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Part 1: Introduction

Introduction

1.

This report provides a summary and analysis of feedback from the LA and HSE
Pilot of the Regulators’ Development Needs Analysis (DNA) system and process.

This Pilot was undertaken as part of the Competence Project, a programme of
work to develop a competence based approach to CPD for regulators of health
and safety in HSE and LAs. It is being led by the Long Term Training Needs
Board, (LACAORS, CIEH, REHIS and HSE), as well as by Senior Managers from
within HSE's Operations Directorates to further develop and implement within
HSE. An overview of the project is contained in Annex 1.

The pilot followed a series of ‘paper based’ trials carried out early in 2008 by 12
Local Authorities and 11 operational teams in HSE. The feedback from these
trials was considered and reflected in the development of the products piloted.

Objectives of the Pilot

4. The objectives of the pilot were wider than those of the trials. The pilot was

designed to:

test the quality and appropriateness of the Regulatory Development Needs
Analysis Tool

validate the framework as a useful benchmark of common skills and knowledge
required of Regulators, and establish whether anything needs to be changed,
added or removed

test the process of using the tool in identifying development needs in discussion
between job holder and manager, e.g. practicality and usefulness as a basis for
agreeing learning objectives.

for some specialist groups, test the concept of using the Regulators’ DNA tool as
part of a wider package (ie integrated with the specialist framework) to help
assess development needs

test reaction to the web site and usability of the tool.

test reaction to the introduction of reflective practice and a strengthened approach
to continuous professional development — both the concept and the suggested
tools

gauge views on whether the package and approach subject to this pilot is
sustainable / how to make it stick (culture change/training for use/audit
arrangements, what barriers there are and how to overcome these)

gain insight into the scope and nature of developments needs which may emerge
from use of the pilot, and how these might be addressed.

Approach

5. Following the trials, the improved (and web converted) products were piloted by

over 20 LA teams and 14 HSE teams across England, Scotland and Wales. The
pilot ran from April to June 2008.

Pilot participants (regulators and their managers) were all briefed, in their teams
or as groups of teams, by members of the Project Team, prior to participation.
They received information on the Project and its background, and objectives,



followed by a detailed explanation of the website and tool, and how to undertake
their evaluations and development action planning.

A questionnaire was provided to capture their views and responses, and contact
details were given for members of the project team, and the company hosting the
website, as a helpline to deal with any issues or queries arising during the pilot.

How the Feedback is structured

8.

10.

11.

12.

The feedback was received via a questionnaire. There were 74 questionnaires
returned from LAs and 53 returns from HSE.

The questionnaire sought participants’ views on the process; the quality of the
framework; the website and system; development needs identified; management
culture to support the process; some LA and some specialist specific issues; and
sought general views about the project and the benefits of the system and
process being piloted.

The feedback is set out initially as headlines (what most respondents agreed
on) in this report, together with headline recommendations. The headlines are
followed by an overview analysis that sets out a broad summary of the
feedback, and corresponding actions, based on the recommendations, set
against the broad categories of questions provided in the questionnaire.

Detailed feedback is presented in part 3 of the report. It is presented against the
individual questions pilot participants responded to. To aid interpretation, the
responses have been displayed graphically, and where appropriate divided into
HSE and LA regulator and manager categories.

A detailed summary of comments set out by group (HSE / LA / manager /
team member) are also available in a supplement document from the
Competence Project team on request. This also contains a list of the
development needs identified in the questionnaires.



Part 2: Overview of Feedback and Recommendations

Headlines - What most respondents agreed on:

13. There was widespread support from LAs and HSE on the following points:

— The system and web site are of good quality and easy to use (over 96% of
respondents)

— The framework covers the common skills, knowledge and behaviours required of
regulators of health and safety (86 % of respondents)

— The questions are relevant and meaningful (72% of respondents)

— Overall 71% of respondents identified development needs as a result of the
process.

14. There was widespread agreement from LAs and HSE on the following points of
concern and suggestions for change.

» Concern that managers will not embrace the RDNA process consistently, that
there may not be the right management culture to support it, sufficient time will not
be provided and there will not be sustained support from the top.

» General agreement about the need for senior management commitment,
consistent engagement and application by managers, time and resources to be
provided, monitoring of compliance, effective briefings, guidance and
implementation, flexibility to tailor to specific needs, integration with existing
systems.

» Suggestions for changes to the framework included adding more technical,
industry specific knowledge, removing duplication and some areas of ambiguity in
the language, and making provision for those to whom not all of the competencies
are relevant. For example, a good number of LA staff felt that some of the
competencies were either HSE specific or aimed at managers. Some HSE staff
felt that many of the competencies were too basic, and relevant only to
inexperienced staff.

» Suggestions for changes to the system and web site were minimal, as it received
over a 95% approval rating. These were about removing or extending the time-out
facility, improving the quality of the email format, improving the functionality
around the dialog boxes, making the indicators more prominent, incorporating the
knowledge sections into the system (rather than as linked PDF tables), and
adding an N/A option.

» Response to the CPD products was mixed. Most thought it was a good idea, but
many felt it may be impractical as time won't be allocated for it in practice, or
people won't have the self-discipline to sustain it, or that some managers won't
support it. Also, a number of LA staff thought it might duplicate rather than support
existing CPD procedures.

Headlines - Recommendations:

15. The recommendations are set out in the tables below against each of the
guestionnaire categories. In brief, the recommendations emerging from the pilot
are to:

* improve the system by increasing the number of options available to respond to
the questions from three to five options (including an N/A button); making the



knowledge section part of the system, improving the functionality, eg to make
dialog boxes appear immediately following selection of an option and to have use
prompts included, remove/extend the time-out, improve the email format, make
the indicators easier to access, remove the negative indicators and clarifying the
use of Save and Submit options.

» Improving the framework by removing duplication where identified, clarifying
ambiguity where identified, adding industry specific knowledge sections and
recognising and emphasising that not everything will be relevant to every role at
any given time, and adding an N/A option to account for this.

» Ensure the CPD products support and not duplicate any existing CPD processes,
eg integrate into requirements of professional bodies.

» Accept that not all staff will embrace use of the CPD products, but seek to make
these available and to encourage support of their use wherever possible.

» Develop a “solutions” section of the RNDA website to provide ideas and signposts
to development activities and material against the areas of competence covered in

the RNDA.

» Secure support from the top to ensure sustainability, seek to ensure the new
procedures are embedded into ways of working and integrated with existing
systems, produce effective launch and implementation plans, ensure Managers
are provided with effective briefings, clear expectations and good guidance and
instructions, develop audit procedures and encourage the process to be included
in individual's performance agreements.

Overview Analysis

16. The following tables provide an overview of feedback and recommendations
against each of the questionnaire categories. A more detailed analysis of the
feedback is provided in Section 2 of this paper.

Objective: To test the RDNA Process (eg time taken to use the tool)
Summary of — The majority of the respondents took between one and two hours
Feedback: on the assessment.

—  61% completed the assessment on their own, 24% with their line
managers whilst 15% recorded doing both.

—  90% had completed the process electronically, less than 4% (4
participants) completing on paper. The remainder used both
techniques.

— Overall respondents were content with the process, though a few
were concerned about the subjectivity of the process (self
assessment / manager assessment open to interpretation)

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and

Recommendations:

— Ensure a printable version of the assessment is available for those
who prefer to do it off-line

— Reduce inconsistency of interpretation.

Objective:

To test the quality of the Competence Framework within the RDNA
tool

Summary of
Feedback:

— 86% agreed the common regulatory skills, knowledge and
behaviours were covered.

—  80% found it a useful benchmark to identify development needs
against.

— Reservations were expressed about the need for interpretation,




and about the need for more technical knowledge to be specified.

72% thought the questions were meaningful and relevant, and
most found the indicators helpful.

Reservations were about some of the questions being more
relevant to manager roles (mainly LA response) and that more
technical, sector based knowledge being required (mainly HSE)

Over half found the process led to a more productive review, some
had not had time to test this and some felt it only confirmed what
they knew already.

A number of respondents commented that an N/A option is
required.

Several comments expressed the view that there was some
duplication and that the information in the framework could be
reduced. Some examples given of lack of clarity.

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and

Recommendations:

Provide more detailed technical knowledge including industries.

Remove ambiguity in language used to describe skills where
possible

Remove duplication within the framework (Behaviours Section
now incorporated with Skills Section and duplication removed)

Add a ‘Not applicable’ Radio button in the response fields (this is
particularly useful for partly authorised LA staff who can use the
areas of the framework they are authorised for)

Ensure Scottish legal differences are included where relevant
Make the positive indicator link more prominent
Remove the negative indicators (to remove duplication)

Objective: To test the quality of the Web Site and usability of the system
Summary of — Over 96% of respondents felt the system was easy to use (less
Feedback: than 4% felt it was not).

Problems included being timed out, functionality of the dialog
boxes and the impact of an incorrect e-mail address being used in
registration.

The quality of the website and the tool overall was confirmed by
the majority of respondents. It was deemed ‘user friendly’,
‘excellent’, ‘easy to use and navigate’, ‘looks good/works well’,
‘very professional’, ‘straightforward’, ‘well structured’, ‘screens well
laid out and easy to follow’.

Issues raised included poor format of email reports and the need
to clarify the use of the save and submit options.

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and

Recommendations:

Ensure users can not be ‘timed out’

Introduce mechanism to ensure correct entering of user’'s email
address

Have dialogue response boxes appear immediately when radio
buttons other than the default “Agree” are checked.

Ensure full compatibility with voice recognition software.

Improve quality of email / print out, including incorporating the
report name.

Clarify the use of save and submit functions.




Objective:

To obtain a feel for the type of development needs identified

Summary of
Feedback:

71% of respondents had identified learning needs as a result of
the process.

Knowledge of business and management systems featured
heavily in HSE responses whilst enforcement and legal skills,
noise and asbestos were commonly raised by LA respondents.

Development needs not available to be identified by the process
included specific industry and topic knowledge, machinery,
personal safety, specialist opinion and organisational procedures.

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and

Recommendations:

Include more detailed industry and topic based knowledge in the
Tool.

Make the knowledge section more readily available, similar to the
Core and regulatory Skills

Objective: To test the use and benefits of the development action pack and
development action planning process

Summary of — A majority of the respondents had agreed learning objectives with

Feedback: their managers (a considerable proportion of those who had not,

had failed to have a development review, principally due to time
constraints of the pilot).

About a third of the respondents said they would consider trying to
use the development action pack for continuous development and
reflective practice.

Many agreed with principle of extending the use of learning logs
and experimental learning portfolios from trainees to experienced
staff but felt it was not realistic due to the time needed to do the
work. It was felt that it would be more acceptable to newly qualified
regulators (familiar with the techniques e.g. from Warwick or
degree courses).

Of those who agreed with the principal of continuous development
and reflective learning, as set out in the development action pack,
three quarters felt the products were about right. (42% gave no
response).

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and

Recommendations:

Undertake further evaluation of the reasons development reviews
were not undertaken. Collect examples of successful reviews to
use as best practice.

Objective: To seek views about whether the current management culture is
sufficiently robust to support this process and ways to achieve this

Summary of — Many thought that only where there was a good manager

Feedback: /management culture would the tool be embraced. Views and

suggestions included the following:

It would need strong, visible, support and leadership from (and
should be promoted to) Managers, Senior Managers, Board
members, Councillors, and Chief Officers.

It should be introduced with a ‘carrot and stick’ approach with
some degree of compulsion and clearly identifiable benefits (for
users and the organisations).It was suggested that LAs should
‘sign up’ to it and its use could be audited (e.g. using LAE1 return).
HSE could link it to performance agreements, and managers
trained and appraised on their use of it.

Solutions to identified development needs should be readily
available and those using the tool ‘must know aspirations will be
satisfied’.




— Resources (time to undertake DNA and time/funding to meet
needs identified) must be available to ensure the tool’s continued
use.

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and

Recommendations:

— Continue to implement communication plan to further build and
maintain support for the tool from Councillors, Board Members,
Chief Officers, Senior Managers and Team Leaders.

— Ensure solutions to development needs identified by the tool are
available, including resources.

— Educate managers in the purpose, use and need for the RDNA
process, provide clear guidance and instructions, and agree
proposals for monitoring and sustainability.

Objective: The LA specific questions were aimed at exploring issues relating to
use of the tool by partly authorised LA regulators, and Agency staff,
and to determine whether the process fits with existing processes for
development reviews and with CPD already in place

Summary of — About half of the LA respondents had competence frameworks in

Feedback: existence; there would appear to be little consistency in these —

some commented that the RDNA could complement or replace
these.

— Half of the Team Leaders who had agency staff felt they would
find the DNA Tool useful for specifying a competence requirement
for them. However some felt that they have to accept agency staff
of a lesser standard or offer them only limited powers.

— 60% of respondents practiced some form of CPD (principally for
CIEH or IOSH). Most of the managers felt there would be a benefit
from using the tools in the Development Action Pack, however the
majority of the Technical Officers felt there would not be. The
major concern was one of duplication of effort.

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and

Recommendations:

— Apply the RDNA tool to partly authorised LA staff by use of the
additional N/A option proposed.

— CIEH and REHIS to make clear that there is no duplication of
requirement regarding CPD tools — existing tools and / or new
RDNA tools can be used.

Objective:

The Specialist specific questions were aimed at further validating
the core regulatory framework in relation to its application to discipline
specialists in HSE, how existing specialist frameworks might be
integrated with this, and how the RDNA development action pack and
process fits with existing CPD.

Summary of
Feedback:

— None of the respondents were aware of the existence of a
competence framework for their discipline; however there was
awareness that they were being developed.

— The majority felt the regulatory core applied to their role,

— Three respondents said CPD was practiced in their discipline, one
saying it was not sufficient for their needs and they would benefit
from the Development Action Pack tools.

— Four (out of five) respondents identified advantages in having an
agreed CPD plan or proactive DAP.

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and

Recommendations:

— The Regulatory core framework should apply to Discipline
Specialists, recognising that the N/A option can be used where
appropriate.

— The Pilot confirms existing plans to develop the RDNA tool beyond
the core elements to accommodate the ‘specialisms’ of Major
Hazards and Specialist Disciplines.




Further work is required to develop the CPD aspects of the pilot to
allow for its use with Major Hazards and Specialist Disciplines

Objective: The General Views Section of the questionnaire was aimed at
exploring participant’s overall views of the project’'s aims and products,
and to provide the opportunity to add further comments.

Summary of — Only one respondent (out of 125) did not agree that the aims and

Feedback: objectives of the project were important. The range of comments

included the following:

Provision of resources (particularly time) to undertake the DNA will
be required, and many expressed concerns that this may not be
made available.

The delivery of identified training and development needs will be
crucial.

It was recognised that if the DNA tool was to be linked to the
process of identifying training and development needs it could also
make it easier to develop and deliver training in line with the
business needs at reduced cost.

Achieving the aims of the project would be helped if the tool could
be honed and tailored to each area of a regulator’s expertise.

For the tool to be implemented and used correctly within
authorities, the correct message had to go to the authorities.

It was suggested that Universities / Colleges need to be brought
on board to promote reflective practice at under-graduate level, so
newly qualified officers are ready for it from the start of their
careers. The IOSH and CIEH need to be involved so it can be
integrated with CPD.

Some LA respondents advocated making the RDNA process
mandatory.

It was recognised that the benefits would need to be understood

and delivered. ‘I do not think it will be sufficient to tell people that
they will have to do it because the HSE Board wants it.” It has to
be seen to be of some benefit to the officers taking part.

Action as aresult
of the feedback
and
Recommendations:

Ensure that training and development needs identified by the DNA
Tool are delivered through the development of a suite of solutions.

Consider and agree how the application of RDNA tool and process
will be audited.




Part 3: Detailed Feedback

Introduction

17. The following breakdown provides analysis and commentary on the questionnaire
responses, question by question. Where appropriate, figures are shown
graphically. Responses are presented separately for LAs and HSE where
relevant. A further breakdown of responses into officer categories are presented
in Annexes 2 and 3.

Analysis of Feedback
Questionnaire Category: Process

Q.1 How long did you spend on the Assessment?

How long did the DNA assessment take?
Responses

140 1 121
120 -
100 -
80 -
60 -
40 -
20721

O 4

37

a5 64

<lhr 1-2hrs 2-3 hrs 3-4 hrs >4hrs Total

Respondent Category

@ LA Managers B HSE Managers 0 EHOs/TO 0 B3s m Total

= The majority of respondents undertook the assessment in 1 -2 hours, with a
relatively small number taking more than 3 hours.

Q. 2 Did you do the assessment alone or with your Manager/Team Member?

* 61% of respondents undertook the assessment on their own, with 24% doing it
with their managers. 15% said they did both.

Q. 3 Did you conduct the assessment using the web based tool, or did you do
it on paper?

* 90% of respondents undertook the assessment online, only 4 respondents did it
on paper whilst 7% used both formats.

= Overall respondents were content with the process, though there were a few
concerns about the degree of subjectivity in the process.



Questionnaire Category: Quality of the Framework

Q. 4 Do you think it covers the common skills, knowledge and behaviours
required of regulators of H&S?

Does it cover the common skills knowledge and behaviours?
Proportion
100% - 3 4
0 1 11 3 15
80% -
60% -
11
40% - . 50 et 107
20% ~
0% ‘
LA Managers HSE EHOs/TO B3s Total
Managers
Respondent Category
O Yes O No O No Response

= Over 86% of the respondents felt that the framework covered the common skills,
knowledge and behaviours required of regulators of health and safety. 12% felt
that it did not. These included some HSE Specialist Discipline Inspectors who felt
it did not cover skills for technical forensic investigation and giving specialist
evidence/opinion in court.

Q. 5 Did you find it useful as a benchmark to identify development needs
against?

Did you find it useful as a benchmark ?
Proportion
100% 7 11 10 24
80% - 3
60% -
40% - 11 6 50 32 99
20% -
0%
LA Managers HSE EHOs/TO B3s Total
Managers
Respondent Category
O Yes ONo ONo Response




Overall, 80% of respondents found the DNA Tool was a useful benchmark, the
comments received are summarised below.

HSE Views: - Those who felt the framework was a useful benchmark felt that it
provided a good prompt for discussion and was structured well. The indicators
were felt to be very useful.

Those who felt it was not suggested it was to general or ‘simplistic’. It was felt that
is was not sufficiently relevant for specialists. Some felt their needs were
technical rather than general with some industry weaknesses not identified. Two
respondents suggested it was not of value for inspectors with more that 8 years
experience.

LA Views: - Those who felt the framework was a useful benchmark felt that it
highlighted areas of inexperience, very useful for inexperienced staff, that it
helped identify weaknesses and opportunities and was good as a reference.
Phrases such as ‘extremely useful’ and ‘it made me think’ were used. Its potential
use across the whole country was welcomed.

Those who felt it was less, or not useful as a benchmark expressed concerns
about the subjectivity of the process, duplication within the framework, a good
number felt the framework was aimed at managers, and a few thought it was
aimed at staff with more advanced knowledge (ie the bar was set too high).

Q. 6 Did you feel the questions were relevant and meaningful to you?

Were the questions relevant and meaningful?
Proportion
100% - T 3 3 7
80% - 3 L 12 28
60% -
10
40% 7 6 45 27 88
20% +
0% ‘
LA Managers HSE EHOs/TO B3s Total
Managers
Respondent Category
O Yes ONo O No Response

Overall, 72% of respondents found the questions relevant and meaningful, 22%
did not. (6% gave no response). The comments received are summarised below.

HSE views:- Those who felt the questions were relevant and sufficiently
meaningful included comments such as ‘the questions were logical and provoked
appropriate thought and were sensibly phrased’. The indicators were welcomed,
as the questions alone would be too broad and without sufficient benchmark.
Some felt the questions could be improved with expansion of topics for sectors
and industry. It was pointed out that some questions needed to recognise
Scottish differences e.g. no PACE and it was felt by some that not all the
questions were relevant, eg to those not working in a Partnership Team.



Those who felt the questions were not relevant and sufficiently meaningful
suggested that they were too generic and not role specific (specialists). Again it
was suggested that it was ‘technical knowledge needed not common’. The
language used ‘NVQ speak’ was questioned by one respondent who felt they
were difficult to interpret. One felt ‘some questions were for the management’.

LAs Views: - Those who responded positively confirmed that the questions were
meaningful and mostly relevant and included comments such as ‘I liked the
format and found it challenging but could get used to it'. It was recognised that
some questions were not applicable to all. Some, whilst responding positively, felt
the questions were ‘subjective’, ‘could have been more direct’, were ‘vague’ and
allowed differences in interpretation.

The majority of those responding negatively felt that some of the questions were
aimed more at managers as opposed to enforcers (6 respondents). They felt
some questions (particularly those involving management) were not relevant.
There were some comments about the questions being too numerous, too broad,
too specific and that there was some duplication in the framework.

Q. 7 Did you feel that the development discussion you had with your
Manager/Team Leader was more productive as a result of having used the
assessment tool?

Did process lead to a more productive development discussion?
Proportion
100%

6 13
0%
80% 6 2 19 18 a1
60% -
40% ~ 2 6
36 24 70
20% ~ 4
0% ‘
LA Managers HSE EHOs/TO B3s Total
Managers

Respondent Category

O Yes ONo O No Response

Overall 57 % of respondents felt the process led to a more productive review,
33% responded negatively, however nearly half of these responded negatively
because they had not had time to discuss their development need with their line
managers. (10% did not respond to the question). The comments are
summarised below.

HSE views: - 60% of HSE respondents felt their development discussions
benefited from using the tool. Many felt it provided a focussed or targeted
approach — a framework. Comments included: ‘It gives a corporate benchmark
beyond B2 idiosyncrasy’, ‘It identified more than a list of courses- which has
tended in the past with some managers’. One team member who had had ‘little
technical experience outside Fit3’ felt ‘it helped identify key issues and MECs’.
One respondent stated ‘It was the most structured and useful review that | have
ever had in HSE'. It provided discussions on topics that would not have taken



place without the tool, ‘it covered core elements of my job in a logical way and
highlighted areas for development. The traditional current review system would
not have done this’. Nearly half of the respondents who said their development
discussions had not benefited from using the tool had done so because they had
not had the discussions with their manager within the time available to feedback
from the pilot.

= The remaining 40% who did not think the RDNA improved the development
assessment process felt that it covered areas that would have come up at annual
review anyway, or it did not identify any areas that had not been identified
already, e.g. ‘The exercise just confirmed what | knew about my development
needs’. Again some specialists responded negatively because it did not cover the
areas they required.

= LA views: - 65% of respondents felt their development discussions benefited
from using the tool because it provided focus and structure to discussions.
Comments included: ‘The tool surpassed the multifarious models/frameworks
previously obtained from other sources’, and ‘the extremely useful nature of the
tool meant that discussion was well structured and promoted valuable
discussion’.

» More that half the respondents, who responded negatively, had not had
discussions with their line managers due to time constraints. A small number said
it did not add to existing systems, whilst one said their manager wanted training
needs identified in terms of specific courses to send inspectors on.

Q. 8 What, if anything, do you think is missing from the framework?

HSE views: - 18 respondents provided comments. The majority of comments related
to lack of industry or sector knowledge and advanced technical guidance. Violence
and Aggression and ‘latex issues’ were two specific examples given. Specific
Scottish knowledge was also cited as being missing.

LAs views: - 18 respondents provided comments. Several suggested the knowledge

section should be a section in its own right. Some wanted strict guidance on technical

knowledge and ‘technical specifics’ and technical competence in more detail. It was
suggested that technical competencies for managers and administrators could be
added. One respondent suggested a scale for competence level another dividing
skills and knowledge into essential/desirable components.

Questionnaire Category: System and Web site

Q. 9 Did you find the web based tool easy to use?



Was the web based tool easy to use?

Proportion
0 5
100% 1 2 5 g
80% -
60% -
11
40% - 8 55 37 111
20% -
O% T T 1
LA Managers HSE Managers EHOs/TO B3s Total

Respondent Category

O Yes O No ONo Response

96% of respondents felt the web tool was easy to use, less than 4% felt it was not.
Q. 10 Did you have any problems using the web based tool?

» Relatively few problems were encountered using the tool. Those commented on
included the sessions being timed out, not being able to go back and edit the
assessment once submitted, and problems associated with entering the wrong
email address. Two respondents felt it would be better if you were able to open
multiple pages or have links opening and closing directly from the page.

= Several respondents suggested the comments boxes should open when you click
on the unsure or disagree buttons. Several suggested that the indicators should
appear at the top of, or more prominently on the screen, as they were not obvious
unless you scrolled down. One manager wished to see more clarity about saving
assessments for different team members

= Some minor issues were noted about how the system applies voice recognition.

Q. 11 Please comment on the quality of the pilot web site (including the links —
Q12)?

» The overwhelming majority of comments received were positive about the quality
of the website and tool. It was deemed ‘user friendly’, ‘excellent’, ‘easy to use and
navigate’, ‘looks good/works well’, ‘very professional’, ‘straightforward’, ‘well
structured’, ‘screens well laid out and easy to follow'.

= The comments raising issues included poor quality of email print out, should be
able to see whole page and should be able to print out all questions. Suggestions
also included incorporating the report name into the email, and improving the
save and submit options’ navigation.

= Those who had used the links to topic pages found these very useful

Questionnaire Category: Development Needs identified

Q. 13 Did you identify any development needs as a result of the assessment?



Did you identify development needs?
Proportion

100% - 3 3
80% - 5 3 12 13 33
60% -
40% 1 . 6 46 29 87
20% +

0%
LA Managers HSE EHOs/TO B3s Total
Managers
Respondent Category
O Yes ONo O No Response

= OQverall 71% of respondents identified development needs as a result of the
process. 23% said they did not, and 2% did not respond. Many felt it was lack of
experience that was being identified.

= HSE views: A broad range of skills and knowledge requirements were identified
as a result of the process, no particular topic stood out, although knowledge of
businesses and management systems for health and safety appeared in
responses more than most.

= LAs views: As with HSE respondents, a broad range of skills and knowledge
requirements were identified from throughout the tools modules. Enforcement or
legal skills were commonly raised as were topics such as asbestos and noise.

(Note that the collection of needs identified gathered via the pilot will be made
available separately to the Project Board members to provide a flavour of needs
identified through the process and to help inform learning and development planning
considerations).

Q. 14 Do you consider that you have a number of development needs which
have not been picked up as part of the assessment?

= 21 respondents (18%) felt that they had development need not identified by the
process. Of these, 8 felt that more detailed industry or topic knowledge was
required. In addition, personal safety, specialist opinion, machinery safety, time
management, dealing with the media, auditor training and organisational
procedures were highlighted.

Questionnaire Category: Development Tools and CPD Process

Q. 15 Did you agree learning objectives with you manager/team member?
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58% of all respondents agreed learning objectives with their managers, 36% did
not and 7% did not respond to the question. Whist no comments were attributed
to this section of the questionnaire it is worth noting, from question 7, that a
significant number of participants in the survey did not have development
discussions with their line managers and this is likely to be reflected in the
numbers not agreeing learning objectives.

Q. 16 Have you developed an action plan as a result of the process? If not, do
you intend to?

28% of all respondents had developed an action plan, 54% had not. There were a
limited number of comments provided, but these suggested that of those who had
not developed an action plan some were waiting until it was a requirement, some
just did not have the time and for some it was a work in progress. Others were
still waiting for there discussions with their line managers.

Q. 17 Have you tried using the tools for continuous development and reflective
learning in the Development Action Pack? If not would you consider doing so?

60% of respondents had not tried using the tools for continuous development,
28% had. It is worth noting here that the low result here was expected, given the
time constraints within the pilot, and arrangements have been made to follow
progress with a sample of participants to obtain a better feel for the potential use,
benefits and sustainability of the CPD tools.
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28% of respondents said they would consider trying the use of the tools for
continuous development and reflective practice. 50% said they would not, 22%
did not respond to the question. Only 15% of respondents had tried using the
tools for continuous development and reflective learning. As noted above, this low
figure was anticipated given the timescales available for the pilot, and a follow up
will take place.

Q. 19 If you agree with the principle of continuous development and reflective
learning as set out in the DAP, do you think the products are right?

Of the 73 participants responding to this question, 75% felt the product were
about right, whilst 25% did not

HSE views: - There was a mixed response to this question; some felt the
products as produced were right, others felt they were just not required. One
agreed with the principles of CPD but felt the DNA Tool did not help. The issue of
not enough industrial content was raised again here.

LAs: - Of those who commented several felt it was a good concept and the
product was right. Some agreed with the principle but had yet to use learning
logs. There was concern about workload and some felt this was an issue that
would prevent the idea being taken up. It was also pointed out that it was not
good/necessary for LAs who already had systems in place.



Questionnaire Category: Management culture, capability and capacity

Q. 21 What do you think could be done to make this work, and be of benefit to
you and colleagues within your organisation?

There was a broad range of responses to this question and the responses,
summarised below, are divided between HSE managers and regulators and LA team
leaders and regulators.

HSE Managers:

Need for solutions: If regulators, with their managers are identifying needs then
the appropriate solutions to meeting those needs should be available. If they are
not then completing the exercise has no value.

Need for simplicity: Whilst the tool may improve consistency of approach to
development needs, even good managers will consider some of the tools such as
the learning logs as burdensome. Managers may not need to carry out the
assessment in parallel to the Inspector (this will save time).

Need for Manager training: Managers should be better trained and supported.

Need for Senior Management Commitment and incentives/monitoring to
apply the process: The use of the tool and its products needs visible senior
management commitment with associated carrots and sticks. The action taken
needs reviewing, perhaps the tool could be incorporated into e-HR and have the
same checks imposed as for Performance Agreements.

Need for Management Discretion: These should be available as tools for
managers to use. Pressure to use them should be greater when someone is
developing but voluntary after a prescribed period. The core behaviours
component could be used only where inspectors demonstrate significant
problems.

LA Managers:

Need for simplicity and good guidance: In terms of the structure of the tool
itself, it was felt that the framework needs to be an easy to navigate tool, with
supporting information to guide officers through it but not so much information
that it becomes onerous and can appear overly complex. (This is what would put
people off using it.)

Need for consistent and required sign up: Where there was a good
management culture in LAs the Team Leaders felt the Authority would embrace
this method of maintaining officer competency. ‘It would be incorporated into our
existing PADR system’. One respondent said ‘| am keen to roll out the
assessment to all as soon as possible, esp. the food team where it will be really
useful, given their smaller sector of enforcement and their lower levels of access
to H&S training/CPD’. However it was recognised this may not be the case
elsewhere. One suggestion for solving this was for the process to be made
compulsory and something each LA has to sign up/commit to, then form part of
the audit.

Need to deliver the benefits: It was seen as vital that it was not just a paperwork
exercise, but the information obtained helped to develop both individual and
service delivery.



Need for flexibility and integration into existing procedures: Several
respondents felt it was important that the tool was kept as a framework with the
flexibility to make it fit into existing arrangements. ‘Ultimately the products need to
be fully incorporated into existing processes of in house appraisal or personal
development schemes and business/work planning arrangements and not seen
as an add on programme that brings additional work to existing arrangements’. It
was felt, by one, that to embed it in their authority, it needed to be seen as a
wider tool and cover other work areas.

Link to staff appraisal systems: It was also suggested that all Councils should
have a staff appraisal scheme in place and so this Tool should be an integral
component in an inspector’s professional development. The job specification for
Technical Officers is biased to those having an IOSH or equal membership which
also drives 