Good Practice in Action Seminar 
Friday 19 February 2010 – Wellington Overseas Terminal
Contracts & Partnerships: Whose Goals Count?

Workshop Groups

At the GPIA seminar on Friday 19 February, after Case Study’s 1 (morning) and 2 (afternoon) were presented, the participants broke into eight workshop groups to discuss questions about the case-study presentations and to relate what had been presented, to their own contractual relationships. 

Each group was allocated a letter between A-H and participants went into their respective groups. Those agencies that had brought an NGO partner were allocated to the same group. The groups were facilitated by an OCVS staff member.
Notes from the different groups are below, however not groups made written notes and some that did were not collected up, so the discussion record is incomplete.
Morning Workshops … 

The morning workshop was focused on the case study presentation from Interactionz and their contract relationship with Work and Income (MSD). 

Workshop 1 focus:

Know your non-profit sector stakeholders. Making transactions costs generate a return. 
Question 1: 

When or how would the statement “let’s find out what they do” make a difference to your agency’s contracting practice?

Group B
· Access existing informaiton / organisations record on file – background reading

· Field informaiton – taken from stakeholders and local agencies

· Cups of tea

· Current scenario and needs

· Get the “feel” of an organisation – get past formal outputs

· Engage – get out of the office, see the work in its own setting (transport costs and distances are prohibitive)

· “Peer Review” can happen locally

· Who else from your own agency has knowledge?

· Regional knowledge matters … there’s knowledge in networks

· Budget constraints / find the voices within your organisation to get ideas for your work.
Group C
· Understanding what’s on offer and what people are capable of doing
· To gain knowledge of what is the best type of service
· Knowing the competitive market. 
Group D
· Proper relationships are dependant on trust-knowing what the agency is trying to achieve
· Regular contact – more as demand requires – less if not needed
· Relationships take time – often not seen as a priority
· Protect time – build it into work programme
· Building understanding of needs and responses
· Common language and framework helps – P2P example
· Shifting categorisations in contracts – free up to look at outcomes
· Courage on the path of the public servant – staying with the ‘spirit’ and not being too adhering to the letter
· Philosophical changes communicated both ways
· Stability of workforce in government – big issues, system transcends people / season planning
· Leadership around ‘social procurement’ – top down / bottom up as well
· No surprises – goes both ways – SAMS (Standards & Monitoring).  
Group E
· Build trust
· Meet providers on site to see what they actually do
· Lets start by listening
· Open lines of communication
· Negotiations with providers to set outputs
· Time investment up front
· Honest & upfront about our processes, set realistic timeframes.
Group F
· Stock taking with the organisation and different levels

· Important to do site visits without over doing it

· Providers must be open to collaboration.

Group H
· Always

· Regularly

· Informs good decision making

· Informs good policy design.

· How can we develop a tool that will work for you (the NGO) as well as us (to monitor where their expertise is, who users are, service delivered)

· Funders need to know what the people are saying – “are you for real” – service needs to suit the users

· Can create “an internal fight” back in the govt agency when public servants come back to reality

· Important to stay in touch – go out – get away from computer (system works against this – hard to get travel costs covered etc)

· NGOs constantly having to respond to changed govt priorities (almost annually – e.g. family violence, vulnerable children

· Some NGOs have funding move between agencies – Health – Justice – MSD etc (when the fit is right can feel like “coming home”)

· Not enough resources within agencies to do all that they should

· Getting strong message from PM to do more with less (NGOs picking this up too)

· Hard to keep going out to groups all the time saying “maybe” – what do you think about tailored programmes etc

· Purchasing an “informed decision”

· Contract out to providers who provide a holistic approach

· Seeding funding to help NGOs expand services / need to identify what services

· What needs to be put on paper to change / define system so other can understand and be part of the system

· Down side of sticking to expertise (as a funder) is that you don’t always know

· Need to connect across other Ministers’ goals 

· Drive collaboration

· CEs in UK have goals of other portfolios in their agreement that they have to contribute to. 
Question 2:

Transaction costs include negotiation of contacts. Given the case study, what improvements to negotiation guidelines would make a positive difference to contracting results for your agency?
Group B
· Put on the table what your parameters are. Be honest
· Planning timeframes – need to know for “Green Field” planning

· Respect the knowledge that the community organisation has of you

· Contracts are driven by a myriad of polices – so the policy drives the service. Finding the common ground – demonstrate benefits / links to own objectives – present these as common ground

· ??? Open questions – how would you like to work? What do you perceive the needs to be?

· Age concern / grey power … there can be competition for funds. Diversity is valuable. What do you do where there are multiple possible providers? It can be good to find two or more providers. Funders shouldn’t be reluctant.
· MOU’s – capture the ‘flavour’ of the contract, relationships

· Contracts – unhelpful

· Multi-partner strategic initiatives.
Group C
1) Organisations delivering service to write-up draft service specifications

2) Good understanding of services provided

3) Build trust

4) Parties committing to what they promise to deliver on both sides

5) Focus on client need not agency “mana” / empire building / entrepreneurs

Note – challenge of competitive model detracting from negotiated collaboration. Community and Voluntary agencies need to collaborate with resources and information in approaches to government agencies.
Group D
· Build in flexibility to achieve outcomes
· Let agencies pilot new initiatives
· Negotiation is not always about money
· Clear foundation, philosophy and alignment of values, meeting of minds – will result in pathways to inclusion, understanding, client focus.
Group E
· Organisational capacity – funders need to be aware of what providers have capacity for e.g. templates to complete
· Measuring outcomes as well as outputs (is anyone better off?) (how much?)
· Gather client feedback to be more responsive to services user’s needs
· Moral ownership new concept
· Relationship built on trust, continuity & consistency (where possible)
· MYD relationship management model – more of two people visiting all providers for consistency.
Group F
· In Health, challenge is to convince legal to use simple language – just needs to be an agreement, especially for lower cost contracts

· Attend “as” and “when” asked by NGOs

· MSD “integrate contacts” work in progress 

· OCVS should sponsor a seminar for these folks on contract structures.

Group H
· Integrated contracts  - take months and months

· Takes so long because of transference of power

· Integrated contracts are currently more like coordinated contracts – as outcome not agreed, just a collection of compliance clauses

· Some services that have to be sustained (e.g. disability, housing etc)

· Don’t hold back on trust

· Get in there and learn the business – what are the common goals

· If your service can’t be sold to families – no point (be client centred)

· Get better at telling case stories (what differences have we made)

· Get away from jargon

· Stats put people to sleep (except govt departments)

· If they want to get some money back – they’ll take it 

· Secondments can make a huge difference to government / planning within NGOs

· NGOs need to grow the trust – encourage to find necessary expertise / SOI – avoid too much reliance on one funder

· NGOs could ask clients what other services they need and then approach other funders (especially if NGO has hard to reach clients)

· Budget connections to violence, health etc. 

Question 3:

Many non-profits experience frequent changes in their departmental contract managers. This places at risk relationships built on trust.  What practical steps can departments take to mitigate the risk? 

Group B

· Conversations

· Allow reports of narrative, not just text

· Succession planning – tasks focus and constant staff changes allow relationship to fizz off

· Ask the right questions to understand each other’s values.
Group C
· Principles document about relationship management with sector
· Establish meetings quickly when contract manager changes
· Ensure proper handover with previous contract manager
· Ensure key discussions with contractors have been documented
· Lead to consistency of messages being maintained and only change is personnel.
Group D
· Succession planning

· Up skilling in ‘social procurement’ – make it a discipline

· Culture of the area / development – help develop a ‘no surprises’ policy

· Courage of the civil servant and NGO partner

· Service specifications from providers in contracts

· Employers understanding skills – recruitment skills

· Less risk-adverse more than they know their job. 

Group E
· One key contact person identified in contracts

· Accurate documentation of all meetings

· Face to face handover when contract managers change, managed in respectful way

· Status report / handover document for new relationship manager

· Time investment

· Knowledge sharing 

· Have someone as a back-up – buddy system

· Legal perspective – parties are specific / clear about what they want to achiever – clear statement about what is needed

· Clear vision

· Relationship management model (MYD) 
Group F
· Good communication – pro-active

· Consistency

· Lack of documentation within departments 

· Ability to see from the “other side” 

· Use face-to-face

· Recruit extroverts

· Create job descriptions for contract managers that stability of trustees in NGO’s which is important 

· Knowledge management.
Group H
· Reporting tool that provider uses could help them filter information about clients / needs / results etc. This would help them target other funding streams / funders

· Need more incubation periods – give new groups time to grow / develop

· NGOs can be very vulnerable. 
Afternoon Workshops … 

The morning workshop was focused on the case study presentation from Interactionz and their contract relationship with Work and Income (MSD). 

Workshop 2 focus:

Understanding organisations, building and retaining trust

Question 1: 

How does this case study differ from the Interactionz example this morning? List the differences and make a list of processes and management skill sets (for both government and providers) that might need to be changed.

Group B
· Discussion regarding Risk. 

Group C
· HOP – umbrella organised contract provision – 10 years

· Interactionz – larger history, built on long relationship, 2 contracts

· HOP – more robust governance needed to control multiple contracts and providers

· Interactionz – very inclusive, building on strength of individual and community

· HOP – easier for MOH to deal with of 1 to 1 with smaller providers – including accreditation.

Group D

· Multi-layered approach

· Risk minimised for provider – capacity provided through HOP

· HOP mandate from Ngai Tahu and is a value added to organisations / funders

· Clear, shared vision amongst participants – similar

· HOP health contracts needs to be more prescriptive

· Silos and funding streams – HOP can bring contracts together for solutions

· Stop patch protection

· Longevity does help but principles well applied. 
Group E

· Umbrella Group (intermediary)

· Good continuity of service

· Pro-active approach – helping to grow their NGOs

· One conversation rather than many (time & resource saving)

· Peter was “seen” by providers – he attended lots of organised events

· Risk is mitigated by one organisation overseeing all contract providers and assisting with various aspects

· Less input needed by contractor e.g. Lyall this morning attends planning meetings and in HOP case, a third party is doing the same role. 

Group F
· Both cases had strong grounding philosophy – mission statement 

· Differences in balances of power

· Both good relationships

· These studies show providers have lots of ownership of contracts 

· Do they share practices / lessons / outcomes – with the providers?

· How does tendering work?

· Idea standardize guidelines across DHB’s

· What would Peter do if another provider wanted a contract – what checks or balances are needed?
Question 2:

Transaction costs include negotiation of contacts. Given He Oranga Pounamu’s role on behalf of Ngai Tahu, what opportunities does it open up for service delivery contracting generally and for services to Maori in particular?

Group B
· Responsiveness – to local need, to local strengths & capacities

· Become more iwi-focused

· Institutional change at government level is a challenge / counter cultures … individual attitudes are easier to change

· Structure services around local needs 

· Government devolve more and do less – devolve to local / cultural providers and allow for difference. 

Group C

· HOP structure provides power for contract negotiation 

· Opportunity to transfer focus from contract terms to meet specific needs and broaden

· Potential for more integrated / connected services

· How to monitor results?

· Whanau Ora will not provide for all Maori – some Maori reject Maori providers e.g. seen at a sexual health clinic. 

Group D

· Prepared on age of relationship – build trust and respect between HOP and MOH

Group E

· Time and resource saving (having conversations with one group rather than many)

· Replicating (clone contracts)

· HOP can make decisions and build capacity at Hui – more responsive

· Identify needs and feeding back to government

· Identify providers that can provide services required – filling gaps!!

Group F
· Can be limiting – monopoly

· IWI lines might leave service gaps

· How can it apply to other agencies and across cultures

· Monopoly offered since there are other cross-cultural providers

· Economies of scale plus backed by wealthy umbrella organisations

· Beware of competitive tendering which can stop sharing innovation

· Expressions of interest might become public and ideas be stolen.
Question 3:

What does this case study teach us about communicating “risk”? How can the funder manage risk when an arms-length organisation is carrying the risk on behalf of the providers?

Group B
· Privacy clauses 

· Match risk profiles

· Evaluation and research options (how will we know?)

· Information technology transfer

· Media management / PR public perceptions.

Group C

· Need an approval status

· Look at delivery sites

· MOH ability to review providers

· Need for reports to be bottoms up to get “meat” of understanding of service provision

· Need for top down audits to prove services are being delivered

Increase trust methods:

· Develop outcomes together and be realistic about them 

· Then can establish the outputs you are purchasing

· Need flexibility to change easily and not too prescriptive

· Outcomes difficult to measure in local services

· Recognise individual providers’ ability to connect with clients. 
Group E

· Risk is mitigated by one organisation over-seeing all contracts, skills/expertise in ‘one’ place

· Replicating contracts (risk mitigations already in place can be repeated)

· Relationship building ‘key’ – similar investment in time/communication

· Reading reports – follow-up with visits and face-to-face.

Group F

· How does Peter use the privacy clause?
· Who does this and who from Ngai Tahu?

· Map out checks and balances between NGO and funder and within the NGO

· Opportunities not issues

· Importance of trust of people served hence IWI.
