Safe Pass and CSCS Operating Model Options

Construction Safety Partnership


[image: image1.png]P

CONSTRUCTION
SAFETY
PARTNERSHIP











[image: image4.jpg]| (-
@Ttas Consulting

Making sense of your business




Safe Pass and Construction Skills Certification Scheme Programmes

Options for the Future Operating Model
21st March 2012

Document Control

AMENDMENT HISTORY

	Version No.
	Date
	Revisions

	

	Version 1.0
	20th  February 2012
	James Doyle

	Version 2.0
	2nd March 2012
	James Doyle

	Version 2.0
	21st March 2012
	James Doyle


DISTRIBUTION

	Name
	Title

	

	Peter McCabe
Fergus Whelan
Mary Dorgan

Dermot Carey
	Chairman, Construction Safety Partnership
ICTU, Core Management Group, CSP
HSA, Core Management Group, CSP

CIF, Core Management Group, CSP


AUTHOR
	Name
	Contact

	

	James Doyle
	0872728164
	jdoyle@claritasconsulting.com

	
	
	




Contents












Page

1.
Introduction






4
2.
Executive Summary





6
3.
Context for the Review





9
4.
Programme Framework




11
5.
Future Operating Model – Viable Options

14
6.
Assessment of Options and Recommendations 
19
7.
CSCS FETAC Award





21

8.
Next Steps







22

Appendices


A
List of Interviewees





23

B
CSP Policy






24

C
Opertaing Model Format




25
1.
Introduction


Purpose of this Report
1.1
This document presents the outcome of the assessment of a number of viable options for the future operating model for the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes which was undertaken by Claritas Consulting Limited (hereafter Claritas Consulting) on behalf of the Construction Safety Partnership (hereafter the CSP).  The purpose of the document is to provide the CSP with recommendations in respect the most appropriate model for the future operation of these programmes, together with recommendations in relation to the certification of the courses within the CSCS programme.  Both programmes are critical to supporting health and safety in the construction industry.

Project Approach

1.2
This was a short highly focused exercise which was undertaken over a three week period from 25/01/2012 to 17/02/2012.  The approach followed can be summarised as follows:
· Reviewed all relevant documentation;

· Consulted with a number of key stakeholders, refer to Appendix A for a full list of interviewees;
· Reviewed the operating model that is in use in the UK and Northern Ireland;

· Prepared draft report and presented to the Chairman and Core management Group of the CSP for review and comment;

· Completed final report (taking into account any comments made by the Chairman and the core Management Group of CSP).

Given the relatively short time period in which the exercise was to be completed, it was of necessity undertaken at a relatively high level.  In addition, it must also be acknowledged that there are other ongoing initiatives (e.g. Review of Safe Pass, CSCS and QSCS being undertaken by FÁS) and discussions in progress between key stakeholders that will have a direct impact on the future of these programmes.  The outcome of these initiatives and discussions has not been taken into account in preparing this report as they have yet to be completed.

Scope of this Review

1.3
In identifying options for the future operating model for Safe Pass and CSCS, the focus has been on the roles of FÁS and FETAC in these programmes.  The challenge to be addressed by the CSP and the other key stakeholders including the HSA, ICTU, CIF, the Department of Jobs, Innovation and Enterprise and the Department Education and Skills is to determine which organisation(s) should assume the roles that are currently undertaken by FÁS and FETAC in relation to the management, delivery and, in the case of CSCS, the certification of the courses within this programme.  
1.4
During the course of the consultation process a number of issues with the existing programmes were raised (e.g. the fact that the same course is given to attendees when they are renewing the Safe Pass cards).  In addition, issues were also raised in relation to safety in the construction industry generally (e.g. the role and importance of safety representatives).  It is not within the scope of this project to address these and the other issues that were raised by interviewees.  However, it should be noted that there was general consensus among those that were consulted, which we would support, that both programmes should continue to be included in regulations and that there should be continuity in their operation and delivery.  It was also agreed that there was scope to improve aspects both programmes and that whatever organisation was to assume the role of FÁS should have the capacity, capability and an ongoing commitment to improve the programmes so that they remain relevant to the needs of the industry and all stakeholder, in particular employers and employees.   

Structure of this Report
1.5
The remainder of this report is structured as follows:

Section 2 provides an executive summary of the key elements of this report. 

Section 3 sets out the context for the exercise and the key challenges to be addressed in developing a viable operating model for the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes.

Section 4 presents a programme framework and the key requirements for a future operating model.  
Section 5 presents three viable options which were identified taking account of the views expressed by members of the CSP and its policy.
Section 6, presents an assessment of each of these options and presents recommendations for the most appropriate model for the future.
Section 7, addresses the issue of the withdrawal of FETAC from awarding certificates in respect of CSCS courses together with recommendations as to how the implications of this decision can be addressed.
Section 8 sets out the next steps required to progress the implementation of the recommended operating model.  

Appendix A lists the interviewees that were consulted during this project.
Appendix B sets out the policy of the CSP in relation to the future of the Safe Pass and CSCS.

Appendix C describes the framework used to describe the operating model options.

Acknowledgement
1.6
We wish to acknowledge the time and input from all who were consulted during the course this exercise.  This was of great assistance to us in completing this assignment and enabling us to make recommendations to the CSP for the future governance and operation of the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes.
2.
Executive Summary
2.1
Context of the Review
Safe Pass and CSCS are two programmes which currently play a key role in promoting and supporting safety, and in the case of the latter, competency, in the construction industry.  Both programmes are covered by the Safety, Health and Welfare at Work (Construction) Regulations.  At present FÁS is responsible for the operation of both programmes.  In addition, FETAC currently makes awards in respect of the courses in the CSCS programme to all successful participants.  Both programmes must be renewed on a regular basis, every four years in the case of Safe Pass and every five years in the case of the relevant CSCS courses. 
FÁS is being dissolved and many of its activities are being assigned to other organisations, including responsibility for the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes.  In addition, FETAC have notified the key stakeholders, including FÁS, HSA and the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation and the Department of Education and Skills that it will no longer issue awards for CSCS courses.  Both of these decisions present critical challenges to the continued existence and operation of these programmes.  The primary objective of this exercise is to identify and evaluate viable options for the future operation of these programmes in the light of these decisions.  In essence, this involves examining viable alternatives to FÁS and the options available in relation to the awards that currently made by FETAC recognising that it will be restructured under a new organisation, the Qualifications and Quality Assurance Authority of Ireland (QQAI).
While the focus of this exercise has been on the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes, the proposals and recommendations made in respect of these programmes can also be extended to include the QSCS programme.  
2.2
Model of the Current Programmes and Requirements
In examining the options available in relation to the future operation of Safe Pass and CSCS it is important to recognise that both entail a considerable degree of complexity and at present involve in the order of twenty five FÁS staff, which includes some time on the part of the Training Standards Officers.  In summary the following are the main components of the model of the current programmes:

· Programme Governance, i.e. the overall accountability for the development and management of the programmes;
· Programme Development which includes developing the strategy and policy and, most importantly, the course content for both programmes;

· Certification/Qualification, which relates to the issuing of awards or qualifications to those who have successfully completed the programmes, particularly the CSCS courses;
· Trainer Management and Development, i.e. the accreditation, training and monitoring of the trainers who are responsible for delivering the programmes, which are primarily independent training providers.  

· Programme Management, i.e. the operational management of the delivery of the individual courses, including programme administration, issuing of the relevant cards and provision of customer support;

· Programme Control, i.e. ensuring that the delivery of both programmes meets the agreed standards, based on programme monitoring and effective procedures for dealing with non-conformance.  
In considering any future options, we believe that it is important that while components (or parts thereof may be outsourced for operational efficiency), the overall governance, responsibility and accountability should reside in one organisation.
2.3
Operating Model Requirements and Assessment Criteria
A number of critical requirements were identified which in effect must be addressed and satisfied by any viable future operating model.  These can be summarised as follows:
· Both programmes are covered by statutory regulations.  Any organisation that assumes the role of FÁS must have sufficient standing, especially in terms of legal status, to assume the responsibility for the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes, while recognising the potential for flexibility in terms of delivery;
· While there are significant differences between both programmes it is preferable and desirable that one organisation should assume responsibility for both programmes;
· While FÁS has yet to decide how it will reassign responsibility for these programmes, it is reasonable for it to expect that any new organisation that assumes its role will also take over the structures and staffing currently associated with the programmes;  

· There is a significant revenue stream associated with both programmes, ranging between €1.5m to €2.00m per annum.  However, it should also be recognised that there is a significant cost associated with the operation of both of these programmes.  As a general principle these programmes should be self–financing;  

· Any organisation assuming the role of FÁS should be fully committed, not alone to sustaining the programmes as they currently stand, but also to continuously developing and enhancing them so that they continue to be relevant to and meet the needs of the construction industry;
· Any new organisation should be prepared to be the Competent Authority in the Republic of Ireland for equivalence and mutual recognition and be so recognised by Competent Authorities in other jurisdictions;
· The future operating model should provide a structure and a process by which all the key stakeholders can input into the programmes, most particularly in relation to their overall policy, strategy and content. 

In effect, these requirements can be considered as part of the basic criteria for classifying an option as viable.  The following criteria were used to assess each option with a view to identifying which was the most appropriate for the future operating model:  

· The capacity and capability of the organisation to take overall responsibility for the management and operation of both programmes;

· How quickly the proposed operating model could be implemented given the urgent requirement to have a new operating model in place before FÁS withdraws from the management and operation of these programmes;

· How effectively the proposed operating model addresses the requirements outlined above;

· How well the option meets the policy objectives of the CSP.

We recognise and accept that there is a significant level of subjectivity in applying these criteria. However, we believe that it is important that they are clearly set out so that the assessment process is as transparent as possible.
2.4
Operating Model Options
Three viable options were identified and assessed using the above criteria and requirements.  These options can be summarised as follows:
Option 1
A statutory body, the HAS in this instance, should assume the role of FÁS having overall responsibility for all aspects of the governance and operation of both programmes.

Option 2
A non-statutory body should assume the role of FÁS having responsibility for all aspects of the operation of both programmes.  In this instance the CIF, a construction industry stakeholder organisation, and the National Irish Safety Organisation have expressed an interest in assuming the role of FÁS.  We believe that the CIF is best placed in terms of capacity and capability at this point in time to assume the FÁS role under this option.
Option 3
Under this option, it is proposed that a new organisation should be established to assume the role of FÁS.  This organisation should have overall responsibility for the operation of all aspects of both programmes.  In addition to this immediate mandate, it may be that this organisation can in the future assume a greater role in the area of safety and health in the construction industry

In essence the difference between Options I and 2 relates to the nature of the organisation that would assume the role of FÁS, while option 3 presents a more radical solution.  

2.5
Recommendations

The following are main recommendations emanating from this exercise:
Option 1 should be adopted by the CSP.  The HSA, as the most appropriate statutory body, should assume the role of FÁS and take over responsibility for the governance and operation of both programmes as soon as possible.  Prior to assuming this role, the HSA should undertake a more detailed assessment of the full implications of what is involved in assuming this responsibility.

When the transition from FÁS to the HSA is completed, it is recommended that a further study is undertaken to determine the feasibility of establishing a separate organisation to assume responsibility, initially for these programmes, and potentially for health and safety training in the construction industry as per Option 3.  This study could be jointly sponsored by the HSA and the CSP.

The proposed withdrawal of FETAC from awarding certificates to successful candidates on CSCS courses also presents a pressing problem which must also be addressed as a matter of urgency.  It is recommended that the key stakeholders should engage with FETAC / QQAI in order to attempt to reverse this decision.  If this is not possible, it is recommended that the HSA should also assume responsibility for making the awards for CSCS courses.  In this instance it recognised that the qualification would not be included in the national framework (Common Awards System).  In addition, the HSA would have to ensure that the content, delivery and assessment processes (of both trainers and participants) are of a sufficiently high standard to satisfy all the stakeholders including the Competent Authorities in other jurisdictions.
2.6
Next Steps

In setting out the next steps it is acknowledged that there are a number of other initiatives which are currently ongoing that will impact on the future of the Safe Pass and CSCS (and de facto QSCS) programmes ((e.g. FÁS study). 

The CSP should agree which of the proposed options it favours or if it wishes to proceed with an alternative option.  When it has agreed its preferred approach, the CSP should engage with the other key stakeholders, particularly FÁS, HSA, CIF and the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation and the Department of Education and Skills to agree the way forward for these programmes.  When agreement has been reached on this issue, a transition plan should be developed.  A team, preferably consisting of FÁS and HSA personnel, should be established to implement this plan and responsibility should be assigned for the key tasks to be completed.  Given the current situation, these next steps should be initiated and completed as a matter of urgency.  

3.
Context for the Review


Overview of Current Programmes

3.1
The Safe Pass programme is a one-day safety awareness programme aimed at specified categories of workers in the construction industry, specifically craft workers, general construction workers and on-site security workers, so as to ensure that they have a basic awareness of health and safety on a construction site. The objectives of the programme are to:

· Raise the standard of safety awareness in the construction industry;

· Ensure that all workers in the construction industry, after completing the one day awareness programme, can make a positive contribution to the prevention of accidents and ill health on site;

· Maintain a register of individuals who have received training;

· Provide participants with a FÁS Safe Pass card, which is evidence that the holder has attended a formal course in health and safety awareness.


The Safe Pass programme has been in operation since 2000.
3.2
The Construction Skills Certification Scheme (CSCS), provides for the training, assessment, certification and registration of non-craft operatives within the construction industry.  These include scaffolders, plant operators, roofers, crane drivers and slingers/signallers. The scheme has been in operation since 1997.   The CIF, the HSA, the ICTU and Local Authorities have endorsed the scheme.  It provides for the reinforcement of the relevant competencies at five yearly intervals.  


The CSCS programme was included by Further Education Training Awards Council, (FETAC), in its awards framework.  FÁS processes applications for certificates under the CSCS scheme on behalf of FETAC which issues the certificates pursuant to its statutory remit.  Upon completion of the CSCS training course and the assessment process both approved by FÁS, a FETAC certificate and FÁS registration card are issued on receipt of the appropriate application.  The card bears the name and logo of FÁS, the registration number and the name and photograph of the holder.


At present FÁS plays a central and multi-faceted role in relation to operation of both the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes.  It has overall responsibility for all aspects of the programmes from course content to delivery and issuing of the cards.  FETAC’s role relates to the certification of the courses which make up the CSCS programme and the making of the associated awards, which are at level 5 in the current National Qualifications Framework.  


Key Challenges 

3.3
The key challenges facing the continued successful delivery of both programmes can be 
summarised as follows:
· FÁS is being disbanded and it various functions are either being transferred to a new organisation Solas or being transferred to other organisations (e.g., to VEC’s / Education Training Boards);
· FETAC has notified all the relevant stakeholders that it will no longer make awards in respect of CSCS courses from the beginning of 2013.

The practical implications of both of these decisions is that the vacuum left by the withdrawal of these organisations from the key roles that each plays in the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes must be filled as a matter of urgency.  The transition from the existing operating model to any new model will require significant effort on the part of the relevant stakeholders, most particularly FÁS, FETAC and their replacements, given the relative complexity of the existing underlying structures of both programmes.

CSP Policy

3.4
The CSP has a clearly defined policy in relation to the future of both programmes which is set out in Appendix B.  This policy can be summarised as follows:

· The regulatory requirements placed on employers and employees in relation to Safe Pass and CSCS should continue until the Minister determines that alternative arrangements are required and the regulations are amended accordingly;

· The new arrangements in relation to Certification and Awards under the Qualification and Quality Assurance Authority of Ireland (QQAI) and the Common Awards System should include those activities and skills included in the CSCS programme as per the regulations;

· New arrangements should be put in place as a matter of urgency in response to the decisions by FÁS and FETAC so as to ensure the continuity of both programmes; 
· Any new arrangements should take account of previous reviews and recommendations in respect of Safe Pass and CSCS and the views of the key stakeholders with the overall objective of improving the safety and competency in the construction industry by improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the programmes.

This policy has informed and guided this exercise.
4.
Current Programme Model 

Overview of the Programme Model
4.1
In order to develop viable options for the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes it was considered necessary and beneficial to present an overview of the current operating model for both programmes.  This model, as illustrated in the following diagram, describes the main processes that are necessary for the governance and operation of both programmes.
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Figure 1

Programme Model
In presenting this model, it is important to highlight the following key differences between both programmes:

· Safe Pass is, in essence, a safety awareness programme which is typically delivered in a class room setting.  CSCS has both safety and competency dimensions and so requires a more significant physical setting to deliver (e.g. approved centre that has the required and necessary plant and machinery;

· There is no formal award associated with the Safe Pass programme whereas the CSCS courses are currently a FETAC level 5 qualification;

· The monitoring and assessment of training providers is more onerous for CSCS than for Safe Pass due to the former’s competency dimension;
These are significant differences that must be recognised and catered for in any future operating model.  


Key Components of the Current Operating Model
4.2
The key components of the current operating model can be summarised as follows:
Certification/Qualification, relates to the issuing of awards or qualifications to those who have successfully completed the courses / programmes.  In addition, it also involves the recognition of qualifications from other jurisdictions as being equivalent to the awards or qualifications that are issued under the programmes.  The issue of equivalence was raised by a number of interviewees who felt that this is an important aspect of both programmes and needed to be addressed in a more comprehensive manner.  At present it appears that mutual recognition is only in place with respect to Northern Ireland and the UK but not with other European countries including members of the European Union.
Programme Governance, i.e. the overall accountability for the development and management of the programmes.  At present this resides with FÁS which, as noted previously, has commissioned an external review on the future of both programmes.
Programme Development which includes developing the strategy, policy and most importantly the course content for both programmes.  During the course of the consultation process for this exercise a number of interviewees commented on the importance of ensuring that the course content continues to be relevant to the needs of the industry.  There was a general consensus that there should be a forum and a process whereby all the key stakeholders should have an input into this component of the programmes. 
Trainer Provider Management, i.e. the accreditation, training and monitoring of the trainers who are responsible for delivering the programmes.  This is a critical process for the operation of both programmes.  At present there is a nationwide network of Safe Pass and CSCS trainers and assessors who are accreditated by FÁS to deliver both programmes having met the required criteria and attended the relevant courses (e.g. three day FÁS Safe Pass training programme).  It should be noted that the FÁS / EI National Register of Trainers is no longer maintained, however, it is possible to access a list of trainers for both programmes from the FÁS website.  It is expected that the existing network of training providers would be an integral part of the any future operating model.
Programme Management, i.e. the operational management of the delivery of the individual courses, including programme administration, the issuance of cards and the provision of customer support.  This requires considerable effort to support at present with the processing of cards is currently outsourced.  While there may be scope to introduce improvements and efficiencies in this area in the medium term, any organisation that takes over the role of FÁS in the short term, prior to the implementation of any efficiencies, must be prepared to take on the significant workload that is currently required for the management and administration of both programmes.
Programme Control, i.e. ensuring that the delivery of both programmes meets the agreed standards, based on programme monitoring and effective non-conformance procedures.  It is expected that the training providers would remain independent in any future operating model.  However, the importance of maintaining an independent accreditation, assessment and monitoring capability must be recognised and accepted together with the associated effort by any organisation assuming the role of FÁS in the governance and operation of these programmes.
4.3
The primary purpose in presenting this overview is to highlight the range and complexity of the processes currently required to manage and deliver these programmes.  Both of these are national programmes which require, in addition to the core administrative process, a network of training providers to deliver.  The majority of these trainers are independent commercial providers although some are also employees of organisations (e.g. Local Government Services).  In order to manage and support the delivery of both programmes FÁS have circa 22 core staff that are primarily responsible for the administration of the programmes and a network of Training Standards Officers who devote part of their time (circa 10%) supporting their delivery.  The definition of any future operating model must address the question of how, if at all, these staff can be accommodated in such a model.  

Requirements of Future Operating Model for Safe Pass and CSCS 
4.4
In the course of this exercise and the related consultation process a number of requirements were identified which must be taken into account when identifying and assessing future viable operating models for both programmes.  The following is a summary of these key requirements: 
· Both programmes are covered by statutory regulations.  The point was made by a number of interviewees that any organisation that assumes the role of FÁS must have sufficient standing, most particularly in terms of legal status, to assume the responsibility for the management, operation and delivery of these programmes.  In effect such an organisation would be taking responsibility for ensuring that all the relevant stakeholders, both employers and employees were compliant with the relevant regulations by providing the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes either directly or in conjunction with another subcontracting organisation (s).  It is assumed that the relevant Minister would have to approve of the organisation that replaces FÁS.
· While there are significant differences between both programmes as noted at paragraph 4.1 above, it would be highly preferable and desirable that one organisation should assume responsibility for both programmes.

· There is a structure and an existing compliment of staff in FÁS that are currently responsible for the management and operation of these programmes, including the trainer accreditation, assessment and monitoring.  While FÁS’ own review has yet to be completed, we believe that it would be reasonable for it to expect that any new organisation that assumes its role would also take over the structures and staffing currently associated with the programmes.  This desired requirement may be complicated by the fact that at present the Training Standards Officers only devote part of their time (circa 10%) to the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes.
· There is a significant revenue stream associated with both programmes, between €1.5m and €2.00m per annum.  This revenue is primarily generated through the fees charged for the issue of Safe Pass and CSCS cards.  However, it must also be recognised that there is a significant cost associated with the management and operation of both programmes.  It is important that any organisation which assumes the role of FÁS must take ownership of the cost dimension of the programmes in addition to the revenue generation dimension.  It would be wrong to separate these as it should be a general principle that these programmes should be self–financing.  It is unclear at present whether these programmes are in fact self-financing.  Previous analysis undertaken by FÁS would suggest otherwise.
· There was a general consensus amongst those interviewed that any organisation taking over the role of FÁS should be fully committed not alone to sustaining the programmes as they currently stand but also to continuously developing and enhancing them so that they continue to be relevant to and meet the needs of the construction industry.
· The importance of the issue of equivalence, i.e. the mutual recognition of Safe Pass and CSCS by other jurisdictions and the recognition by this jurisdiction of equivalent awards from other states, most particularly from member countries of the European Union has been noted previously.  Consequently, any new organisation must be prepared to be the Competent Authority in the Republic of Ireland for mutual recognition and be so accepted by Competent Authorities in other jurisdictions.
· The future operating model should provide a structure and a process by which all the key stakeholders can input into the programmes, most particularly in relation to their overall policy, strategy and content. 
In effect, these requirements can be considered as the basic criteria for classifying an option as viable.  In addition, these requirements together with the evaluation criteria set out below provide a practical means to assess and evaluate each option with a view to identifying that most appropriate for the future.  

The following section presents a summary of each option.
5.
Future Operating Model – Viable Options

Introduction 
5.1
In defining these options the urgency of the situation was a compelling factor in that it was recognised that it must be possible to implement any proposed new operating model in a relatively short period of time.  As noted previously, there is a considerable revenue stream associated with both programmes, primarily relating to the fees charged for the Safe Pass and CSCS cards.  However, it is also important to note that there are also significant costs associated with the operation of both programmes.  It was considered undesirable to separate the costs aspect from the revenue generating aspect of the programmes.  The concept of the programmes being self-financing, while keeping the operating costs as low as possible, was considered important.  Consequently, in considering possible options, the option to break up the management and operation of the programmes and assign different processes to different organisations was not considered viable.  In addition to balancing the costs with the revenue, it was also considered critical to their continued success and their future development one organisation should have overall responsibility for the programmes. 

Nominated Organisations

5.2
In the following options, we have taken the step of nominating particular organisations to assume the role of FÁS.  Our understanding from general discussions with representatives of the nominated organisations is that they would be willing to assume responsibility for the operation of both of these programmes.  However, there were no detailed discussions with these representatives as to the full extent of what assuming responsibility for the operation of these programmes would involve.  In addition, given the relatively short time frame and high level nature of this exercise, it was not possible to undertake a detailed assessment of the capacity and capability of these organisations to assume this role.  
Key Assumption

5.3
In defining viable options, a critical assumption is that the current FÁS infrastructure, including the training infrastructure associated with the CSCS programme and the existing staffing compliment for both programmes would be transferred to any new organisation that assumes its.  This validity of this assumption would need to be confirmed with both FÁS and the nominated organisation.
Other Options Considered

5.4
It was suggested during the consultation that the management and operation of these programmes could be transferred to the VECs.  However, it was also noted that significant change is proposed in this area with the current VECs being replaced by thirteen Education Training Boards.  Consequently, it was considered that proposing that one of the VEC’s should assume the role of FÁS was not appropriate in this instance given the proposals in relation to ETBs and the fact that the final structure, powers and operation of the ETBs has yet to be finalised (the relevant bill is currently passing through the Dáil).  Consequently, this option is not considered viable at this point in time
Viable Options
5.5
Three viable options for the future operating model for the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes were identified. In so far as possible, these options take account of the key requirements that were described in the previous section.  In general, each of these options is described using a similar format (refer to Appendix B for format template).

Option 1
Statutory Body assumes the role of FÁS
5.6
Under this option a statutory body will assume the role of FÁS by having overall responsibility for all aspects of the governance and operation of both programmes.  The key elements of this model can be summarised as follows:

Nominated organisation: the HSA is the nominated organisation as this is the statutory body most closely associated with both programmes in that they are included in its construction regulations.  Nominating the HSA does give rise to a potential conflict of interest in that it has an enforcement role in relation to ensuring compliance with the relevant statutory regulations including those relating to Safe Pass and CSCS.  However, the HSA has successfully addressed this issue in respect of two other national programmes, Occupational First Aid and ADR – Transport of Dangerous Goods by Road.  While there are differences between these programmes and Safe Pass and CSCS programmes there are sufficient similarities for the comparison to be relevant.  The HSA could ensure that the structure that is put in place in relation to the governance of the Safe Pass and CSCS programmes has sufficient safeguards to allay any concerns in relation to potential conflict of interest.
The transfer of infrastructure and staff from FÁS to the HSA would be more straightforward, relatively speaking, given that the latter is a statutory body.  The most pressing question would relate how the additional staff could be accommodated with the existing approved staffing level of the HSA.  This is a question that would need to be addressed by the relevant Minister, the Department and the HSA. 
The HSA is an independent organisation representing no particular interests, either employer or employee.  It is also important to note that the Board of the HSA consists of representatives from a number of the relevant key stakeholders in this instance, most particularly the Social Partners and the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation.  
Financial structure: As noted previously, as a general principle these programmes should be self-financing.  At present it is difficult to assess if this is currently the case as the full operating cost are unclear.  A full costing exercise would need to be undertaken to address this issue.  If they are not self-financing, the HSA may have to support the operation of both programmes until this position is achieved.  On the other hand, if there is a surplus in any particular financial year this should be ring fenced for use in the operation of the programmes or some other related safety initiative in the construction industry.

High Level Operating Model: the following is a high level model of how this option might operate using the Programme Model that was described previously in Section 4.
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Figure 2

Option 1 – High Level Model

The most notable changes to the previous model are firstly the HSA replaces FÁS in the role of Programme Governance.  Secondly, the model illustrates a structure (and by implication a supporting process) whereby the key stakeholders can have direct input into the key areas of programme strategy, policy and course content through the Programme Development Group.  The diagram identifies some of the key stakeholders that might constitute the membership of this group although this list is by no means definitive.  It would be a matter for relevant stakeholders to determine the final composition of this group.

The actual implementation of this model would be a matter for the HSA.  It may decide to outsource parts of the model ensuring that the appropriate and required level of service is provided by an external organisation through the use of clear contacts and Service Level Agreements.  
The HSA should work with whatever structure and process that is established by QQAI /FETAC in relation to the certification of the courses in the CSCS programme, refer to Section 7 below.

Trainer management, monitoring and assessment: it is critical that the process of Training Provider Management, which includes the accreditation, assessment and monitoring of trainers and course delivery, is managed and operated in a manner that is fully objective and transparent.  Consequently, it is suggested that this aspect of the programmes should remain within the direct control of the HSA.  The processes currently in use by FÁS could initially be used by the HSA while it decides the most appropriate process for the future.
Technology support: FÁS have invested heavily in technology infrastructure to support both programmes.  This infrastructure should pass from FÁS to the HSA as part of the transition process.  It would be a matter for the HSA to assess what other technology support would be required in the future.  
Competent Authority: the HSA should assume the role of Competent Authority for equivalence and mutual recognition purposes.  As part of the development of the programmes, the HSA should put in place a comprehensive process for mutual recognition with the appropriate Competent Authorities in other jurisdictions.

Option 2
Non-Statutory Organisation assumes the role of FÁS
5.7
Under this option a non-statutory organisation would assume the role of FÁS by having responsibility for all aspects of the operation of both programmes.  In this instance the Construction Industry Federation (CIF), which is an industry stakeholder organisation and the National Irish Safety Organisation have expressed an interest in assuming responsibility for these programmes.  
Nominated organisation: In this instance the CIF is the nominated organisation whilst acknowledging that a detailed evaluation of the merits of each organisation has not been undertaken.  However, it is considered that choice of the CIF is most appropriate given its relative size, national profile, experience and expertise in this area.  It is felt that the CIF would currently have more capacity and capability to assume responsibility for both programmes.  

The CIF is the representative body for employers in the construction industry and so has a strong vested interest in ensuring that both programmes continue to operate as efficiently and effectively as possible.  While this is a strength, it may also be considered a weakness in that it could be argued that the CIF represents the employers and consequently may not be seen as being objective and independent by employees, their representative bodies and other stakeholders.
The question of the transfer of infrastructure and staff from FÁS to the CIF could prove to be very challenging for the latter.  This would involve CIF taking on significant costs.  In addition, the transfer of existing FÁS staff could prove particularly challenging for the CIF (e.g. how such issues as salary structure, career paths and pension entitlements of FÁS personnel would be addressed).  Alternatively, the CIF could take over the responsibility for the operation of both programmes without taking on the FÁS staff.  It is not clear whether such a course of action would be acceptable to FÁS.  It is unlikely that this position will be clarified and finalised until the FÁS review is completed.
The CIF is owned and run by its members through an Executive Body comprising of members appointed by the Federation’s branches and associations.  At an operational level, it has in place a central team, consisting of executives and support staff, which support the operation of the CIF and provide expert advice to its various Committees, Associations and Branches. It has a strong regional structure and branch network which would be important if it were to assume responsibility for these programmes.  In addition, it is acknowledged that the CIF has experience and expertise in running training programmes at a national level.
As noted previously the organisation that assumes responsibility for Safe Pass and CSCS will in effect be responsible for providing the structure and processes through which employers and employees can comply with the regulations governing both programmes.  Consequently, the issue of the legal standing of such an organisation is important as the relevant Minister and the Department would have to be confident that such an organisation could discharge its regulatory responsibility.   
Financial structure: The self-financing principle should also apply and would be especially important in this instance as it is difficult to determine if the programmes are currently self-financing.  A full costing exercise would need to be undertaken to address this issue.  In the absence of such detailed costs it must be acknowledged that, as with the HSA under Option 1, the CIF may be required to support the programmes financially until such time as they can be made self-financing.  On the other hand, a surplus in any particular financial year should be ring fenced for use in the operation of the programmes or some other related safety initiatives in the construction industry.

High Level Operating Model: The model described above for Option 1 can be adapted for this option with the CIF replacing the HSA.  The comments in relation to Programme Development Group, outsourcing and the replacing FÁS apply in this instance.  It is noted Executive Body does not include representatives from other key stakeholders as is the case with the Board of the HSA.  However, it is felt that this requirement could be adequately addressed by having a broad representation of key stakeholders on the Programme Development Group.  Whether this level of input would be sufficient for the Minister and the Department would need to be explored further.
Trainer management, monitoring and assessment: It is critical that the process of Training Provider Management, which includes the accreditation, assessment and monitoring of trainers and course delivery, is managed and operated in a manner that is fully objective and transparent.  Consequently, it is suggested that this aspect of both programmes should remain within the direct control of the CIF and should not be outsourced.  The processes currently used by FÁS could initially be used by the CIF while it decides the most appropriate process for the future.  
Technology support: FÁS have invested heavily in technology infrastructure to support both programmes.  This infrastructure should pass from FÁS to the CIF as part of the transition process.  This would require further discussion with FÁS.  

Competent Authority: The CIF will assume the role of Competent Authority for equivalence and mutual recognition purposes.  As part of the development of the programmes, the CIF should put in place a comprehensive process for mutual recognition with the appropriate Competent Authorities in other jurisdictions.  As it is an industry body, it may be more difficult for the CIF to be accepted as a Competent Authority by the relevant authorities in other jurisdictions.

Option 3
Establish a New Organisation to assume the role of FÁS
5.8
This option is proposed having reviewed the models in operation in the UK and Northern Ireland.  In these jurisdictions a separate company, Construction Skills Certification Scheme Limited, was established to manage the competence card scheme for the construction industry.  The Board that oversees the CSCS is comprised of representatives from a number of organisations (e.g. Federation of Master Builders, T & G Section of Unite).  The scheme is administered under contract by a separate company, ConstructionSkills.  This is a partnership between the Construction Industry Council, CITB-ConstructionSkills Northern Ireland and CITB-ConstructionSkills and is concerned with delivering industry-led skills and training solutions through the Sector Skills Agreement for construction.  It is considered that this structure would be more complex than is required in this jurisdiction.  However, the concept of having a separate body, jointly owned by all the key stakeholders that would have responsibility for training in the construction industry, beginning initially with these programmes, merits further serious consideration.  
5.9
Under this option, it is proposed that a new organisation would be established to assume the role of FÁS.  This organisation should have mandate to assume overall responsibility for the operation of all aspects of both programmes.  In addition to this immediate mandate, it may be that this organisation can in the future assume a greater role in the area of health and safety in the construction industry

5.10
The key points in relation to this organisation can be summarised as follows:

· The new organisation should be established as a legal entity in its own right.  It should be jointly owned by the key stakeholders(e.g. HSA, ICTU, CIF and the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation and the Department of Education and Skills);

· It is likely that changes in the regulations would be required, as in the case of Options 1 and 2  
· Given that the new organisation would be responsible for the operation of two programmes that are covered by regulations, the approval of the appropriate Minister, in some form, would most likely be required; 
· The Board of the new organisation should be comprised of representatives of the joint owners and such other individuals that it considers appropriate in support of its mandate;
· The new organisation should be self-financing through ensuring that the fees it charges are sufficient to cover its costs.  However, the observations made in relation to financing in Options 1 and 2 apply.  If it discovered that there is a shortfall between costs and revenue, the joint owners would have to agree how this shortfall would be addressed until the self financing status could be achieved.  Any surplus should be reinvested in the organisation to promote safety and health in the construction industry;

· The new organisation would be the Competent Authority for equivalence and mutual recognition with similar bodies in other jurisdictions;

· It is suggested the new organisation should take over the programme infrastructure and staff from FÁS.  This will be a  issue for further discussion between both parties as the potential complexity noted in respect of Option 2 would also apply in this instance;
· It is expected that the new organisation would take over the all aspects of the management of the network of Training Providers.  
It is important to emphasise that the comments made in relation to trainer assessment and monitoring and managing the relationship with the QQAI / FETAC in relation to Options 1 and 2 also apply in this instance.  In relation to Programme Development, the involvement of the various stakeholders could be facilitated in a number of ways, including, inter alia, through a subcommittee of the Board of the new organisation.
This option addresses the majority of the requirements identified at paragraph 4.4 above to a large extent.  The major disadvantage of this option would be the time frame required to establish such an organisation.  Consequently, it is recognised that adopting this option may not be possible in the short term.  However, we would strongly suggest that it should be considered as a possible future long term solution as it provides the industry, the Social Partners, HSA and the relevant Departments with a platform for ensuring that both programmes meet the changing needs of the industry. In addition, it also potentially provides a platform for addressing the future needs of the construction industry in relation to health and safety training. 
Summary
5.12
In summary, the essential difference between Options 1 and 2 relates to the nature of the organisation that would replace FÁS.  The choice is, in essence between a statutory body and an industry stakeholder organisation.  The third option is more radical in nature and proposes a solution that might ultimately have a wider remit in relation to heath, safety and training in the construction industry.  The following section presents a comparative assessment of the options. 
6.
Assessment of Options and Recommendations

Summary of Evaluation Methodology
6.1
In order to provide a basis for a recommendation it was decided to present an assessment of the three options using the following four assessment criteria:  

A. The capacity and capability of the organisation to take overall responsibility for the management and operation of both programmes at this point in time;

B. How quickly the proposed operating model could be put in place given the urgency that surrounds the need to have a viable option in place before FÁS exists the running of both programmes;

C. How effectively the proposed option addresses the requirements identified at 4.2 above;

D. How well the option meets the policy objectives of the CSP.

In order to grade the options, the following grading system was used:
1
poor

2
moderate

3
medium

4
well

5
vey well

The objective was to provide the CSP with a transparent assessment of the options accepting that this is by its nature a relatively subjective view.


Evaluation Summary

6.2
The following table and related notes present a summary of the assessment of the options and the reasons for this assessment.
	Criterion / Option


	1 Statutory Body (HSA)
	2 Non Statutory

   Body(CIF)
	3 New 

   Organisation

	Capacity &  Capability

	4
	3
	4

	Speed of Implementation

	4
	3
	1

	Effectively addresses requirements 
	4 
	3
	4

	Policy of CSP


	4
	4
	4

	Total


	16
	13
	13



Notes:
1.
In our view the HSA is better placed in terms of capacity and capability to assume responsibility for both programmes in the immediate term.  This is because of its size and experience in operating similar programmes (e.g. Occupational First Aid).  In addition, as a statutory body the possible transfer of the existing FÁS staffing compliment and the infrastructure associated with both programmes while challenging, is likely to be easier than it would be to a non statutory body such as CIF.  This is important in terms of the urgent requirement to put in place an alternative model as the HSA could ramp up more quickly that the CIF. 
2.
We consider that the HSA as a statutory body is better positioned, from a legal perspective, to assume responsibility for programmes that are covered by regulation.  The issue of a potential conflict of interest can be addressed though setting up separate structures as HSA has previously done in the case of the Occupational First Aid and ADR – Transport of Dangerous Goods by Road programmes.  
3.
The CIF, while it has both experience and capacity to undertake this role, is not, in our view as well positioned in these regards as the HSA.  In addition, the CIF being a representative body may not be as acceptable to the wider community of stakeholders as would the HSA.  
4.
The general principle that the programmes should be self-financing has been noted previously.  We believe that the HSA is better positioned and has more flexibility to cope with the situation if the programmes are not currently self financing and provide the required support while this status is established.
5.
The proposed structure includes a Programme Development, Group which provides a structure and a process whereby key stakeholders can have a direct input into the strategy, policy and most importantly course content of both programmes. 
6.
The major drawback with Option 3, setting up a new organisation with an immediate mandate to operate both programmes, relates to the potential costs involved and the time that would be required to complete the set up process.  It is highly unlikely that it could be set up in the relatively short timeframe that a new model must become operational. 


Recommendation for Future Operating Model
6.3
Based on the above comparison it is recommended that Option 1 should be adopted and that the HSA should assume responsibility for both programmes as soon as possible. In making this recommendation it recognised and acknowledged that the full implications of taking over these critically important national programmes have not been discussed in detail with either FÁS or HSA.  It is recommended that prior to accepting this responsibility the HSA should undertake a detailed review so as it fully understands and appreciates what is involved in taking responsibility for these programmes.


When the transition from FÁS to the HSA is completed, it is recommended that a further study is undertaken to determine the feasibility of establishing a separate organisation to assume responsibility, initially for these programmes, and potentially for health and safety training in the construction industry as outlined under Option 3.  This study could be jointly sponsored by the HSA and CSP.
7.
CSCS FETAC Award 

Overview

7.1
FETAC currently makes awards for CSCS courses to successful participants under the National Qualifications Framework.  There was general consensus amongst those interviewed during the course of this exercise that this qualification was an important aspect of the success of this programme in promoting to safety and competence in the construction industry in relation to those skills specified in the regulations.  It is also consistent with the policy of the CSP.  FETAC have notified the relevant stakeholders (HSA, FÁS, Department of Jobs, Innovation and Enterprise and Department of Education and Skills) that it proposes to cease making these awards from 1st of January 2013.  This decision by FETAC to remove CSCS courses from its current and the planned future awards framework was generally considered as a retrograde step.  It is also noted that FETAC is in the process of changing to a Common Award System (CAS).  The current awards framework is recognised internationally so it is important that any alternative replacement, in so far as possible, is of equal status.  It is also noted that under a proposed restructuring FETAC will brought under the governance Qualifications and Quality Assurance Authority of Ireland (QQAI).
Options for the Future

7.2
The following three options have been identified as potential solutions to the problem created by the FETAC decision:
1. Let the certification component of the programme lapse, which would be contrary to CSP policy and would be opposed by all of the key stakeholders;

2. Engage with FETAC and the QQAI to request to have the CSCS courses included in the Common Awards System.  This is the stated policy of CSP and it would be the most desirable solution.  However, given the decision by FETAC it may be difficult to get agreement to this request;
3. Nominate another body to certify the programme and its constituent courses and make the relevant award to individuals who have successfully completed the courses.  In this instance the most appropriate body to assume this responsibility would be the HSA as it would be the de facto Competent Authority if it were to take over from FÁS and assume responsibility for the CSCS programme.  Under this option we recognise that the qualification would not be included in the National Framework / CAS.  The HSA would have to ensure that the content, delivery and assessment processes (of both trainers and course attendees) are of a sufficiently high standard to satisfy all the stakeholders and especially the relevant authorities in other jurisdictions so as to ensure that any issues in relation to equivalence and mutual recognition can be fully addressed.
The second option is the most desirable while the third is proposed as a realistic alternative.
Interim Problem and Suggested Solution

7.2
At present, FÁS is approved by FETAC to process applications for certificates for successful participants on behalf of the latter.  The certificates are issued by FETAC.  The breakup of FÁS and the assignment of responsibility for the CSCS programme to another organisation during 2012 will create a short term problem.  This essentially relates to which organisation will process applications for FETAC certificates instead FÁS in the time between the CSCS programme being transferred to a new organisation and the January 1st 2013 deadline given by FETAC.  Given what has been said previously and the recommendation contained in Section 6, it is also recommended that this responsibility should be transferred to the HSA.  If this is not possible, consideration should be given to sub-contracting this task to a training provider that is approved by FETAC for this purpose.  

8. Next Steps


Introduction

8.1
In setting out the next steps it is recognised that there are a number of other initiatives that are currently ongoing (e.g. FÁS study) which will impact on the future of the Safe Pass and CSCS (and de facto QSCS) programmes.  The key point to note is that the need to transition from FÁS to an alternative organisation and consequently a new operating model needs to be completed as a matter of urgency.  

Next Steps

8.2
In summary, we propose that the following next steps are undertaken as soon as possible:
· The CSP should agree which of the proposed options it favours or if it wishes to proceed with an alternative option;

· The CSP should agree its preferred option and engage with the other key stakeholders, in particular FÁS, HSA, CIF and the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation and the Department of Education and Skills to agree the way forward for these programmes;

· When agreement has been reached on this issue, a transition plan should be developed and a project team, preferably consisting of FÁS and HSA personnel, should be established to implement this plan 

· Responsibility should be assigned for the key tasks in order that the transition programme can be completed in a timely manner;

It is recommended that the HSA should assume overall responsibility for the transition process.
Appendix A 
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Appendix B

CSP Policy Statement
Policy Statement on Safe Pass and the Construction Skills Certification Scheme (CSCS)
Date: 16th December 2011
The CSP is an alliance of all the leading bodies involved in the Construction Industry. The CSP HSA played a leading role in many successful initiatives aimed at improving Safety and Health in the Construction Industry. The CSP led the way in ensuring that the requirements for Safe Pass and CSCS were brought into statutory provision in the Safety, Health and Welfare at Work (Construction) Regulations.

Recent developments impacting on these schemes include the forthcoming dissolution of FÁS and the notification by FETAC that their current award system will not apply to the CSCS scheme with effect from January 1, 2013.  The CSP sets out its policy below in regard to the future of these schemes: 

Safe Pass and CSCS are essentially about ensuring the safety of workers. In CSCS this is achieved through developing and assessing competence to carry out construction related activities safely.  In the case of Safe Pass, it is achieved through raising safety awareness amongst participants.

· That Safe Pass and CSCS requirements continue to place duties on employers and workers as covered in the Safety Health and Welfare at Work (Construction) Regulations 2006-2010 and Schedules 3 and 4 thereof until amendments to these regulations by the Minister set out different arrangements.

· That new arrangements  for the provision of Certification and Awards under the National Framework of Qualifications post FETAC be put in place for High Risk Activities/Skills as in Schedule 4 of the Regulations.

· That new arrangements be put in place as a matter of urgency for the control and issuing of Safe Pass and CSCS Cards.

· That transitional arrangements are put in place which will ensure continuity in the provision of Safe Pass and CSCS Cards.
· That proposed new arrangements for training, assessment, awards to participants, the issue of cards and scheme management and development, should account of previous reviews and recommendations and current views of employers and workers in regard to the operation of these schemes.  New arrangements should bring about as far as possible improvements that result in better safety and efficiency. 

The CSP wishes to remain at the forefront of these highly successful schemes and is available to assist Government Departments in establishing new viable arrangements.  The CSP proposes that it will be the principal consultative forum on proposals. 

Signed on behalf of CSP:
Chairman; Peter McCabe

CIF:  Dermot Carey

ICTU; Fergus Whelan
HSA; Mary Dorgan


Appendix C

Operating Model Format

The following, in so far as possible, is the format that was used to describe the operating model options.

· The organisation that will have responsibility for the overall management and delivery of the programme together with an outline of the role to be played by other organisations (e.g. external training providers).  In addition, responsibility for licensing / accrediting participants on these programmes should also be addressed;

· High level process outline as to how the proposed model will operate including how participants will be provided with their cards (or other acceptable proof of having successfully completed the programmes);

· An outline of the financial structure that will be required to support the operating model and how the model will be financed (e.g. who will be responsible for setting fees, how will these be collected, who will receive and “profit” and how might this be utilised);

· How will the course content be managed and updated, which organisation should have responsibility for overseeing this process and how will other stakeholders contribute to and participate in this process;

· An outline of the assessment process for training providers, how this will be managed and monitored;

· The nature of the technology support that will be required to support a particular  operating model and the type of information that will be recorded (e.g. register of successful participants);

· Which organisation will be designated the competent authority for the mutual recognition of foreign qualifications for similar programmes in respect of individuals coming from other jurisdictions who wish to work in Ireland;  
· An outline of the transition process from the existing to the new operating model, including the timeframe, key stages and milestones.
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