
Feedback from CMC-Ontario members re: draft VOR modernization submission:


Our firm has been a VOR with GO during the last three years. Below is a summary of our experience:

1. The requirement to have  General Insurance and Errors and Omissions Insurance in place for the proposal process and ongoing was costly, approximately $7,000 / year and not something that we as a firm have to do for ANY OTHER CLIENTS. I can see the reasoning for I&IT services but not performance management and evaluation services;
1. As a new VOR we had no opportunities to make our qualifications and interest known to prospective Ministries, in fact we were discouraged to do so by the MGS;
1. We were asked to submit information for an internal government web posting but were not able to verify accuracy, update, or even view the site;
1. We received no notices of posting on the MERX but monitored it for restricted solicitations and found none; 
1. It was a sit back and wait type of standing offer arrangement, and in total we received 4 solicitations, two that we bid on unsuccessfully;
1. We spend $21K over 3 years for insurance with no opportunities to recover the expenses; 
1. Consequently, when the invitation came out to extend our VOR status we declined and cancelled the insurance; and 
1. Curiously, we received an additional two solicitations at the same time as the renewal period, neither of which were in our areas of strength.

As an SME management consulting firm we cannot afford the overhead costs associated with having EOI unless there is a large volume of work. We will not be bidding again if this requirement is not removed and greater flexibility is shown by MGS in terms of marketing our services to potential clients in our sectors of expertise.

Cheers
Werner Meier
Director, RBMG
Office: (613) 835-9824
Fax: (613) 835-9825
Cell: (613) 858-3058
Web: www.rbmg.ca 


In quick response to the request re: consulting VORs

The system as-is is more closed than open - by consolidating providers the province ostensibly lost transparency, access to skills and lost a key corporate citizenry role it should play

VORs should be visible to independents with points of contact
Each VOR should be required to have a transparent skills recruitment process for building teams and RFP responses and there should be a requirement for broad utilization of resources with pertinent skills
eg., - CMC should consider modifying its mandate and become a VOR and utilize CMCs to coordinate responses to RFPs - merely a conduit for the execution of work and take a VOR fee for the service - utilize all CMCs as part of the process via a roster rotation method for participation
VOR contract structure should clearly show the consultant mark ups and illustrate what % goes to the consultant and what % goes to the VOR; many VORs exploit their position
A provincial ombudsman role should be available to handle complaints regarding failure of fair process and ethics as it relates to how VOR conduct themselves as key service providers to the province
VOR arrangements should include rate reviews and adjustments based on mutually acceptable factors, as well as expenses and hours charged - I have heard that many VORs pad hours and use post-award extensions to get the recovery - but this is rumour only - I have also heard that consulting productivity is lower vs higher


All for now

Sheldon Leith

-- 
Sheldon Leith, HBSc., PLog., CMC
Senior Partner
1-866-705-9264 x210
416-357-9267 (cell)


It’s my personal view that all requests for management consulting services should be VERY BRIEF. Probably no more than 2-3 pages. Let the consultants supply the background and specific experiences and methodologies that could win the job, rather than the Government specifying them. Sending out documents with  whole lot of unnecessary info takes up a lot of civil servants time and is absolutely unnecessary and a waste. As a matter of fact the length of the requests at present, probably discourages many consultants from making a proposal because the process is too heavy and unnecessary. Bob

BOB COFFEY CA CMC
THE COACH
416-599-2234 (Toronto)
905-937-8733 (Niagara)
www.pickmybrain.org    


Hello
I have spent a bit of time thinking about this issue as it is impacting us dramatically in the health care sector
Attached is a rough presentation that I used when chatting with other consultants. It reflects our experience. (see attached in e-mail)
If you would like to call me to discuss anything that isn’t self explanatory without the voice over, please feel free to give me a call
nan

Nan Brooks, LLB, MHSA, CHE
VP Strategy
Consulting Cadre International Inc.
10 Alhart Drive
Toronto M9V 2M9
Cell: 647 200 1682
nbrooks@consultingcadre.net

Dear Lora,

Because of the short timeline, I’m unable to give you as detailed a response to the VOR: invitation for vendor input; however, here are a few points:
1. As outlined in the June 29, 2010 CMC Report, GMCS VOR Dialogue, roles do not fit with management consulting and the recommendation to the GMCS attendees was to move away from using roles.  It makes sense for IT&T initiatives because these are in fact contract positions (roles) not consulting assignments.  Trying to fit the work into roles and service categories that my 2-person-firm performed as management consultants was an exercise in wordsmithing, rather than a straight-forward representation of our skills, knowledge and experience.  Adding even more roles makes even less sense.  The June 29th meeting had extensive discussion about this and it’s disheartening to learn that our opinions meant nothing to GMCS representatives and that they are considering in moving in the opposite direction.
1. The service categories are fine as they are now.
1. Combining the General Management VOR and the Program Evaluation and Performance Measurement Services VOR is a good step as there is considerable overlap between the two.

It would be great if CMC provided an alternative as asked for under Defining Engagement Types Questions for Vendors page 12, which asks for “Is there an alternative structure for general management consulting services that you would recommend, and if so, why?” that takes our recommendations from the June 29th report.  I suggest the elimination of roles, more emphasis on experience, professional designations and references.

Hope this give you some useful information for CMC’s submission. 

Jane Conlon
________________________________
Jane Conlon, CMC
Principal
MCC Workplace Solutions Inc.
17 Millbrook Crescent
Toronto ON  M4K 1H2
Phone:   416.466.7284
Fax:       416.466.2582
Email:    jconlon@mccworkplace.com
www.mccworkplace.com 


Hi Richard et al

Having the foundation of a position paper consistent with the response to the questions is essential.  The format of the response to the actual request is fine and would suggest that the responses need to be crisp and clear to make it easy for the reviewers of the responses to capture our input.

As mentioned earlier happy to help out but have limited time at the moment.  Hoping to clear some time perhaps tomorrow night and part of Friday to help out before the telecom on Monday

Thanks 

Jim


J. D. Parker, CMC,  President
Parker Management Consulting Inc. (PMC Inc.) 
2945 Dancer Court Mississauga Ontario Canada L5L 1Y5
Phone 905 607 7599 Fax 905 607 6102  Cell 416 562 4070
Email contactus@pmcinc.ca www.pmcinc.ca 


POST June 18 OAC Teleconference input from Ontario Advocacy Committee:

OAC members:

My update on the Friday morning OAC teleconference about the draft VOR modernization submission:
1. Instead of separate CMC position paper in the appendix, we will prepare an executive summary that is strongly supportive of the MGS discussion paper while noting a few “tweaks” that we address in the responses to the MGS questions.  Leo will provide a draft “positioning statement” for this executive summary.
1. CMC submission to set out our recommended model with a single registry for all consulting services, streams/categories that vendors must qualify for, separate types of engagement and associated separate approaches to pricing (probably vendors must also qualify for type of engagement – task based vs. other).  There likely are internal reasons why the OPS nevertheless will split into two VORs - I&IT and other - because of the I&IT organization’s approval role for I&IT but our recommendation is a single VOR.  Jerry will provide wording in support of the master registry/category qualifications model drawing on the work he has underway in the municipal sector.
1. We will distinguish more clearly among types of engagements – Fred will draft this
1. We recommend against the “graduated scale concept” (p. 14 of MGS discussion paper) whereby vendors would have to qualify for the scale and complexity of projects as well as the category.  Recommend using RFPs for large and complex assignments rather than differentiating within VOR.  At this time, no recommendation for a separate process to qualify for smaller contracts vs. large contracts.
1. Need to reframe how we address MGS Question 2 (p. 15 of discussion paper) on “industry-based standards” so as not to appear self-serving re CMC designation.  Ideally MGS would retain CMC designation as a desirable criterion for management consulting stream/categories.  Risk of ending up excluding CMC members from assignments if there are too many certification requirements (e.g. PMP).
1. Pricing – generally agree with current draft responses (prepared by Kathy) in v.5 of CMC submission.  Especially agree that fixed price deliverable arrangements (as redefined by Fred) would not consider pricing in first stage procurement.  I am to submit a question of clarification about wording in #4 of Option 2 (p. 18) of MGS discussion paper as it appears to have an unintended consequence.
1. Agree with “smart consumption” model for task-based assignments with some qualifiers.  Agree with MGS concept that for fixed price deliverable arrangements (as redefined by Fred), RFSs valued above a set threshold would go to all qualified vendors in the applicable category.
1. Strong support for increased transparency about process, e.g. a process whereby there would be disclosure to all qualified VOR vendors for each RFS of what firms were invited, what firms responded, what firm was chosen, etc. (based on current requirement for disclosure during debrief that often isn’t honoured).  Many municipalities already are posting results – Jerry will provide examples/models
1. We will take a different position on vendor evaluation, supporting in principle but not in practice at this time (can’t even get consistent client compliance with requirement in directive for appropriate vendor debriefs).  Concerned that an evaluation system would become overly bureaucratic.  Set out what would be required to make such a process work effectively for clients and be transparent and open for vendors – we’re prepared to work with the government on this but don’t see it as an immediately practical concept.  Ron will draft an introduction and responses to the MGS questions.

Timing – all revised draft material (inserts, please, not just comments) should be sent to me by mid-day on Monday, June 21, so that I can incorporate it into a next version on June 22 that will go to the CMC-Ontario Council for review (and to OAC members of course).

Thanks to all those who participated in the teleconference and who have provided comments.  If other OAC members have issues with this approach or with other aspects of the MGS discussion paper or v. 5 of the CMC draft submission, please circulate these comments by mid-day Monday, June 21.

Cheers,

Richard

Richard Lundeen, CMC
President, SEG Management Consultants
Phone: 416-766-6972
Mobile: 416-722-5250
Email: Lundeen@SEGconsultants.ca

This is a follow up to Richard's item #6 - I have confined circulation to our smaller group for manageabiltiy - Richard, feel free to distribute to the group at large.
 
Re: pricing for role-based work - both their options on p. 18 have problems - the bottom line is that there may be no way of being "nice" - i.e., not disqualifying vendors for bidding too high - and keeping rates down, which is their prime objective in this area.  
 
With Option 1 - if they allow BAFO, then vendors can simply bid high rates, drive up the average and then rebid - they may not qualify but the average will have been driven up.
 
Option 2 has the same problem plus the anomaly we talked about in our teleconference.
 
In short, I don't see how pricing can be reasonably established (from their perspective) if vendors are allowed to go back and rebid. Other than fixing rates, if they want to use the market to keep rates low, there there have to be winners and losers.  If anyone can think of a biddng scheme for role-based rates that meets their objectives but doesn't penalize high bidders, let's discuss - I'm stuck - maybe we don't take a position, but just point out some of the problems with their scheme.
 
Leo Gotlieb, FCMC 
Director 
Western Management Consultants 
#400, 4 King Street W., Toronto ON M5H 1B6 
416-362-6863 x 229 
www.wmc.ca 

I think this gets to a critical point we need to satisfy ourselves on.  

Of course we’d like to make sure there are no losers in this equation, but I don’t think that’s our job.   In the end there will be actual winners and losers – firms that get jobs and firms that don’t get jobs.  That will be partly determined by rates, and partly by other things.  The province, though we may not like it as individual firms, can certainly set caps for fees using moderately sophisticated market mechanisms like this.  From their point of view it’s not a terrible algorithm really – if 80%  of consultants charge this….then why shouldn’t they cap the convenient instrument for quick contracting which is used for 80% of consulting at that level? (the numbers are approximate, but you get the idea.) From our point of view what we don’t like is that they have all the information, we have none, and the risks of failure are high enough we self-impose haircuts to raise our certainty of bidding successfully, which drives overall rates down.  (If we had perfect information, we would all engineer ourselves to be in the highest allowed percentile of rates, which would drive the average rate up….)

We should argue for more transparency and shared information, which is where we’re heading…. 

What I think we need to care about is the playing field is as level as possible, and the mechanisms of the playing field don’t unduly distort the game, and if we can do it, that a firm that is knocked out gets to re-qualify with minimal penalty (in time and therefore lost work).  

My 2 cents – we should definitely discuss. 

Ron. 


I am forwarding the thought-provoking comments below (above in this amalgamated document) from Leo and Ron that follow from a discussion during the June 18 teleconference with respect to the proposed pricing models in the MGS discussion paper that would apply for first stage procurement of task-based consulting services (pp. 17-18).  I invite comments on whether CMC-Ontario should advocate a position and, if so, what it should be.  Or is it enough to set out the principles of level playing field, transparency, etc.?

Thanks,

Richard 

Richard Lundeen, CMC
President, SEG Management Consultants
Phone: 416-766-6972
Mobile: 416-722-5250
Email: Lundeen@SEGconsultants.ca

In my view the IT industry will casrry the day on this item. Cmc should reach for the high ground and state the key considerations that should form the basis of the pricing model which include the level playing field, access to gov work, and a viable value added consulting industry. 
These folks want to fix task based rates based on an industry average and I think the horse has left the barn on task based. We need hold firm as an industry on the deliverable based pricing and let the market play at second stage which I believe scm is proposing. That's it from me. Back to reviewing rfps 

Jim 

Jim
J. D. Parker, President
Parker Management Consulting Inc (PMC Inc)
cell: 416 562 4070
land line: 905 607 7599
web: www.pmcinc.ca
Agree with strategy but, to stay with the equine analogy, some (many?) of us have a horse in this race - i.e., we have been (and so expect to be) asked to bid on resource based RFSs and therefore have an interest in features that would reduce the risk of being kept out because of rates.
 
Leo Gotlieb, FCMC 
Director 
Western Management Consultants 
#400, 4 King Street W., Toronto ON M5H 1B6 
416-362-6863 x 229 
www.wmc.ca 

Good Morning

Here is a first draft of  material on Engagement Types and Pricing. (see attached in e-mail)

I have made some suggestions in the attached re annual refresh.

I think the most realistic model is one where there are short term consequences to bidding outside the norm for the type of engagement.

Please review the attached and give me your thoughts. 

Richard, I suggest we get some feedback from this smaller audience before circulating it to the wider group.
However, feel free to distribute it as you see fit.


….fred


Fred Nagy, CMC
Solutions in Context – Strategic Design and Risk Management
416 580 7857






