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The Cost of Getting it Right
It won’t be long until the Board is looking for excuses regarding their slow progress and failures so don’t be surprised if the Federation and others start to cop the blame for taking up too much of the Board’s time which prevents them from getting on with their other work.

It’s always easy to blame others and make claims, especially about finance and resources.  

If the Board/Secretariat were doing their job competently then there would be nothing to criticize and there wouldn’t be complaints or costs.  In any construction you need a sound foundation which the Board just doesn’t have.
The Federation has evolved as a response to the Board’s actions.  Once upon a time we met with the CEO/Registrar of the Board and issues were discussed but this didn’t last very long as we didn’t agree with what they we imposing on the industry.  We were then deemed to be “unconstructive” and the Board/Secretariat stopped the meetings.

Another year has passed and we believe the governance of the industry is in the worst state it has ever been in.
One thing is for sure, the Federation with continue on its current path until there is fairness and equality in our industry.
Gas Certification
We continue to wait to hear from the Board regarding our complaint which they have not even acknowledged.  This ignoring of people and complaints is the type of petty behaviour that is becoming common place from the Secretariat and the Board.

Perhaps the Board is so divorced from the process that they don’t know what’s going on. 

The following has been bought to our attention by a supporter:  
To the Editor

I checked an old gas certificate the other day as a result if the information you supplied us a few weeks ago and found the Board now have a disclaimer on the old certificates and you can’t print them out. 

DISCLAIMER: The details as they appear here are not necessarily an accurate reflection of the details on the original hardcopy certificate. For this reason, should you wish to obtain a copy of this certificate, please contact the Board who will send you one.

How can you have a disclaimer on a legal document, its not a bloody infomercial, “results may vary” or “batteries not included”, it’s an admission of incompetence and a total waste of the funds used to set up the programme. 
Perhaps this is what we will get on all future Board decisions and documents

DISCLAIMER: The board as they appear here are not necessarily an accurate reflection of competence. For this reason, should you wish to obtain any sense please contact someone else.
I really can’t get over this one, the electronic certs that the Board did are the ones “not necessarily an accurate reflection” 

The only electronic certs that are “correct”(i.e. the ones without the disclaimer) are the electronic certs filled out by plumbers………these, by the way, the Baord can change at the drop of a hat with no hard copy to back it up for reference (no handwriting), and the notes aren’t printed off!!

Even by their own admission and proven by this next fiasco, we plumbers do a better job than the Board……at their own job….. that we fund…..

Basically we pay them to do a job, that we have been proven that we can do better…we don’t need a disclaimer.

I know I have over 1,000 certs on the system so this is a total mess and totally unreliable, give us the gas cert computer program and let us get on with our real jobs. 

This letter shows three very important points. 

1. The Federation was correct in what it reported.

2. The Board have continued to treat the industry with contempt by not getting back to us regarding the complaint, but it does prove that the network of supporters does work for identifying inconsistencies in the manner in which we are governed. 
3. That this is a huge issue with not a few certificates being affected, but hundreds of thousands.  

The CEO/Registrar had this to say to one of our supporters
There are over 500,000 paper certificates that have been recorded electronically on the database. Unfortunately, transferring such large amounts of handwritten data to an electronic system makes it almost inevitable that there will have been some errors in the data transfer. However, a review of a random sample of the electronic records does not indicate that it is a common problem.
“Not a common problem” - easy to say now that the system has a disclaimer and no-one can check their certificates on line.  Looks like an attempt to sweep it all under the carpet.    We wonder what the ongoing cost is to the industry with regard to storage and retrieval of certificates and if we now have to pay for copies of our own certificates.

This is another example of incompetence in the administration of the industry and we wonder if anyone will be held accountable?  We think not and that it will be another mistake.
Our mistakes cost us our livelihoods – the Board’s/Secretariat’s mistakes cost us as well.  We are held accountable but the Board and Secretariat are not.  Doesn’t really figure does it?  An enforcement agency should be beyond reproach and the Board is not.
 Accountability vs. Liability
You have heard us talk about accountability a number of times but we haven’t really touched on liability. 

Accountability is generally when someone is held answerable for their actions.  Liability is generally looked at as the legal responsibility.

This is what the act says about Liability 

171 Exclusion of liability

(1)  Neither the Board, nor any committee appointed by the board, nor an investigator, nor a person appointed under section 116, nor an assessor, nor any member, officer, agent, or employee of the Board or of any of those persons, is under any criminal or civil liability in respect of—

(a)   any act done or omitted to be done in the course of the exercise or intended exercise of any of their functions, duties, or powers under this Act; or

(b)  any words spoken or written at, or for the purposes of, the hearing of any inquiry or other proceedings under this Act; or

 (c)   anything contained in any notice given under this Act.
(2)   Subsection (1) does not exclude the liability of any body or person for anything done or omitted in bad faith or without reasonable care.
We are very sure section (2) will get some very close scrutiny in the near future, for organisations and individuals, and there will be great legal debate over “bad faith or without reasonable care”.
Bon voyage

We have heard two lawyers at the Board have left for greener pastures in the last month, one before Christmas and one earlier this week.   The Federation wishes them both well for the future.

Letter to the Editor

The following letter was received from Ian Elliott, Chief Executive, PGDR ITO in response to our articles in issue 84
Dear Editor

Your article last week about the state of industry training certainly shows that you are concerned about the current system. I want to assure you that the ITO is committed to high quality industry training and ensuring the apprenticeship system meets industry needs. We have four registered practitioners on our Board, we use registered practitioners to help develop the qualifications and distance learning material, and we visit hundreds of employers and apprentices every month. All this interaction with industry helps us to be connected with, and driven by, industry needs.

In order to give your readers a clear picture of the current system, I felt it was important to comment on a few aspects that seem to be misunderstood by some people.

Your article stated that the system had gone from 24 weeks of training courses to 12 weeks of assessment only. Actually, the apprenticeship system has been based on 12 or 13 weeks of block courses for many years. The most recent version of the apprenticeship has 12 one week block courses which are held approximately every 17 weeks, rather than 3 week block courses much less frequently. 

Another misconception is that distance learning (correspondence) is no longer part of the apprenticeship. Distance learning is still a vital part of the system and apprentices are supposed to do this learning before they attend block courses. The main change has been for the assessment of distance learning to be done at block courses. This means that apprentices are moving through their assessments more regularly and are much more likely to complete their apprenticeship in four years. Much of the time at block courses is still devoted to practical teaching - all training providers are required to do this teaching. 

It is however important to remember that the vast majority of an apprentices learning has always occurred on the job. The off job learning supplements on job learning and provides the opportunity for formal assessment of theory knowledge and practical skills, so that credits towards completion of the qualifications are achieved.

More off-job training could be done by adding more block courses to the apprenticeship, if that is what industry wants. However, block courses are one of the most expensive parts of the training at around $650 per apprentice per week. This extra cost would have to be met by further fee increases at a time when fees have already been increased significantly due to big reductions in Government funding.

The apprenticeship training system for our industries is relatively expensive. It is the most traditional apprenticeship system of all the trades, but it works well and is what industry wants. We will continue to listen to industry and focus on meeting industry needs. I hope this brief explanation is helpful.

Regards

Ian Elliott
Chief Executive

PGDRITO
Editors Note:  Many thanks to Mr Elliott for the ITO perspective on the issues, which seem to vary from what the industry is telling us. Could anyone out there please provide us with feedback from the coalface?  Do you agree with the ITO or are you experiencing something different?
A couple of points we did pick up on was that training is being provided and the weekly cost of training.

At Napier Mr Elliott clearly stated the polytechnics were contracted to assess trainees but in this response he has stated much of the time on block courses is devoted to practical teaching, which is correct?   Is it assess and teach, or just assess in the wording of the contract documents?
Perhaps you trainees out there who are the “consumers” could let us know of your experiences.
The weekly training cost poses a very interesting question in that, if we are paying $7,800.00 for 12 weeks of assessment, where does all the other money go?   How much does the government contribute per year, per trainee?
We are looking into this and can hopefully get some answers for you, but looking at last year’s Annual Report from the ITO, it would appear that in 2010 the ITO had a total revenue of $7,243,745.00 of which $1,764,227.00 was spent on off the job training and $993,062.00 was spent on Distance Learning. 
This indicates $4,486,456 was spent on administering the schemes. We know that personnel costs nearly matched the off job training cost at $1,704,433.00. 

It is starting to look like some other charitable organisations where a lot of money is collected but very little makes it to where it is needed most. In the ITO’s case it’s starting to look like a 60% - 40% split where the 60% is for administration.   

Your views are welcomed on Mr Elliott’s letter and anything else we have mentioned.
Federation Chapters

We have had good feed back about the chapters with seven areas showing interest in this already.  We will be announcing more on this very soon.
Tertiary Education Commission
We asked the TEC “We seek information regarding funding of alternate training for Apprentices in our industry”

We had a response from them:
The TEC provides funding to eligible industry training organisations and Modern Apprenticeship Coordinators to support trainees learning on the job. There are no alternative funding arrangements for working apprentices.

In the first instance the TEC recommends that you contact the ITO that you work with to voice your concerns.  ITOs should work to lead their sectors in education and training needs and should be made aware of any employer/learner dissatisfaction.  From your email a large number of people find the ITO's services unsatisfactory.  
The TEC makes recommendations to the Minister for Tertiary Education on an ITO's recognition.  An ITO needs to demonstrate industry support to meet requirements of the Industry Training Act 1992 as a part of this process.  The ITO's recognition expires in October 2012. 

We will continue to keep in touch with the TEC and others on this issue. It looks like the ITO need our support and we can source alternatives if we like.  Hopefully some mutual ground can be found.
Can You Help?
We all have our problems with the Board and Government, but others, particularly those in Christchurch have additional problems to deal with. 

One of our members has decided to move on from Christchurch and relocate his family.  He has a well established business which he is moving away from for a fresh start else where.

He has an extensive customer list on his books, advertising in place and is happy for someone to take over his established landline and mobile phone and if there was someone interested and they were quick enough to respond, they could even rent his house as a base.

Make an offer – it could be an opportunity for someone.

If you are interested contact Wal at wal.gordon@xtra.co.nz or 0276564811 for details.

When is a flowchart not a flowchart?
A flowchart is a type of diagram that represents a process showing the steps as boxes of various kinds, and their order by connecting these with arrows. This diagrammatic representation can give a step-by-step solution to a given problem. 
Process operations are represented in these boxes, and arrows connecting them represent flow.  Flowcharts are used in analyzing, designing, documenting or managing a process or program in various fields. 
This week one of the members encountered this interpretation from the Board where the External Assessor provides a report, makes recommendations etc and the report is provided to the complainant.  It then flows on to the next step of the Board or Registrar taking action.    This is from the Board and is a flowchart for the Historical Complaints Resolution Policy.
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The Board interprets it this way – the CRO receives the report, submits it to the Board, the Board reviews the report, makes recommendations, then returns it to the CRO who then sends it to the complainant.  In essence they won’t release the report.  They seem to have invented some type of “back step process” (as shown below), that in no way matches the policy or the Boards own flow diagram.

Here’s our take on the new back step flow diagram
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The answer to the question is “When the PGDB is involved”

Final Word 
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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


