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In this issue
OUT WITH THE OLD AND IN WITH THE NEW? (PAGE 1)

More than the faces need to be new.

APPRENTICESHIP TRAINING (page 1)

What a mess.  Whose job is it to ensure training is at the required level?
CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT (page 2)

Enough mucking around let’s get straight to the point.
A COLD WELLINGTON DAY CONTINUED (PAGE 4)
Letters to the editor regarding the confidential agreement made.  
Out with the old and in with the new?

 It’s been a hectic couple of months and no doubt you are sick of consultation, which result in no changes and no action. It’s been a case of “hurry up and wait” ...  and wait ... and wait. 

Mr Bickers has stated a number of times that he has a “new Board”, which is great as long as there are new ideas, new actions, new attitudes and a new direction.

Remember Wal Gordon said in an interview with Close Up that the faces change but the attitudes don’t?  The Board still seems to be pushing on with old ideas.  We would ask the new Board members to check their motivators for being on the Board and if it’s a career move then bugger off, if it was to make the industry better then stand up and be counted and oppose mutton head ideas.

Communication between the Board and the Federation hasn’t improved and as long as we stand up for what we believe in instead of folding to their ways it is likely to stay that way.  
We are more than happy to talk with other groups but we will only support what we believe is right and will not be making any back room deals to get what we want. 

This week has seen more dodgy revelations about the industry and has provided additional evidence of why we need a commission of inquiry into the industry.  Read on and get informed.

Apprenticeship Training

Last week we reported the ITO got a kick in the guts from the New Zealand Qualifications Authority.  

This was in the NZ Herald:

Apprentice plumbers will have to re-sit their course after incorrect passes. 

A group of plumbing apprentices will have to re-sit their course because hundreds of test results were incorrectly reported as passes.

A New Zealand Qualifications Authority inquiry has found the Plumbing, Gasfitting, Drainlaying and Roofing Industry Training Organisation reported 339 "achieved" results for trainees when course provider Manukau Institute of Technology (MIT) reported only 81 passes.

Some results didn't match the unit standards they were supposed to cover and the industry training organisation (ITO) didn't supply requested assessment schedules to show the course had been taught and marked correctly.

"NZQA is concerned there is no certainty whether these trainees really achieved the plumbing and gasfitting unit standards they were credited with," the report says.

It orders the ITO to provide detailed assessment materials for future courses and won't accept results from the organisation until it can show it is assessing trainees properly.

However, the report rejects a claim by Garry Cruikshank, who taught the block courses at MIT, that the ITO deliberately falsified results.

Mr Cruickshank said MIT passed only 58 students and the ITO passed about 600 altogether. He said the report ignored the systematic nature of the misreporting, which had affected students on three other courses and at Wintec in Hamilton, which used the same course materials.

Mr Cruickshank has written to Tertiary Education Minister Steven Joyce calling for an independent investigation.

By Andrew Laxon |
The ITO responded in the ITO Training Focus, November issue. They stated:

It would be particularly disappointing if media coverage of the NZQA investigation were to overshadow the significant progress that PDGRITO has made this year in its goal to improve the performance of the sector. As a result of a concerted focus on ‘getting trained and getting training completed’ record levels of training have been undertaken in 2011. The ITO has purchased 293 weeks of block courses in 2011 from contracted providers, up from 217 in 2010. As a result National Certificate completions in 2011 will be around twice the number achieved in 2010.

In our opinion, the ITO newsletter seems to be attempting to explain an avoidable situation and to soften the industry for more fee increases.  No matter how many roses you plant in a pile of manure it will still smell like sh*t. 
We believe the industry has gone from a system of courses with an emphasis on teaching and learning to a system of assessment.  Surely it must be one of the Board’s responsibilities to ensure the minimum competencies for registration of trainees are being met?  The Board seems to be concentrating on CPD rather that getting it right with regard to apprentice training.
“Memorandums of Understanding” mean nothing if the basis of our core training is not being achieved.  Hazel Armstrong reported a few years ago about the relationship between the Board and the ITO and it really makes you wonder what is actually happening and who is accountable?
CPD – our final recommendation 
Enough mucking around let’s get straight to the point!  The Federation believes the Board does not understand that:
1.       The Board is legislated to set the minimum level of competence for registration at licensing and certifying level.  

2.       This is the level the Board is legislated to maintain for the relevant level of qualification and licensing.  

3.       This is the level that in statute defines the limits of any actions undertaken by the Board, for example when dealing with discipline issues and section 53 competence audits. 

4.       Anything that affects that minimum level of competence must be changed by way of gazette notice and this is the information that may form a competence programme which the Board should provide to those that have reached registration level to maintain their competence.  

5.       Any other information that does not affect the minimum level of competence is nice to know but cannot be used as a competence program or as a condition of issuing a practicing licence.

We believe it is that simple and for the Board to progress with the proposed scheme would be in breach of our rights which have been legislated in the PGD Act 2006.

Throughout the consultation process we have been told “other industries are doing CPD so why shouldn’t you be the same”. 
These are the industries the Board have compared their proposed scheme with as reported under the Official Information Act;

· Law Society of New Zealand:  Voluntary CPD
· New Zealand Institute of Architects:  Voluntary CPD
· Medical Council of New Zealand: 30 hours non formal CPD.

· Electrical Workers Licensing Board:  CPD no more than 3 hours. 
· Plumbing Industry Commission, Victoria, Australia.  Nothing in place.
We have a so called “independent Board” so why are we following instead of leading?  If it’s a push because of government policy then let the government fund it in the same manner as other consumer protection organisations. 
The Federation knows there will be casualties as a result of the Changes to CPD, the likes of course providers who have paid to develop courses and even trades people who have paid for courses to buy points, but give a thought to the gasfitters who, for the last eight years, have been paying for a scheme that had NO statutory authority. 
The Federation believes a lot of the Board’s responsibilities are being put on the industry.  We are being forced to pay the Board to do a job and they are imposing their responsibilities on us, through policy and legislation.

The Boards Function as defined in the Act includes (in Section 137(k)) a function:
· To promote, monitor, and review the on going competency and safe work practices of registered persons, provisional licence holders, and employer licences.

The Board have stated “CPD is primarily a mechanism to improve the competence of tradespeople”.  They have also stated “A CPD scheme can also help to identify individuals who do not meet minimum competence requirements, but the Board does not see that as being a primary function of such a scheme.”
Remember that nowhere in the Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers Act 2006 does it specify CPD as a competency programme.  These are two totally different things.  

A few comments we would like to respond to in the consultation document: 
 “It is essential that tradespeople continue to up-skill to remain competent in the face of these and other changes in the environment within which they operate.” (pg 9)

The fundamental principles and practices of plumbing, gasfitting and drainlaying remain the same and are set as competencies.  It is the technology that changes and most technology is not included as minimum competencies. 
Needless to say New Zealand is not at a point where these new technologies are being taken up by the general public with any zeal.  
Also, ‘up-skilling’ should not be a requirement of the Board.  It should be the requirement of the customer, and the plumber, if the plumber wishes to be paid.  We believe the Board is operating well outside their jurisdiction here.  

“For gasfitting they include the risks of explosion, fire, asphyxiation and poisoning. For plumbing they include the risks of contamination of public water supplies, disease and poisoning. For drainlaying the list includes disease, land slippage and inundation.” (pg 9)

Minimum competency, as set out in the licensing and certifying exams, should cover all these potential hazards. If not, then there is something wrong with the examinations.  

“The risks to property from poor workmanship within the trades that the Board regulates are many.” (pg 9)

Poor workmanship is created largely by an ‘I don’t care’ attitude that up-skilling and CPD will do little to rectify.  Therefore, “a scheme of this type” would not “strike the right balance and is” not “necessary to promote the prevention of damage to property.”
How often do these instances really take place?  How often does the industry really get it wrong?  We would say that the ratio of installations “gone wrong”, when compared with the number of completed jobs, is minimal.  This seems to be simply scare mongering; instilling paranoia into all who read the consultation document.
The Federation has no objection to upskilling but it should not be linked to our licensing in the manner proposed. 
· The Federation believes no CPD scheme can be linked to licensing in that to do so restricts licensing, which is in breach of section 32.

· The Federation believes the costs associated with the CPD scheme are unjustified.  There are two costs imposed on the tradespeople being the costs of the CPD scheme i.e. course costs, time, travel, etc (which comes directly out of our pocket)  and the cost of administering or enforcing such a scheme which is taken from our licensing fees (i.e. the PGDB pay, but we pay indirectly).  

A cost to benefit ratio from the Board’s position for the proposal has not been conducted by the Board and they have stated “that the identification and collation of this information would begin shortly in preparation for next year’s full fees consultation.”   Looks very much like a case of implement and then justify the cost.
· The Federation believes the CPD scheme cannot be mandatory and used as a gauge for competency as there are review processes already written into the Act namely sections 53 and 54.

· The Federation believes the proposed scheme is a re-write of the existing scheme but rather than “buying” points the industry will be required to “ buy” hours.  We are “buying” hours to say we are competent.  No recognition is given to prior learning, prior qualifications, prior or current experience or circumstances.  

Individual competencies vary and hence the reason the competency review process was included in the Act, so that issues of competency that were identified could be dealt with under a fair process. Under the proposal the Board seems to be attempting to go for bulk competency whether needed or not. This was not the intent of the Act. 

Our recommendations are the Board should:
1. Cease the existing CPD scheme immediately.

2. Gazette the Competencies which were adopted by the Board 3 months ago on 26 July 2011. These competencies still do not have any statutory authority so the industry is still operating on “transitional arrangements” implemented over 18 months ago. 
3. The Board should develop passive monitoring systems that do not incur costs, as an indicator for competence such as: 
· Government statistics

· Local Council feedback
· Discipline statistics
· NZQA requirements
· ITO feedback
· Complaints feedback/ statistics

4. Develop Competency Review systems that adhere to the relevant sections of the Act. 

A copy of our submission is attached and an email submission will be sent shortly. Please send your submission by email (submissions@pgdb.co.nz) or mail (PO Box 10655, Wellington 6143).
[image: image1.wmf]A cold Wellington day continued
Dear editor:  I read with interest the outline of what happened to the person employed to the Board.  You have to admire them for taking a stand and the rest of us could learn a lot from them.

How can an organisation perform badly and then hide behind a confidentiality agreement. Surely the Minister should be holding someone accountable?  Maybe we should all write to him and ask what’s going to be done about it?
Another mistake by the Board at our expense!

Dear editor:  This incident doesn’t do much for the reputation of the Board. What happened to openness and transparency?   

Things are pretty grim when the bad behaviour of people who are appointed to positions of responsibility is allowed to be swept under the carpet and hidden.  
I wonder if the Board would be prepared to release the complainant from the confidentiality clause, in the interests of transparency and public interest.  
It’s amazing how people who get disciplined or prosecuted by the Board have their name splashed all through the media but if it’s one of them - it’s confidential.  It sucks.

Tip of the week
To my friends who enjoy a glass of wine - and to those of you who don't and are always seen with a bottle of water in your hand.

As Ben Franklin said: 
In wine there is wisdom,
In beer there is freedom,
In water there is bacteria.

In a number of carefully controlled trials, scientists have demonstrated that if we drink 1 litre of water each day, 
at the end of the year we would have absorbed more than 1 kilo of Escherichia coli, (E. Coli) - bacteria found in faeces. 
In other words, we are consuming 1 kilo of sh*t.

However, we do not run that risk when drinking wine or beer (or tequila, gin, rum, whiskey or other liquor) because alcohol has to go through a purification process of boiling, filtering and/or fermenting.

Remember:
Water = Sh*t,
Wine = Health.
Therefore, it's better to drink wine and talk stupid, than to drink water and be full of sh*t.

There is no need to thank us for this valuable information: 
We are doing it as an industry service to help with competence!
Final Word 

Bureaucrats are unemployable so they create bureaucracy to keep themselves employed.  [image: image2][image: image3][image: image4][image: image5]
Join the Federation:  Get on the contact list by contacting Wal Gordon Email: wal.gordon@xtra.co.nz     Telephone: (04) 527 7977,  

Post: PGD Federation 3 Jupiter Grove Trentham Upper Hutt 5019


