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                                                            Executive Summary
The Arkansas Minority Business Development Roundtable (AMBDR) is a special demonstration project that was funded October 1, 2002 and expires September 30, 2004. MBDA provided seed money of $175,000 in each year and the Roundtable provided $34,550 in a cost share contribution.
The AMBDR was created as a collaborative effort by several organizations in the Little Rock area to foster the growth and expansion of minority-owned businesses. AMBDR proposed an alternative approach to delivering services by leveraging existing business resources and providing micro-grants to profit and non-profit groups and public organizations for special activities that would benefit the minority community throughout the state.

In its first year, approximately seventeen sub-grant projects were funded between $1,000 and $10,000. It was encouraged that all sub-grants provide matching funds; however, it was not immediately evident that matching occurred in all instances.  In its first year, the roundtable provided $120,639 in awards. 
This July, the National Program Officer for the Office of Performance and Program Evaluation (OPPE) was tasked to perform an assessment of the project’s design, execution and overall effectiveness.  This review was to focus on the project’s success in meeting work requirements and performance objectives and whether the project can be packaged into a new competitive program in support of MBDA’s mission objectives.
The initial proposal offered an ad hoc assortment of services to include training; youth entrepreneurial development; marketing and manufacturing projects; conferences and conventions; rural development projects; feasibility studies; and outreach activities just to mention a few.

Some of the goals appear to represent the activities of an MBOC with the added authority to award sub-grants. Special projects are intended to provide innovative and unique methods of service. This project has several unique concepts (sub-grants, low overhead, and the ability to work on different projects It is MBDA’s role to clearly articulate the mission, objectives and intended results for these awards, especially unsolicited proposals.
The primary concern is the lack of sufficient documentation and reports to verify project performance as well as MBDA’s failure to establish guidelines to monitor this project.  Although there were onsite visits, conference calls, and written reports, development of the final project should include standard performance verification policies.  
The concept for this project merits implementing a future competitive program with recommended changes.  
I.
Background
The Minority Business Development Agency (MBDA) has been funding the Arkansas Minority Business Development Roundtable (AMBDR) project for almost two years. In order to allow continuation into a second year, the Roundtable was required to include new outcome performance measures which would support the Agency mission objectives.  
In 2002, at the direction of the National Director, MBDA’s regional directors and several key senior staff members were invited to attend a meeting with representatives from Little Rock regarding the funding of a special demonstration project. During the meeting, MBDA concurred with community leaders that there was a need to support a project in the State of Arkansas to provide assistance to MBEs.  The concept of a Minority Business Roundtable project that would foster the growth and expansion of business opportunities and offer unique services was the foundation and design for this project.
Taking lead of this initiative was the Executive Director of the Arkansas Human Development Corporation (AHDC). Other business organizations joined as charter members. A brief background of each organization was provided but no background of each member was provided.  Exhibit 1 lists all Roundtable members. 
The Dallas National Enterprise Center (NEC) accepted the second proposal that was submitted for funding on April 6, 2002.  Documentation to support how the NEC secured approval from MBDA Headquarters to proceed is not identified.  Because the proposal did not fit directly into one of the two established MBDA programs, the proposal was processed for funding as a pilot demonstration project with the necessary sole source justification.  Documentation does support the submission of an unsolicited proposal and an award action package annotating Federal funding at $175,000 and Non-Federal of $34,550. 
This proposal was routed through the existing proper channel and was approved by the National Director, the Chief Counsel as well as the OGC.
Each member organization agreed to bring resources to the table. Given this commitment, the Roundtable envisioned that their limited financial support would be enhanced and a greater number of MBEs would be served throughout the State of Arkansas. It was projected that with the aid and financial support of the MBDA, the Roundtable would be able to address the underlying causes of a weak economy in the State of Arkansas. 
II.   Assessment
Exhibit 2 outlines the methodology for this assessment. The Office of Performance and Program Evaluation (OPPE) was tasked to complete an objective assessment of the AMBDR project’s effectiveness. Normally, a project assessment would be accomplished at least semi-annually by the project manager. Please note that the oversight responsibility of this project lies with the Dallas NEC.  Dallas assessed the project’s performance and its suitability for refunding in year two and a no cost extension of this project beyond September 30, 2004. 

OPPE held discussions with the Associate Director for Management, representatives of the Dallas NEC, the project monitor, MBDA Chief Counsel, and with the National Business Development Specialist to discuss concerns and obtain observations and recommendations.
OPPE received project files from the Dallas NEC.  Three files were reviewed.  They contained a copy of the unsolicited proposal, the completed award action package(s) prepared by the DNEC and sole source justification.  The project files were found to contain limited documentation that could be used to verify the transactions claimed.  The Dallas NEC has stated that the majority of the files are maintained at the project site.  The files also contained the annual/final report for year one and the semi-annual performance report for the period ending March 31, 2004.  A copy of the semi-annual performance assessment report for the first year period ending March 31, 2003 was subsequently provided by the DNEC.  
A.    Work Requirements and Time-Phased Plan Activities Implemented (Year One and Two)                                                        


The Roundtable’s performance goals were identified as were the core work requirements for the program. These two documents were used to develop questions for discussion and assisted in developing dialogue during teleconferences with key agency representatives in an effort to determine the conduct of the project assessment and to provide answers to questions and findings that are presented. Reference Exhibit 3 and 4 for specifics on these two documents.                                     Note the work requirements below:
            Technical Training for MBEs                      Youth Entrepreneurial Projects

Networking/Outreach Events                       Trade Fairs/Expositions

Develop projects with Major Corporations   Special Consultant Services
Assist MBEs in obtaining Capital                Specialized entrepreneurial projects

MED Week 



          Rural Projects
Develop Manufacturing Businesses             Identify Business Opportunities

Feasibility Studies for MBEs

          Marketing projects

Assist MBEs in development business plans to grow their firms

Support Conferences and conventions impacting minority development

These core services were intended to provide what was needed in the minority community without duplicating efforts of other organizations.  These services were tied to the quantitative goals.  The project reported both in narrative and against the Time Phased Plan for each year.  Both documents were brief and lacked sufficient data to determine the net outcome of activities that were executed.  As noted previously, the project would benefit by having clear standards for verifying any activities reported in response to work requirements.
Sometime during year one, the TPP was amended to include new activities, i.e., Public Policy Educational Activities, Contracts Opportunities Disseminated, Contracts Awarded and Financial transactions completed as a result of AMBDR Activity.   The DNEC files do not have to contain all of the supporting documentation
Critical to MBDA is the reported $32 million dollars that were claimed during this year that was reported as “The AMBDDR tracked contracts awarded semi-annually from governments and corporate entities.”  Additional performance verification guidelines issued by OPPE should be drafted to ensure the validity of all transactions.
The lack of sufficient information to help verify claimed accomplishments is the most single deficiency that was noted for both year one and year two.  Exhibit 5 notes other examples of reported accomplishments for year two.
B.  Sub-grants Authority
The project was structured to allocate project funds to execute sub-grants.  These sub-grants were to be awarded to deliver an array of services which included but were not limited to:              seven entrepreneur training sessions; two youth entrepreneur training sessions; three business trade fairs/expos; three rural projects; etc.  Reference Exhibit 6 for the specifics on all deliverables.    
Eligibility criterion was developed by the project as requirements that were to be adhered in order to award sub-grant funds.  The criterion is outlined in the project files, however, there is no documentation to support that the project adhered to their own guidelines.  The files also support the Terms and Conditions that were to be used to implement the sub-grant awards.  
The lack of supporting documentation does not support the delivery of the quantitative requirements of these sub-grants.  It was noted that many of the sub-grants were awarded to the project’s board members.  (Reference Exhibit 7) 
The distribution of these funds was to make this project unique in its efforts to deliver services (without duplication) throughout the state of Arkansas.  Feedback from the sub-grant recipients was not delivered as had been planned.  OPPE needs to develop guideline for the type of feedback required.
 III.  Observations and Findings
                                                                                                                                OPPE notes that the design of any funded program must take into consideration MBDA’s mission, objective, target audience, program description, time schedule, policy guidance, operational guide, performance measures and monitoring and evaluation criteria. Adequate internal controls that would take a project from “cradle to grave” were not in place to ensure successful implementation of any award action.  The Agency, under OPPE’s guidance, needs to develop general guidelines for verifying performance measures under pilot projects. Quality controls are critical to any award action.  They assure that the Agency protects itself administratively and contractually.  
A.  Roundtable’s Project and Administrative Oversight
The selection of Roundtable members which is a critical factor to the success of this project needs documentation on the selection methodology for future projects.  How the group established itself and who chairs the organization is also not documented.    All Roundtable members are from the Little Rock community.
It is especially important to have the most diverse representation as possible on the board.     The membership appears to be basically African American.  No other minority group is currently represented.  Most members are public sector organizations that already have minority initiatives in place. Corporate purchasers would enhance the project since they can make awards in a quicker time-frame and need to have some diversity requirements.            Members should be required to identify quantitative measures or opportunities as part of their commitment to the Roundtable initiative.
Members should be assigned quantitative tasks to Roundtable members are mentioned as a means of reaching performance measures.   
The day-to-day management of the Roundtable project is limited and thus impedes the project’s overall success on meeting administrative and contractual requirements.  
The Project Director has the administrative responsibility to schedule and host monthly meetings;  prepare minutes and notices; forward agendas of previous meetings in advance;  request and make available copies of all proposals submitted to the Roundtable at each meeting; receive detailed reports of all activities funded by the Roundtable; prepare progress reports to the Roundtable members and MBDA upon receiving input from participating partners; provide monitoring and evaluation tools (survey and follow-up forms); maintain databases of service providers and collaborative partners.
The Project Director’s time allocation for this project is 12.6%. It appears there would be a greater demand for more time and involvement. A salary is paid, but the base salary was not identified in the proposal or in official documentation.  There is no resume for the Project Director and no name check background.  The individual already works 100% of her time with the Little Rock Chamber of Commerce and is Executive Director of the Women’s Council on African American Affairs, Inc.  No mention of when the duties of this project are implemented is made.

The Roundtable project director is also supported by an Executive Director. He is paid $13,500 by contract agreement.  The proposal did not outline the Executive Director’s responsibilities, salary history, and resume and documentation of this concern was not noted.  The Executive Director is fully employed by the parent organization that operates this project.
B.  MBDA Program and Administrative Oversight
Little written supporting guidelines were issued to the operator to help implement the project.  The project monitor did address the fact that several verbal recommendations for improving the project’s performance were made during a site visit.  .  As per the Dallas NEC this project is performing at an “excellent level.”   
The DNEC Regional Director is a non-voting board member of the Roundtable, as per the award instrument.   The Regional Office is wholly responsible for monitoring and communicating with the award recipient.  

The award document contained 16 Special Award Conditions.  While all Conditions are important, a number of them are noted as being critical and did require follow up by the agency (DNEC).  Those more critical Conditions are addressed in Exhibit 8.  They are highlighted only because they address critical issues.

It is evident that the Project Monitor conducted an on-site or monitoring visit after the first award period to enable the completion of the final assessment.  No record of a semi-annual visit was noted for the first year period.  For the second year, DNEC acknowledged in the semi-annual assessment report that no on-site visit was conducted and that the assessment report was based on the semi-annual report that was submitted by the project.  Monitoring guidelines for projects other then BDCs and/or MBOCs need to be developed by the agency to protect its integrity. 

Exhibit 9 addresses concerns that are raised and need to be further reviewed and corrected by the agency.

C.  Project Design and Implementation 

The design and implementation of this project was found to contain deficiencies which if they had been addressed prior to making the award or during the award period may have produced better end results and would have allowed MBDA to conduct its due diligence.

The award required the implementation of specific work requirements.  These requirements appear to be broad and vague.  A very brief narrative for each of the proposed projects and services was provided.  No plan of action or business plan was developed to help implement the project.  
It was evident that the applicant was asked to amend the proposal and thus added to the work requirements the concept of “supplemental funding of sub-grants” that resulted in the delivery of additional quantitative performance measures in year one and two. Some aspects of the work requirements and performance measures make the award most unique as it greatly differs from the MBDA standard MBDC and MBOC programs.  
The project was also asked to include performance measures that closely match those of the MBOC program.  
It began to track financial and contract actions awarded through organizations represented by Roundtable members.  
Limited documentation was provided to the DNEC to support project activities and the DNEC did not address that a review of supporting documentation was conducted to support findings.  Who implements the work requirements either locally or within the state is not addressed.  This concern is raised only because the project director spends limited time on the award and many of the proposed projects and services appear to require extensive time to plan, administer, follow-up and administer.  Changes were made between the award action stage and the execution of award, but no documentation supports the reasons for the revisions.  This same concern applies to the selection and execution of the sub-grants.
OPPE visited the project’s website in an attempt to learn more about this organization.  It was here that documentation was found on how the sub-grants were being promoted.  It can be said that there is an established process that enables interested parties to apply for said funding.  The funds seek providers of “Supportive Business Services and Training.”  There is no assessment of this activity to help determine whether the criterion is used across the board.  
The principals of the Roundtable have been recipients of sub-grant funds.  In some cases, they have received funding more then once. Although permitted in the terms of the agreement, use of project funds gives appearance that the project is self-serving the needs of certain Roundtable members rather then the needs of the minority business community.  The project was to address those needs that were not replicated by other projects.  This concept did not appear to be supported.
Administratively, program funds were disbursed to the Arkansas Human Development Corporation.  They in turn distributed funds to pay for project expenditures.  The Corporation’s Fiscal Officer signed off on all disbursement requests.  No record is found that demonstrates the establishment of safeguards (as proposed) to protect the best interests of the program and government.  The Corporation committed to conducting an audit of the project.  No record of an audit was found in the files.  
The applicant proposed to evaluate itself on a monthly basis in the following areas – program performance, participant satisfaction and budgeting.  The Project Director was tasked with conducting a Participant’s Survey and with follow-up for all participating entities.  No documentation supports this commitment.

The requirement to establish a formal Roundtable organization with local and state resources has been difficult to confirm or determine its effectiveness.  Most of the member resources are located in Little Rock.  It is these resources who already take their own organizations to other parts of Arkansas as part of their stated mission.  
MBDA’s Strategic Growth Initiative is not a current program work requirement. No documentation supports that the Roundtable is making best efforts to support this agency-wide initiative. It appears that they are being challenged just to track awarded contracts and financial through their member organizations.
Those Roundtable members who were recipients of sub-grant awards in many cases failed to submit closing out documentation that they themselves established to record and track accountability of this effort. See Exhibit 14 for a breakdown of the Roundtable members who received project funds.  No record of their application was evident in the project files.  Included in this list is the MBDA Dallas NEC.
The development of new Business Ownership opportunities does not appear to be a primary activity, with exception of long term possibilities resulting from youth initiatives. 
Utilization of the Phoenix performance database is not being addressed by this project.  Dissemination of opportunities were reported but not substantiated on file.  Some of the opportunities could be of benefit to MBEs outside of the state of Arkansas, if they were entered into the Phoenix.   
D.  Summary of Findings: 

            Below is a listing of critical issues that should be addressed:
01. The number of work requirements are excessive and hard to track
02. Tracking and verifying of individual awards and reporting by members of the Roundtable are not routinely performed.
03. Reported accomplishments and supporting documentation.
04. The broad geographic service area was difficult to implement.

05.  Roundtable members did not submit contract opportunities as required.
                  08. Difficulty in finding quality applicants in rural Arkansas for rural

       projects.
                  09.  Difficult to find greater statewide participation in the sub-grant

       program.

                  10.  Self-serving appearance of sub-grantee award funds – awards made

       to roundtable members and DNEC.
       11. Extensive sub-grantee funds awarded for “Youth” initiatives          

       13.  Sub-grantee accomplishments unsupported, i.e., application, review 

                          process; approval process, award process; implementation and end

                    results; use of funds questionable.
              14. Reporting requirement guidelines lacking.

              1
IV. Recommendations
One of the first objectives of this evaluation was to determine whether this special project meets the MBDA mission for entrepreneurial parity and wealth creation. Based on this assessment, the cumulative transaction results for contracts and financings have not been fully verified to demonstrate that this project supports the Agency’s national performance measures. While this project could be making an important and significant contribution, available documentation does not support this stance.  
This assessment has identified critical issues that raise concerns and require corrective actions. Some require changes to the project work requirements, management and administrative controls that need to be implemented not only by any operator but also by MBDA. These fall outside of the normal parameters of an established MBDC or MBOC program. 
The following recommendations do not follow any particular order, but do address recommended changes:
· MBDA should reconsider its approval process for the acceptance of unsolicited proposals. It is necessary that the policy be reviewed and rewritten by OBD. An audit trail of communication related to such proposals must be established.
· This project does offer the unique attribute of sub-grants, but will require strict work requirements and internal controls to prevent waste, fraud and abuse. Ensure that all proposals include the identification of a full-time Executive Director with a resume, time allocation, copy of the proposed contract for services agreement, reporting requirements, etc.  A joint effort should be made by regional and headquarters staff to develop a sound solicitation if the Agency decides to develop a new program design.

· The fundamentals of this special project would appear to benefit minority communities that have a weaker economy, a labor surplus and the need for business infrastructure. A business case can be made that MBDA must do better research when selecting funding sites for special projects in the future. 
· The project should show supplemental requirements and outcome deliverables for each sub-grant and track its progress.

· Members of the Roundtable should represent a diverse cross section of the minority business community.  Each member should agree in partnership to provide value-added quantitative measures to the project. 

· Encourage Roundtable representation from the private / corporate sector to facilitate brokering matches.
· Consider combining this program with an existing program.
· Special projects should have strict monitoring guidelines and more frequent on-site visits. Projects that fall behind at mid-year should be put on a watch list and identified to Senior Management and the Program Manager for special assistance. MBDA should respond with all due diligence to provide the necessary corrective actions to ensure the success of that project and protect MBDA’s investment.
· It appears that certain activities within MBDA funded projects and programs often present an appearance of “harvesting” award numbers. All solicitation should address this concern as part of the terms and conditions for all awards. The Strategic Growth Initiative should be an integrated part all work requirements that are in MBDA funded project/programs. Likewise, if the identification of opportunities is required, then the Phoenix /Opportunity Bid-match system should be require.
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Exhibit 1 

Roundtable Members and Their Representative 

Organizations

01.  Joyce Raynor
- Little Rock Chamber of Commerce and Executive Director of the

Women’s Council on African American Affairs, Inc., Project Director of the Roundtable
02.  Wali Caradine
- National Association of Minority Contractors

03.  Virgil Miller
- Metropolitan National Bank

04.  Tamika Edwards - Senator Blanche Lincoln’s Office

05.  James E. Turner   - City of Little Rock, Small Business Development Office

06.  Odies Wilson III - City of Little Rock, City Manager’s Office

07.  Phil Harris 
- University of Arkansas Little Rock

08.  Charles King 
- Arkansas Regional Minority Supplier Development Council

09.  Bobby R. Hall 
- Arkansas Department of Economic Development

10.  Irene Au

- Arkansas Department of Economic Development

11.  Anthony Henderson – Arkansas Regional Minority Supplier Development Council

New Members Added:

12.  Carol Silverstrom - Small Business Administration

13.   Ronnie Dedman 
- Southwestern Bell

14.   Bessie M. Jackson – Field Office Director, HUD

15.   Supha Vandiver - Elite International Professionals, Inc.

16.   Dallas NEC

17.   Arkansas Human Development Corporation
Member changes in 2003-2004 include:

Larry Straw replaced Irene Au.

Marty North of the Bank of the Ozarks replaced Pam Petty

Added to the Roundtable membership includes:

A.J. Brown, II - Army Corps of Engineers

Wanda Bynum Ashley - AR Highway and Transportation Dept.
Exhibit 2                                        

Outline for AMBDR Assessment
Office of Performance and Program Evaluation (OPPE)
I. Introduction: This is a Project assessment of the Minority Business Development Roundtable Project (AMBDR). 

     II.   Objective Statement - Purpose:

· Does the project meet the MBDA mission objectives for parity and wealth creation?

· Review the project design and its effectiveness to support the growth and development of minority business enterprise.

· Examine the implementation of work requirements to meet performance measures. Identify Best practices.

· Identify duties of the Roundtable, Executive Director, Project Director and Members of the Roundtable and their responsibilities that contribute to the project success.

· Discuss AMBDR management policies, procedures and documentation  

· Does the AMBDR understand the verification process for performance documentation? Are there any problems?

· Identify any specific program or administrative concerns that warrant management attention.

· Identify any concerns or weaknesses in the performance system as it relates to the AMBDR.
· Provide recommendations for corrective action that will improve project operations and assist in meeting the bottom line goals to enable this project to be rolled out as a new MBDA program.

III.   Scope of study –
· Integrate Associate Director’s concerns into study

· Schedule Conference call meetings and possible site visits with DNEC
· Review project documentation from Headquarters and NEC files:
1. Non-solicited proposal 
2. Work Requirements and handbook

3. Quantitative Goals

4. Semi-Annual and Annual reports submitted
Exhibit 2 (continued)
· Speak with MBDA management  and project managers 

· Review and evaluate information collected

· Prepare draft report

IV. Methodology –

· OPPE will review all documentation

· Prepare schedule for Interviews with key MBDA managers
· Develop questions for conference calls and on-site interviews

· Develop evaluation instrument, i.e., mission, budget, bottom line, performance system operation, effectiveness. 

· Collect project documentation from the DNEC and Headquarters
· Conduct Analysis of project and identify and concerns 

· Identify recommendations for improving project’s operations and effectiveness

· Compare findings against agency policies and procedures

V.  Findings and Recommendations -

· Prepare recommendations for Senior Management review

· National, DNEC and Project findings
1. Documentation available

2. Communication 

3. Regional effectiveness in monitoring and assessing project
4. AMBDR Operating Efficiency

Exhibit 3
                                      Scope of Work Requirements for AMBDR
The Arkansas Human Development Corporation will operate the Arkansas Roundtable.                   The work requirements include, but are not limited to, the following activities:

· This is a proposed sole source award to the Arkansas Human Development Corporation (AHDC) to operate the Arkansas MBDA Roundtable.  The concept is to create a volunteer roundtable of minority business service providers and minority business leaders to participate in deciding which entities and projects will be provided financial resources to assist their clients and the minority business service providers and the minority business population as a whole.

· The Roundtable will be the vehicle to provide comprehensive business assistance to minority-owned companies in minority communities in the State of Arkansas that is currently not available.  The Roundtable will assist minority firms in the areas such as:

The Arkansas Minority Business Development Roundtable scope-of-work includes:

Technical Training for MBEs


Special Consultant Services

Youth Entrepreneurial Projects

Minority Enterprise Development Week

Networking/Outreach Events


Rural Projects

Trade Fairs/Expositions


Develop Manufacturing Businesses

Develop projects with Major Corporations
Identify Business Opportunities

Assist MBEs in obtaining Capital

Feasibility Studies for MBEs
Specialized entrepreneurial projects

marketing for projects

Assist MBEs in developing Business Plans to grow their firms

Support conferences and conventions impacting minority development

Such projects as those listed above will provide specific accountable and certifiable performance goals.

This project will enhance the ability of minority and other organizations that provides needed services to the minority community without duplicating efforts.  The Arkansas Minority Business Development Roundtable structure, meeting frequencies, members, proposed format for submitting projects and a reporting structure are in place.
Scope of Services for Sub-Grantees
The AMBDR will advertise sub-grantee applications with that target and impact minority businesses.  These competitive sub-grant applications will include the following services:

1.  Seven (7) Entrepreneur Training Sessions (local and statewide);

2.  Two (2) Youth Entrepreneur Training Sessions (local and statewide)
3.  Three (3) Business Trade Fairs/Expos
4.   Minimum of three (3) Rural Projects

5.   Minimum of three (3) Procurement and Capital Projects

      Exhibit 3 (continued)

6.   Minimum of four (4) Networking and Outreach Programs

7.   Minority Enterprise Development (MED) activities both local and national

8.   Supportive services for a minimum of twenty (20) minority businesses
Supportive services may include, but are not limited to, services such as accounting, legal,       marketing, and business certification
9.   Minimum of three (3) Marketing Campaigns for programmatic services
10.   Website Creation and Maintenance
Exhibit 4
Time Phased Plan – Performance Goals
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

GOALS NARRATIVE

1. The Arkansas Minority Business Development Roundtable (AMBDR) will conduct a minimum of seven (7) entrepreneur training sessions during the length of the contract. Two of the seven will target youth entrepreneurs. A minimum of 100 minority owned firms through information dissemination and how to workshops will be targeted. Training sessions nfay include such topics as 1) Bidding Processes, 2) Accessing Capital, 3) how to market your business 4) Money Management/Accounting 5) legal Dos and Don’ts/Hiring and Firing

2. The Arkansas Minority Business Development Roundtable (AMBDR) will conduct a minimum of two (2) youth entrepreneurship training sessions during the length of the contract. These training sessions will be held locally and statewide.

3. The AMBDR will participate in and promote minority business owners throughout the state of Arkansas in a minimum of three (3) Business Fairs and Trade Shows to showcase MBEs goods and services, specifically, to corporate America and governments. The AMBDR will not independently host, but will provide opportunities for MIREs to participate in annually scheduled shows for the maximum exposure.

4. The AMIBDR will provide a minimum overthrew (3) rural projects with supportive services and capital to minority owned firms in rural communities within the state, with special emphasis in the Delta and economically depressed areas. Funding for feasibility and market studies will be included.

5. The AMBDR will assist and support MBEs with a minimum of thee (3) procurement and capital projects. This assistance may include, but not limited to services such as bonding assistance, engineering and architectural assistance, and other technical assistance. The AMBOR plans to closely monitor and report the actual accomplishment of procurement and financing activity during the course of this project. The Roundtable plans to track and report all activity related to this project on a quarterly basis.

6. The AMBDR will host and conduct a minimum of four (4) Business Networking and Outreach Programs to encourage the exchange of business contacts and business contracts for a minimum of 500 MIREs.

7. The AMBDR will assist with the Annual MED Week Celebration locally highlighting the accomplishments of statewide MIREs through an Awards Breakfast/Luncheon and Reception and will promote national MED week celebration.

8. The AMBDR will provide Supportive Services for a minimum of twenty (20) minority businesses. Supportive services may include, but not limited to, services such as accounting, legal (no litigation) business certification. The AMBDR plans to closely monitor and report the actual accomplishment of hours of support services activity during the course of this project. The Roundtable plans to track and report all activity related to this project on a quarterly basis.

9. The AMBDR will conduct a minimum of three (3) marketing campaigns for programmatic services. The AMBDR will utilize minority owned as well as other media to promote the AMBDR, MBDA, and the U.S. Dept. of Commerce services, there marketing campaigns will also advertise request for proposal for sub grants. The AMIBDR will work cohesively with statewide service providers to promote programs through newsletter, flyers, public, etc.

10. The MiBDR will contract for services to create and maintain a website for the length of the project. Access to such information as RFPs, calendar of business events for the State, program services, linkages to MBDA and Dept. of Commerce, are examples.
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TIME PHASE PLAN & ANNUAL PERFORMANCE GOALS FY 2003 - 2004

Goal

PROJECT GOALS
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Description/Outcome

Seven (7) Entrepreneur Training Sessions {local and statewide)

The AMBDR will accomplish this goal through
subgrants and co-sponsoring training sessions
statswide.

Two {2) Youth Entrepreneur Training (YET) Sessions (locai and
statewide)

The AMBDR through it parinership will provide
entrepreneurial training te youths in local high
schools, vocational schools and institutions of

hinhar adisnatian
KL A ol et AR

Three (3) Business Trade Fairs/Expos

The AMBDR will accomplish this goal through |
local chambers of commerce - including Hispanic
and Asian entties., regional suppliers
development councils,

Minimum of three (3) Rurai Projecis.

The AMBDOR will continue outreach in the Delta
Regions to encourage eligible grant recipients to
create, expand, and foster programs to increase
minority business development in the area.

Minimum of three (3) Procurement and Capital Projects.

The AMBDR will work with Fortune 500
companies, Prime Contractors, State and City
Purchasing and procurement department to
leverage AMBDR funds with their to ensure
economically stronger MBEs.

Minimum of four (4} Netwiorking and Outreach Prograims,

The AMBDR will host and participate in annual
networking programs (i.e. Chamber Minority
Business Brunch, Business After Hours, Cinco
DeMayo, Business Networking Receptions, etc) to
assist MBEs in the areas of marketing and
networking.

Minority Enterprises Development [MED] activities both local
and national.

The AMBDR in collaboration with the Chamber of
Commerce will continue to host the local MED
Week Activities with 250 attendees highlighting
successes of local MBEs and to provide
procurement, business training and hetworking
oppartunities during the week long activities.

Suppeortive services for a minimum of forty (40) minority
businesses; Supportive services may include, but are not limited
to services such as accounting, legal, marketing, and business
certification.

10

10

10

10

The AMBDR will work collaborative with its
partners and subgrantees to strengthen MBEs
marketing, accounting, certification, abilities to
access capital and bonding skills

Minimum of three (3) Marketing Campaigns for programinatic
services.

The AMBDR will launch numerous marketing
campaigns through stalewide tours, website
marketing, 'egislative forums, press conferences,
chamber forums, print and TV media to ensure
every area «* the state is knowledgeable about
the program

10

Public Policy . ducational Activities

The AMBDR seeks to accomplish this goal by
hosting an annual business summit,
disseminating a community annual report, and by
encouraging the creation of accountability
measuremer:ts by corporate and government
entities.

11

Contracts Opportunities Disseminated

15,505,830

15,506,930

25,505,830

25,505,930

The AMBDR will frack contract opportunities
disseminated semi-annually from govemments

and corporate entities. It is expected that
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Exhibit 5

Reported Accomplishments for Year 2

Examples of Reported Narrative

1. “AMBDR made statewide tours to Gould, Pine Bluff, and El Dorado to market program.”

2. “The AMBDR asked that partnering organization sign Memoranda of Understanding on actual contract opportunities, contract awarded and capital and procurement opportunities for FY 2002 – 2003.”

3. “Lenders forum in 70 attendees … October 2003 … Opportunities for MBEs to access capital through traditional and non-traditional funding sources.”

4. “Teen Parenting Conference … October 2003 … Youth entrepreneurial training for 45 attendees.”

           Other examples of unsupported accomplishments include:

1. “F.O.R.G.E …$4,000”

2. “AR. Human Development Corporation … Statewide Economic Development Conference to strengthen small minority business community … $11,000.”

             Reported Quantitative Accomplishments were as follows:

· “Contracts Opportunities Disseminated … 

                      $15,505,930 … 

· City of LR – $7.5 mil

· Corp of Engineers – $105 mil

· NAMC – (34) $40 mil

· State of AR. $200 mil
· Total $352.5 mil”

3. “Contracts Opportunities Disseminated

City of LR – $10 mil

NAMC (30) – $35 mil

State of AR - $101,877,118.38

The AMBDR will track contract opportunities disseminated semi-annually from  governments and other entities.  

Exhibit 6
Criteria for Selection of Sub-grantees
                  (As per the project’s web-site)
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V. Assurances and attachments

Arkansas Minority Business Development Roundtable
. Sub-Grantees Selection Process

All projects/programs submitted to the Arkansas Minority Business Development Roundtable
(AMBDR), which are funded, WQM@:MMQ]; these sub-grants will not be the
sole source of financing. The maximum sub-grant award shall not exceed $10,000 per project.
The minimum sub-grant awarded will be $1,000.

To ensure that all competitive grant applications are reviewed fairly, sub-grantees will be
required to adhers to the following selection process: Applicants for AMBDR sub-grants must
meet the foltowing eligibility criteria:

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

1. Applicant must be a government, non-profit, or business entity whose mission, or part of
its mission is to promote and to foster growth and expansion, and to enhance quality
services for Minority-Owned Firms in the state of Arkansas either thivuyh <l cational
and/or contract opportunities. |

2. Applicant must demonstrate proven experience in providing minority business
opportunities within the state of Arkansas.

3. Applicant must provide proof of Board’s support of submitted proposal.

4. Applicant must sign a memorandum of understanding with AMBDR and fiscal agent
upon grant approval. |

5. Applicant must submit a Request For Proposal (REP) 15 days prior to the monthly or bi-
menthly meeting of selection committee.

6. Applicants who are also members of the AMBDR selection committee or the full
AMBDR will be prohibited from voting or participating in the evaluation of
applications when their organization has an application being considereu sor
funding.

7. Applicant must submit all required documentation requested by the AMBDR to be
eligible for consideration (i.e. proof or state required licenses, IRS status letter (if
applicable), etc.)

8. Applicant must submit a detailed budget, statement of need, project impact, and
expected outcome.

9. Applicant must submit a detailed report on services performed, proof of cost incurred,
and program/project result two weeks after project completion. If project is ongoing,
subgrantees must submit progress report every six weeks.
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Continued below……..
[image: image4.png]10. Applicant’s proposal must be aligned with the overall goal of the AMBDR,

11.

12.

Applicant vill be notified within 7-10 days of the approval or rejection of their
application for funding.
Unsuccessful applicants may submit applications during the next funding eycle.

SUB-GRANTEE TERMS AND STANDARD CONDITIONS.

N

1.
2.

3.

AMBDR reserves the right to reject any and all applications
AMBDR reserves the right to award pertions of line items, all or non, or by
individual line items
Quality, time and probability of performance may be factors in making and a
funding award or rescinding a funding award.
No changes in cost or scope of the project may be accepted after the application
deadline. | |
In the event of two or more applications with identical or equal merit AMBDR shall
have the discretion to split funding awards in any proportion between the
applicants.
To the extent permitted or otherwise not prohibited by the laws of the State of
Arkansas, Sub-Grantees shall indemnify and save harmless AMBDR their officers
» agents, and employees from:
(1). Any claims or losses for services rendered by any sub-grantee,
person, or firm performing or supplying services, materials or
supplies in connection with the performance of the sub-grant;
(2). Any claims or losses resulting to any person or firm injured by the

erroneous, willful, or negligent acts or omissions, including disregard

of federal and state statues or regulations, by AMBDR officers or

agenis in the performance of the sub-grant,
Non-compliance or omissions of items or services listed in the sub-grant
shall constitute grounds for termination of the sub-grant agreement.
Any ambiguity, lack of clarity or interpretation of specification or scope of
services shall be construed in the light most favorable to the AMBDR.

SELECTION COMMITTEE

. The AMBDR selection committee will be comprise of a 7—9 voting members and 2

nen-voting members whose primary responsible will be to treview, pre-screen, and make
recommendations to the AMBDR membership for approval.
The AMBDR. selection committee shall be comprised
VOTING MEMBERS: :
(1) Chairman of the AMBDR ;
(2) minority business owners (1 or 2 members);
l/(3) Representative from Governor’s Office;
(4) state wide minority business non-profit representative :
(5) state wide minority business resource representatives;
(6) corporate representatives (102 members) '
(7) Local government small/minority/woman business development representative
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[image: image5.png]‘SCOPE OF SERVICES FOR SUBGRANTEES

The AMBDR will advertise sub-grant applications with entities that target and impact
minority businesses. These competitive sub-grant applications will include the following
services: \

(1) Seven (7) Entrepreneur Training Sessions (local & statewide);

(2) Two (2) Youth Entrepreneur Training Sessions ( local & statewide)

(3) Three (3) Business Trade Fairs/Expos;

(4) Minimum of three (3) Rural Projects ;

(5) Minimum of three (3) Procurement and Capital Projects:

(6) Minimum of four (4) Networking and Outreach Programs;

(7) Minority Enrerprises Development (MED) activities both local and national;

(8) Supportive services for a minimum of twenty (20) minority businesses;
Supportive services may include, but are not limited to, services such as accounting,
legal, marketing, and business certification

(9) Minimum of three (3) Marketing Campaigns for programmatic services

(10)Website Creation and Maintenance




Exhibit 7

Distribution of Funds for Sub-grants 

to Roundtable Members

Funds awarded to members of the Roundtable and their representative organizations:

Member Organization


         Yr. 1                       Yr. 2

                                                                                      $                                     $
01.  ARMSDC



      
         $ 5,000

            $ 10,000

02.   National Association 

        of Minority Contractors

                        6,500

03.   Dallas NEC




                                       5,000

04.   AHDC



                        


  11,000

05.    Women’s Council on

          African American Affairs


5,000
06.    Little Rock Regional Chamber

         of Commerce




6,500


      750











   8,650











 10,000

Note:  $20,000 was spent on youth initiatives in year one; $5,000 in year 2 thru Mar. 2004
Exhibit 8
Critical Award Conditions that Required

Follow-up by MBDA
Condition Number:

#13 – Submission of “minimum annual performance goals, broken out

into quarterly increments, for actual evaluation purposes.  

This condition was met on November 6, 2002 for year one and on December 1, 2003 for year two.


#14 – Submission of “a performance report to the Federal Program Officer,

within thirty (30) days after the end of the second quarter..”

No documentation is found to support the submission of a performance report being submitted thirty (30) days after the end of the second quarter.  No assessment of the project appears to have been conducted through the first six months of the project’s performance by the DNEC for year one.  An assessment was conducted for the first six month period for year two.  

#15 – Submission to the Grants Officer of a cost allocation plan that shows how

it distributes administrative oversight/overhead costs…” 

No documentation is found in the project files to support compliance with this condition. 

#16 – “the Program Office will be substantially involved in the implementation

of this project.  Such involvement will included the participation of the Dallas

Regional Director … at the Roundtable meetings as a technical advisor on

proposals submitted to the Roundtable by service providers… review all reports 

on projects funded and provide feedback on a quarterly basis.” 
Exhibit 9
Project Costs Incurred of Concern to OPPE
1.  Personnel –

While Ms. Joyce Raynor was hired as the Project Director at 12.6% of her time, she is the project’s part time project director while holding employment with the Arkansas Chamber of Commerce.  How this arrangement impacts her full-time employment is not addressed by the applicant or the DNEC.  No record was found of her resume.  A completed CD-346 Name Check form was not found in the first year’s file.  Two other completed forms were found for other representatives of the AHDC.  It is Agency policy that a name check be conducted for all project directors.  No record of Ms. Raynor’s annual salary was found to determine if the base was reasonable to support the 12.6% proposed.  Ms. Raynor is also referred to as Executive Director.  This confusing given that Mr. Clevon Young was identified as the Executive Director of the Roundtable.  Further Ms. Raynor is employed by the Women’s Council on African American Affairs, Inc.  There is an overlapping of time accountability.

This same concern holds true for the Executive Director of the Arkansas Human Development Corporation (AHDC).  He is fully employed by this organization and is now contracted by the AMDR at the cost of $13,500 per year.  He already receives Federal funds for his corporation to the tune of $200,000 from the Department of Agriculture and an undisclosed funding level from the Department of Labor under JTPA.  How his contractual arrangement with the AMDR interacts with his responsibilities under the AHDC is not known and should be closely reviewed by the Office of the Inspector General for possible overlap of charges.  The proposal did not mention how much he earns on a yearly basis and his board of directors did not submit a letter supporting his role in other federally funded projects vs. that role as a third party contractor.   No contractual agreement is found in the project files that disclose his role, duties, deliverables and the amount of time that he will spend on this project for the said amount. 

2.  Space - 

The Little Rock Chamber of Commerce provided the office site for the AMBDR, located at One Chamber Plaza in Little Rock, Arkansas.  A total of 2,000 sq. ft. was identified at the cost of $42 per sq. ft. This space was to house one part-time professional and one part-time administrative person.  The Chamber was to provide the required meeting place for the AMBDR at the cost of $150.00 per hour. 
The proposed costs for office and meeting space appear excessive and/or overstated for the area.  There is a possibility that they may have been wrongly calculated (2,000 sq. ft. X $42 = $84,000 for space and $150 p/hr for meeting place X 2 hrs X 5 (est.) meetings =  $1,500.  

As a matter of record, the office space provided to the project by the Chamber of Commerce serves as this project’s official project site.  This is contrary to what the DNEC noted as a reason for not conducting a 30 Day On-Site Project visit.

Exhibit 9 (continued)
3.  Contractual –

A $13,500 sub-contract was awarded to the Executive Director of the AHDC.  No justification for this action is found in the project files.  What he was do executive on behalf of the organization, why his services were warranted, how the dollar value was determined, what deliverables he was to make, etc. were not identified in the proposal!  This appeared to be a sole-source award. 

4. Travel –

Several members of the Roundtable traveled to two or three MBDA conferences.  It appears that MBDA paid for the cost of these travelers over the course of the last two award periods.  Because project funds were limited and because outreach into the minority business community was the objective, the organization should have been selective on incurring of travel expenses.  Travel could have been limited to one or two persons, at most.  No travel reports or claimed expenses were found in the files.  Close monitoring of these type expenses are recommended. 

5.  Indirect Cost –

The AHDC was to manage program financial requirements and the distribution of funds for a flat fee of $10,000.  Generally speaking, all administrative over-head fees are covered at the approved over-head cost rate that an organization has in place at the time of the award.  If this rate exceeded $10,000, the AHDC could have identified the excess cost as part of its Non-Federal share.  If the cost was less then the approved rate, then the total $10,000 would not have been approved.

6.   In-kind Contributions -
Reported contributions are not supported and appear to be only estimates at best.  They do not appear to bear a reasonable basis for claimed contributions.
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