defining the desired results

· Budget processes and financial management systems must reform to increase public transparency and accountability

· There should be consistent application of modern public management techniques

With all of these principles in mind, the ADB developed a results-based management process that is referred to as Managing for Development Results (“MfDR”).  Beginning in 2002, the international development community breathed new life into development strategies, calling for an increased collaborative effort between developing and developed  countries, and to move management beyond its traditionally narrow focus on outputs . They asked developing countries to strengthen their commitment to reduction of poverty and stimulation of economic growth, and for developed countries to provide more relevant and effective support through managing for results during every stage of the development process: strategic planning; implementation; and, importantly, after completion, to encourage learning and reinforce accountability.
 

Five key principles form the core of the MfDR model,
 each of which emphasize the importance of achieving the desired results/outcomes, not just of measuring the results and/or improving accountability for resources:

· Focus collaborative dialogue on results at all phases of the development process

· Align programming, monitoring, and evaluation with results

· Developing country priorities and constraints must remain the focus of agency support strategies, operations, analytical support, and technical support

· Keep measuring and reporting simple and cost effective, ensuring that:

· Tools are straightforward

· Country-defined indicators that are cost-effective and realistic measure the outcomes, starting with any available baseline, and using qualitative indicators to complement quantitative (or to compensate where necessary).  Include support for cost-efficient measures to improve data availability 

· Risk and institutional performance indicators track key contextual changes that may affect achievement of outcome

· There is commitment to minimize costs and avoid duplication by use of indicators for assessment and reporting, as well as adjustments or mitigation measures

· Manage for, not by, results

· Focus on desired outcome and impact, and identify input and action needed to get there. Missing key targets should trigger need for more partnership analysis to bring things back on track, not to impose penalties.

· Use results for learning and decision-making

· Make information public

· Avoid risk-averse behavior by using reports in a positive way for learning

· Set performance measures that reflect level of responsibility of actor, and results that the actor can reasonably achieve, recognizing that external factors may hinder achievement of outcomes even among the best

There is no sequential recipe for use of these principles – rather, implementation of the core principles is somewhat circular in that it requires constant monitoring at all levels, throughout the entirety of the project, to ensure proper adjustments throughout the entirety of the process.  It is noteworthy for this analysis that the ADB believes that strong performance management requires both a strong public sector (developing country) and strong development donor agencies, and that public sector reform is inextricably linked to institutional reform within development donors.
  In addition, the international development community has concluded that if the goal of performance management is to enhance the likelihood of success, it is essential that performance assessment be open and honest.

ADB summarized lessons learned regarding introduction of result-based management in developing countries:

· Each organization must adopt its own, customized system, as it has not proved effective for organizations to simply adopt a successful model used by another. No single system is appropriate for every organization.
· There is a need for the development of a performance management culture that focuses on results, not simply on implementation of new systems
· Leadership at senior level is critical to success.
· Full participation by staff fosters support for implementation.
· Training and education are key components, as relative lack of experience, expertise, knowledge, skills and abilities prevent growth.
· A simple, user-friendly system is best
· There is a risk of distortions in behavior, including resistance, dishonest reporting, or focusing on easy tasks rather than important ones.  To avoid this, incentive systems should give proper weight to results, and realign staff with appropriate priorities.
· Design and Implementation of an effective system takes time and resources.
· Adopting too many indicators could render the system too complex.  Select a few vital indicators that test progress on strategic outcomes, as opposed to individual activities.
· Avoid attribution It is difficult, if not impossible, to attribute changes and results (causation) to certain projects and programs.  It is essential to remember that results-based management is a tool that requires dialogue, partnership, and participation.
Logic models, which are technical tools used for summarizing all relevant information related to development assistance, a project, or program, are an essential component of MfDR.  Typically, they are presented in the form of a matrix that summarizes categories of information such as objectives/results, inputs, indicators, means of verification, and assumptions/risks.  There is no one correct format – different formats accommodate different purposes.

IV.
Analysis
You have asked me to evaluate to what extent the three results-based management models discussed in this Memorandum might be relevant to development of a model that would be pertinent and useful to Alaska Native entities engaging in economic development initiatives under the umbrella of the Center.  My analysis relies upon the following key questions, which the Center posed in its Preliminary Work Plan, for guidance:

· Are the Center’s initiatives focused on growth, particularly private sector growth that can generate jobs?

· Is the Center linking economic development with poverty-reduction strategies?

· Is the Center sharing information, best practices, lessons learned, and success stories?

· Are the Center’s initiatives focused on accountability and results?

I also based my analysis on the Center’s mission, which invokes the following questions:

· Does the process foster decision-making and responsibility at the local (i.e. beneficiary) level?

· Does the process focus equally on achievement of results, as well as on accountability?

· Does the process truly value the importance of integrating information gleaned during implementation, resulting in amendment of proposed outcomes, outputs, etc., or is it so firm in its accountability and performance requirements that

· Is the process flexible enough that it allows the developing entity to learn from mistakes, or does it penalize the beneficiary during the learning and growth phases of initial development with loss of funding?

· Is the process flexible enough to be adapted to reflect the specific needs of major culture groups, or would amending the tool reduce its effectiveness?

Finally, the international development community has concluded that an optimum approach to results-based management is a phased approach that aims, over time, to: 1) introduce and nurture the capacity and demand for results-based management techniques at both the local (developing country) level and at the institutional level;
 and 2) encourage participation in development of partnerships.

With all of this in mind, following are my preliminary thoughts regarding the three systems that I reviewed.

A.
MfDR 

As stated earlier in this Memorandum, there appears to be a general consensus that no single results-based management tool can possibly be relevant, appropriate, or useful to all organizations, governments, institutions, or programs.  The ADB has, however, identified key components that are common to those development approaches that have been most successful in the international context:

· Focus on the desired results;

· Ability to measure progress toward those results;

· Ability to incorporate information relating to results into management operations to achieve improved performance; 

· Accountability of staff at all levels; 

· Merit based human resources management system; and 

· Staff awareness and ownership.

There are obvious analogies that can and should be made between development efforts in nations outside of the United States, and those in which the Center will engage in rural Alaska Native villages.  First, and most obviously, both organizations are focused on, and committed to nurturing economic development in part through reduction of poverty.

Second, villages in Alaska are not unlike developing countries elsewhere in the world:  they are previously self-contained, self-sufficient, self-determining nations whose very survival depended (and continue to depend) on creativity, ingenuity, and intuition. Like residents of developing countries, Alaska Native villages: have inherited vital knowledge, passed down through generations spanning thousands of years, which has enabled them to survive in some of the harshest environments in the world; are rural and remote, relatively small in population, underdeveloped,
 tribal in nature, and have relied, until recent history, exclusively on subsistence economies; typically lack financial resources and easy access to basic infrastructures that are deemed essential to development of administrative capacity, communication, and infrastructure that will support stable economic enterprise (copying machines, CPAs, financial institutions, etc.).

In addition, both Alaska Native villages and developing foreign nation depend, in large measure, upon financial and technical assistance from larger institutions (public and private) that do not reflect the culture or cultures that exist within the developing community.  This is of great significance to achievement of the Center’s goals.  History has demonstrated repeatedly that where efforts aimed at achieving major changes within the developing nation derive from the outside, and not from within, failure is often the result.  In Alaska, for example, the unique culture of every Alaska Native village has evolved, in large part, as a result of the village location, weather patterns, and accessibility.  These circumstances are unique to each community, and have shaped village societies in ways that are, more often than not, indiscernible to the outsider.  These subtleties in cultural nuance can cause the failure of the most valiant effort if it does not comprehend and fully embrace cultural norms.  MfDR fully embraces the importance of distinctions in cultural nuance in its commitment to self-determination, reflecting the international development community’s understanding and recognition of this vital concept.

It is also significant that MfDR focuses on self-determination and collaboration between the funder and the developing community, recognizing the vital importance of local knowledge, decision-making, and responsibility in successful development.  The Center’s plan also recognizes the importance of self-determination and collaboration, making a firm commitment to encourage and enhance local decision-making, control, and ownership, while encouraging partnerships between private sector, non-profit organizations, and local communities.  The unique circumstances of life in remote Alaska require nothing less.
The MfDR model is relevant to the Center’s efforts in other ways.  It reflects management practices that are inherently intuitive and obvious, and which are generally supported by the collective experience of many throughout Alaska and elsewhere in the country.
 These principles would be extremely pertinent to any results-based management process that relates to programs that serve the indigenous peoples within Alaska.  The fact that MfDR focuses on achieving results by infusing the entire development process with concepts of self-determination, collaboration, partnership, country ownership, harmonization, and alignment is of obvious and tremendous relevance to the Center’s future development efforts in rural Alaska.
One of the more important strengths of MfDR is that it emphasizes the importance of providing an opportunity to learn from the derailment of a particular initiative, and encourages the developing country to evaluate the “failures” and to use this information to refine and refocus the initiative.  In so doing, MfDR implicitly acknowledges that successful development takes time, and that initial efforts at development do not always succeed. Rather than discontinuing an initiative that failed at its earliest phases, MfDR focuses on integrating the information gleaned from the assessment process to re-focus the desired results and outcomes.  In this regard, it reflects an understanding of the components that are most critical to successful entrepreneurial development. It requires managers to think through the extent to which their activities and “outputs” have a reasonable probability of leading to the desired outcomes, and to make the necessary adjustments to ensure achievement of those outcomes.  Again, this approach would be useful, and relevant, to efforts in rural Alaska.  The Center’s initial projects will focus on development in communities that have not previously engaged in substantial development efforts.  Thus, it will be of utmost importance that the Center’s results-based management process reflect an understanding that small failures can, if properly analyzed, understood, and integrated, lead to ultimate achievements. Any process developed by the Center will need to embody some level of “forgiveness” if development initiatives in remote, underdeveloped communities have any chance of success.

Recognizing the numerous reasons that mitigate in favor of looking to MfDR as a potential results-based management model, it should be cautioned that the ADB has access to tremendous financial resources that clearly impact its economic development efforts. In stark contrast, federal money available to the Center is likely to be much more limited.  Given the overwhelming resource demands that that are needed to address the devastation from Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, as well as the war in Iraq, any development projects that the Center initiates (pilot or otherwise), the availability of federal resources will be more limited than they in the past.

Nonetheless, the Center would be wise to digest and embrace the lessons learned by the international development community, and to integrate them, in some fashion, into its own results-based management tool.  Because MfDR embodies principles, rather than a specific protocol, this should be relatively easy to do.  The ADB’s findings and recommendations might serve well in the capacity of core principles that can infuse a new management process with clear direction at every level of implementation.  The MfDR principles and values are intuitive, and, given the comparisons to be made between remote villages in Alaska and the developing countries for which the ADB established the MfDR process, it is highly likely that adherence to these principles, in some manner, will encourage success with any development activities in village Alaska.

B.
ROMA

There are several reasons why the ROMA process used by RurAL CAP might also provide a useful and appropriate model for the Center’s results-based management tool.  First, at the risk of stating the obvious, there are clear parallels between the Center’s and RurAL CAP’s missions.  RurAL CAP is currently the only non-profit Community Action Agency in Alaska dedicated, in large measure, to promoting “maximum participation by village [residents] in overcoming all forms of poverty.”
  RurAL CAP’s mission is to improve the quality of life for rural Alaskans, promoting maintenance of cultural heritage while protecting economic and human potential.  This dovetails with the Center’s goal of developing an economic development strategy that is linked with reduction of poverty within rural Native Alaska communities.
Second, it is of some importance that Community Action Agencies nationwide devised this model to respond to federal reporting requirements that result from GPRA. RurAL CAP relies almost exclusively on federal funding, and this model has proven successful as a tool to assist RurAL CAP managers in demonstrating accountability to their federal funding sources.  While RurAL CAP managers re-tool information gleaned during the ROMA process to report to individual federal agencies whose reporting requirements may differ from the ROMA tool, Executive Director David Hardenbergh reported that ROMA has served as a tool that easily facilitates the federal reporting process.  Because the Center is contemplating development of a process that will encourage and improve accountability for federal funds, this might be an important consideration for the Center. It appears that funding for development initiatives under the Center’s auspices will likely come from more than one federal source for any given program, and, certainly, there will likely be more than one program – with multiple funding sources.  Thus, a model such as ROMA, which is flexible enough to encourage strong results-based management while organizing important information for accountability to multiple agencies with differing reporting requirements, could be useful.

Third, RurAL CAP’s ROMA implementation appears to strike a balance between measuring and achieving the delivery of results to the client/beneficiary in an organized, methodical way.  The RurAL CAP process ensures that there is ongoing dialogue within each program that informs future management decisions based on results that have been achieved.  The model also focuses on accountability and responsibility, providing a response to two of the key questions you posed to keep the Center’s activities and initiatives on track.

The RurAL CAP ROMA model may not, however, meet all of the Center’s assessment needs, and may need to be supplemented. For example, it does not answer why a client fails to achieve a desired outcome – rather, it illuminates only at what point the client derails in his/her efforts to achieve his/her goals.  Theoretically, this failure could be perceived as a weakness in the model that could be corrected by building into the measurement process more detailed milestones or measures.  It seems to me that those who are implementing an initiative or project would want to know what caused a client to fail to achieve a desired outcome, not simply at what point the client jumps ship.  The issue of causation, however, raises other challenges that are not easily addressed.  Experts warn against confusing correlation and causation – one does not necessarily imply the other.  Thus, in order to accurately establish causation, it would be necessary to run a designed experiment that offers opportunities to use a clearly and carefully designed control group that measures similarly situated projects/individuals.
 In fact, it is generally accepted that absent use of such a control group, it is almost impossible to evaluate actual causation.  As mentioned previously in the OMB discussion, because use of such an actual control group likely would not pass constitutional muster, this is a deficiency that is likely to exist in any existing results-based management system. Each of the other two models reviewed in this Memorandum share this particular “deficiency.”

In addition, the model will likely need to be “tweaked” to ensure that it fits the specific needs of the Center’s strategic plan.  For example, RurAL CAP does not report on indicators such as unemployment, rates of family violence, rates of child abuse, etc.  While the Center has not yet determined the indicators/metrics to be used in its own results-based management process, the Center might want to consider including these indicators within the Center’s metrics, as they are fundamental issues that go to the heart of community well-being and stability, and, therefore, capacity.  The four key questions posed within the Preliminary Work Plan imply that addressing these and other related issues will be a fundamental component of the Center’s strategic plan and will be addressed by the pilot projects and other initiatives devised to implement the plan. The fact that the RurAL CAP tool does not measure these indicators is not a fatal flaw.  The Center can easily devise a system that measures against whatever indicators are most appropriate to the Center’s goals while still relying, in whole or in part, upon the RurAL CAP management model. There is no readily apparent reason why the inherent nature of the ROMA model forecloses inclusion of these types of indicators in an amended version of ROMA.

It is not readily apparent to what extent this model can be amended to reflect to extent to which an initiative or program maximizes local decision-making and responsibility.  Because this is one of the key demands the Center has placed on the results-based management process, the fact that this process does not provide a mechanism for evaluating this component presents a challenge.  If the Center were to utilize the ROMA model, it would be important to incorporate that fully evaluate the local decision-making component.

It should also be mentioned that ROMA does not address the economic return on the investment --  i.e. ROMA reporting does not include an economic impact analysis.  It appears that the failure to include this component is not accidental.  Because such analyses are extremely expensive, federal program funding typically is not sufficient enough to accommodate such an analysis.
  This may or may not be a drawback to use of this model, depending upon whether the Center determines that this is a necessary element to good results-based management.  Clearly, however, if the primary source of the funding for economic development activities will likely be the federal government, and the federal government does not fund economic impact analyses, it is axiomatic that such an analysis cannot be expected to be part of any results-based management process.

Finally, it is conceivable that there might be substantial differences between the types of services offered by RurAL CAP and those that will be offered by BBNA, AVCP, and any other entity that will utilize the Center’s results-based management process.  Clearly, RurAL CAP’s mission and the Center’s mission directly relate to one another --  i.e. reducing poverty and strengthening self-reliance while maintaining culture. RurAL CAP is a human services organization that provides education, training, and other direct services to individual clients. I do not have sufficient information about the BBNA/AVCP pilot project, or any other initiatives contemplated at this time, to evaluate whether the activities (and potential services) in which the organizations and local governments will engage under those initiatives will differ from those offered by RurAl CAP.  Initially, it would seem that there should be some similarities, if not substantial overlap, between the services and programs offered by RurAL CAP and the Center.  If the Center’s goals are to be achieved, it will be absolutely essential that the individuals within each community be healthy – requiring, to some degree, some, if not all, of the human services offered by RurAL CAP.

Overall, the ROMA model is about service delivery to individuals.  In that regard, it is straightforward, and focused on achieving results while maintaining accountability for resources. This is a difficult balance to achieve – but RurAL CAP seems to have achieved it successfully.

Finally, depending on what specific strategic goals the Center adopts to implement its mission, the Center might find that some of the 12 National Indicators used by Community Action Agencies to implement ROMA could be appropriate or relevant to the Center’s needs as it identifies the indicators and metrics to be used for its own results-based management model.


C.
PART
The OMB/PART model provides a rigorous methodology that requires reliance on objective data that is supported by substantial evidence to assess program performance. The majority of the PART questions appear, on their face, to be straightforward and somewhat objective. It is questionable, however, whether it is appropriate to apply this demanding and rigorous process to private sector development initiatives in remote small, remote villages in Alaska.

OMB developed PART to assess the effectiveness of federal government activities under GPRA.  Its exacting standards demand improved utilization of, and accountability for, federal resources from large government agencies.  It appears to have been created with an eye toward thinning the herd, so to speak, to help OMB inform the President’s budget decisions. The PART process does not emphasize the importance of integrating “lessons learned” into future management decisions to enhance the likelihood of a program’s success, focusing, instead, on actual performance and accountability.  While the process acknowledges that integration of information into management decisions is useful, it does not emphasize that process. 

There is no doubt that any program of the Center’s magnitude must, ultimately, demand both performance and accountability.  Yet the Center’s initiatives must be given a real opportunity for success. It is not clear that utilization of the OMB management methodology will really serve the goal of achieving private sector economic development in remote villages in Alaska, and whether its use would enhance opportunities for success. The experience of the international development community underscores the reality that successful entrepreneurial development often entails initial failures – the key to successful development lies in ascertaining why the failure occurred, and incorporating that knowledge into future decision-making that may entail rethinking strategic goals.  PART is not, in my opinion, flexible enough to provide room for such failure.

It is also important to consider that substantial changes to basic community infrastructures will have to occur as a predicate to any successful economic development in villages in Alaska.  The mere occasion of these changes, even if they derive from within each community, will affect, in various ways, the likelihood of initial success of any development initiative.  The development of private sector industry will, of necessity, require a stepped process that fully contemplates the enormity of the changes that will occur. It should be asked, then, whether it is appropriate to evaluate the success of economic development in villages that currently lack the infrastructure that is essential to successful development by utilizing a process that is designed to demand results and accountability from a large, established, government bureaucracy where infrastructure is already in place.

To some extent, it is arguable that there is some value in utilizing the evaluation tool that federal agencies, themselves, must utilize to justify their programs and budgets to OMB.  If the funding to be received to support the Center’s initiatives is likely to be federal, use of at least some portion of this format will provide those entities engaging in development activities with a framework that is familiar to the federal sources that will provide funding for the Center’s initiatives.  Toward this end, the core questions relating to the program’s purpose, strategic planning, and management could serve as useful inquiries to any organization with an eye toward achieving better results.  The question remains how the Center might integrate the core questions into a new management model: should they hold a primary position within the model, or serve as an informative component, only.  

It is my belief that PART is too rigid and too rigorous to apply to the economic development initiatives contemplated by the Center as is.  It does not make sense to me to apply a tool designed to evaluate a large bureaucracy with an established infrastructure and access to much-needed capacity to initiatives that will necessarily involve small governments in communities that lack essential infrastructure. I would not recommend using PART as the Center’s evaluation tool. If the Center concludes that it is appropriate to utilize PART in some way, I would recommend using only the 25 PART questions (or some semblance thereof) in combination with components from either or both of the two other management tools. The challenge will be to ensure that the Center define the mission, strategic goals, and incremental steps necessary to achieve them in such a way that the tribes/villages will not fail.  If the Center defines strategic goals in a way that requires home runs each step of the way, there is a high likelihood that the initiatives will fail.  If, however, the Center defines its goals to have a success rate that is equal to the national average for startup businesses, for example, the PART questions could be very helpful.
CONCLUSION

AFN chose to evaluate each of the results-based management models summarized in this memorandum because each has substantial merit, and each offers components that could be incorporated into the Center’s own management tool. MfDR, which is less concrete than PART, but more relevant to the Center’s work, reflects that it was created to enhance development activities in underdeveloped countries under circumstances that are similar to those in remote rural Alaska.  MfDR looks to the local developing nation for partnership and collaboration throughout the process, and requires the developing country to own the initiative throughout the entirety of the process, including its successes and failures. While the ADB could have developed a top down” model, it did not.  This strikes an obvious chord with regard to development initiatives involving villages in Alaska.  There is no doubt that successful economic development in remote villages will require a firm commitment to collaboration between private and public sectors, and between non –profit organizations and tribes, with the villages driving the design and implementation of the initiative to ensure that it emanates from within the community, and that it takes into account community norms.  The Center’s goals reflect an understanding of, and commitment to this approach, which is embodied within MfDR.

PART, on the other hand, is very concrete, and very rigorous.  It is a management process designed to assess whether federal agencies are meeting a “good government” standard. Its demands seem irrelevant to the demands of private entrepreneurship.

ROMA provides a very organized evaluation and reporting framework that would assist managers who want to infuse their planning with knowledge gleaned from ongoing and continuous evaluation.  It would provide a useful tool, as it provides ongoing feedback to managers that could enhance their ability to make changes to project goals and implementation before the project reaches its conclusion, thus enhancing the likelihood of success.

In sum, I recommend that the Center consider developing a management model that takes the best from each of these models:  1) a ROMA component that provides critical information to management throughout the entirety of the initiative, facilitating integration of “lessons learned;” 2) a statement of fundamental principles that will guide the management process and reflect the invaluable lessons learned by the international development community and articulated within MfDR; and 3) if the Center desires to utilize PART, a reporting and internal evaluation tool that includes questions similar to the 25 core questions contained within PART.

�  Some of the overarching goals AFN intends to achieve through creation of the Center are reflected in S519, the Indian Tribal Development Corporation Feasibility Study Act of 2004, which amends the Native American Business Development, Trade Promotion, and Tourism Act of 2000.  S519 directs the Secretary of Commerce to establish the Tribal Development Corporation Feasibility Study Group, which will study and report to Congress on the feasibility of establishing an Indian Tribal Development Corporation.  The Corporation would address barriers to economic development within Indian country from a broad perspective. S519 also establishes a Native American Economic Incubation Center Fund to ensure that resources dedicated to Native Americans are used by and for Native Americans.  AFN seeks to establish an Alaska-specific version of this Center, which would mirror the national efforts under S519, but be directed and controlled by Alaskans to address the unique circumstances and challenges that inform the lives of Alaska Native peoples in remote villages in Alaska.


� See GAO 2005 Report (GAO-05-719) for a summary of federal assistance to Alaska Native Villages for fiscal years 1998 – 2003.





� The Center intends to look at indicators that include size, growth and structure of population and demographics, determination of population growth (including fertility, infant mortality, and life expectancy), labor and employment, poverty and income distribution, education, and health.  See Testimony of Julie Kitka, President, Alaska Federation of Natives, before the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs Regarding S.519, April 30, 2003.





�  See Testimony of Julie Kitka, supra, note 4. 


�  Alaska Native Center for Excellence, Preliminary Work Plan, Presented to the Denali Commission, p.2. (“Center Work Plan”).


�  See Our Choices, Our Future (Alaska Federation of Natives).


�  See Center Work Plan.


�  See Center Work Plan.


�   The term “client” refers to the individual customer who is the direct recipient, or beneficiary, of the service provided by the Community Action Agency.  Conversation with David Hardenbergh, Executive Director, RurAL CAP.


�  The results of a particular program or set of programs are evaluated and measured as “outcomes.”


�  See RurAl CAP Outcome Measures, 2005 Reporting Document, Introduction.


�  The 12 National Indicators upon which RurAL CAP and other Community Action Agencies rely are attached as Appendix A.


�  RurAL CAP’s community action areas are: Child Development, Rural Housing and Planning, Community Development, Public Policy, and Anchorage Services.  See RurAl CAP Outcome Measures, 2005 Reporting Document.


� The format was historically an Excel workbook, but is now a web-based tool.


�   Again, outputs are the internal activities of the program, i.e. the products and services delivered (what does the program do to achieve its goal or purpose), and the outcomes are the conditions or events external to the program and of direct importance to the public/beneficiary (i.e. the program’s goals or purpose).  For example, the number of businesses assisted through loans and training might be an output, and the percent of businesses that remain viable after 3 years of assistance might be the corresponding outcome.


�  It is obviously no accident that S519 reflects these same intentions.


�  This concept rings a bell regarding the myriad operational requirements that federal funding from various sources can impose on Alaska Native villages.  The reporting and operational requirements that come with federal funding have been substantial and, at times, burdensome for the small administrative infrastructures that currently exist in some villages.


�  MfDR Sourcebook on Emerging Good Practices (Draft 2004), Part 1.  It is worth repeating that the manner by which RurAL CAP manages for results also reflects the importance of ongoing feedback throughout the results-based management process.


�  MfDR Website at www.mfdr.org/1About.html.


�  MfDR Sourcebook on Emerging Good Practices (Draft 2004), Part 1.


� This fundamental belief appears to inform the Center’s work plan.


�  This aspect of the MfDR model is similar to the mechanism used by RurAl CAP.


�  The ADB model reflects the importance of attaining the following eight United Nations Millennium Development Goals: eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; achieve universal primary education; promote gender equality and empower women; reduce child mortality; improve maternal health; combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other disease; ensure environmental sustainability; develop a global partnership for development.  There are also 18 targets, and 48 performance indicators, that accompany these goals. See United Nations Millennium Development Goals 2005.


�  Enhancing Effectiveness: Managing for Development Results, Paper for Discussion (Asian Development Bank, November 2003).


�  I use this term only to denote administrative infrastructure and capacity to support private industry and partnerships, recognizing that in other significant and vital ways villages in rural Alaska have developed survival capacities that their urban counterparts cannot even begin to contemplate.


�   For example, the principles embodied in the Sirolli Institute’s economic development initiatives in rural communities in this country (Enterprise Facilitation) reflect the Institute’s belief and experience that successful development the developing community must design and take full responsibility for the initiative.  See Enterprise Facilitation website, www. Sirolli.com.  See also the Denali Commission July 2005 Report, which contains a report on a field trip taken by John Tetpon (AFN) and Ruth St. Amour (State of Alaska DCED) to evaluate remote, underdeveloped, rural communities elsewhere in the country that are utilizing the Sirolli Institute’s Enterprise Facilitation technique to promote economic development.


�  RurAL CAP Reporting Document, at p. 1.


�  H. Joseph Newton Statistic 30X Class Notes, which can be found at www.stat.tamu.edu/stat30x/notes/trydouble2.html.


� Conversation with David Hardenbergh, Executive Director, RurAL CAP.
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