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1.0 Purpose 
 
To appraise member of the availability of local companies able to provide agency 
labour and to seek approval to amend current policy to allow departments to make use 
of the services available.  
 
2.0 Recommendations 
 
That Executive Council is advised to: 
 
2.1 Approve the policy to allow the employment of agency workers. 

 
2.2 Approve the policy to allow one off payments for the provision of agency staff.  

 
2.3 Approve the PWD trial the service offered by Company A and employ up to 6 

agency works. The trial should be monitored by the working group and reported 
back to CMT and if successful could be adopted by other departments as a short 
term solution.    
 
Responsible Officer: DPW  
Due Date: August 2015 
  

3.0 Additional Budgetary Implications 
 

None 
 

4.0 Background 
 
4.1 A working group was set up by CMT to review options in relation to the 

provision of agency workers. The working group was chaired by Director of 
Public Works and included, PWD Roads Engineer, Health Department 
Representative, Acting Principal Immigration Officer, Treasury Representative 
and Human Resources Representative. 
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4.2 The group have met 3 times. The meeting included a review of departmental 

requirements, current FIG vacancies and the implications of using agency 
workers.  

 
4.3 Expressions of interest were sought from interested parties in providing agency 

Staff to FIG. The expression of interest was advertised via FIRS and the Penguin 
news and also sent to the Chamber of Commerce for circulation to its members. 

 
Responses from local service providers  

 
4.4 Five local companies expressed an interest in providing agency staff.  DPW met 

with all five companies and discussed FIG requirements.  The brief to all was the 
same and was broad. All were provided with a list of current FIG vacancies. They 
were then asked to provide a proposal detailing what they were able to offer. 
There were no restrictions and they did not have to offer/include everything but 
proposals must consider all aspects of provision of agency staff including the 
following:- 
 

• What services position they thought they could provide labour for 
• What rates would be applied 
• What was included and excluded from the rates  
• Who would be responsible for the immigration process including work 

permit applications 
• Who is responsible for travel to and from the islands 
• Who would be responsible for repatriation if individuals were found to not 

be suitable 
• Individual Tax implications dependant on duration of stay 
• Company tax implications 
• Who would be responsible for the provision of housing 
• What additional charges, if any, would apply  

 
4.5 Three of the above have now submitted full proposals. Two of the proposals were 

aimed at providing the labour required for PWD while the third were interested in 
PWD, Health and Education needs. Rates varied between the different proposals 
but generally all were for a set rate plus percentage fee and a one off payment.  
 

4.5.1 Company A offered the complete package (for PWD workers), 
including flights, accommodation, recruitment fees, visa costs etc. For 
this service they would charge the standard FIG rates plus 10% and a 
one off £6000 fee per individual employed. This service was offered 
for plant operators only. They also stated they could provide clerks 
and cleaners on similar conditions. They were also interested in 
recruiting plant and vehicle mechanics on a longer term basis with 
conditions to be discussed. 

4.5.2 Company B offered optional packages from direct employment to 
agency employment. To recruit on behalf of FIG and then FIG to 
employ the individuals directly they quoted a fee of REDACTED% 
of first year salary. To provide agency workers they stated a fee of 
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approx. REDACTED per hour on top of any outside agency fees and 
rates of pay. Rates of pay were stated at a rate approx. REDACTED 
times higher than current operator rates with FIG. The offer again was 
based on plant operators but they also declared an interest in 
providing locum Healthcare Workers and Teachers. This offer did not 
include accommodation.  
 

4.5.3 Company C also offered a complete package. However the offer was 
based on finding affordable rental accommodation. They stated that 
they could not guarantee success in accommodating staff and that the 
cost of accommodation would be extra and not included within the 
fee. Their fee would be REDACTED% of the salary for the full 
duration of employment and administration fee of REDACTED% of 
costs evidenced by invoices and receipts. The offer did not state 
which positions they were offering staff for.  

 
 REDACTIONS HAVE BEEN MADE TO RATES QUOTED BY 
 COMPANY B AND C DUE TO A SOLUTION NOT YET BEING 
 FOUND FOR NON-PWD WORKERS AND POTENTIAL FOR 
 FUTURE TENDERING PROCESSES TO BE UNDERTAKEN AT A 
 LATER DATE.  COMPANY A HAS NOT BEEN REDACTED, IN 
 LINE  WITH FIG’S POLICY TO PUBLISH SUCCESSFUL TENDER 
 INFORMATION. 
 
4.6 It was noted by the working group that it was unlikely that one provider would 

be able to meet the needs of all government departments. 
 
Alternative suppliers 
 

4.7 DPW was also passed on the contact details of two Chilean based agencies who 
had expressed an interest to MLA Summers.  Both agencies were contacted and 
provided with the same information as the local companies. Both came back 
with a series of questions which were answered by the group. The companies 
have been chased for further responses but neither has submitted a proposal at 
the time of writing this paper.  
 

4.8 The two Chilean agencies are the only parties outside the islands that were 
contacted by the group.  

 
Accommodation 

 
4.9 The main issue raised by potential providers is accommodation. Some have 

stated that they will be able to provide accommodation and that the provision 
will be included in the rates. However others have stated that they would require 
FIG to provide accommodation.  
 

4.10 The working group looked at the availability of accommodation but found it 
difficult to identify anything suitable. There are currently no spare FIG houses 
available, there are no available mobile homes and private rentals are currently 
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not available or demanded extremely high rentals which, added to the agency 
cost, would make it not viable.  

 
4.11 Lookout lodge confirmed that they may be able to offer accommodation but it 

will be based on availability and could not guarantee availability until a booking 
was confirmed. They are starting the process of renovation and the total number 
of units available will be reduced to 14. 

 
4.12 Alternative workers camps were also considered. The snoozebox facility would 

not be available before March at the earliest and indications were that it would 
not be available then. One local company expressed interest in providing 
another similar facility but the concept is in the early stages and would not be 
available this season. Although there are a number of approved planning 
applications there are no plans within the private sector for other worker camp 
facilities at this time.  

 
5.0 Financial Implications 
 
5.1 The replies that have been received provide varied amounts of detail in 
 relation to the financial implications. However the main points raised by all 
 are as follows:- 
 

• Rates are likely to be as per FIG salary grades plus a percentage fee 
• There are likely to be one off payment requirements to secure agency staff 
• Some will require both percentage fee and a one off payment 

 
5.2 It is anticipated that if the use of agency staff is approved then departments 
 would manage the costs within their existing budgets. Individual departments 
 would submit virement requests for unused salary votes into a vote for 
 agency/contract workers.  
 
5.3 The use of salaries to fund the employment of agency staff may have an 
 impact on department’s abilities to achieve the salary savings targets set 
 during the budget process. If salary savings could not be met then other budget 
 savings would have to be identified by the relevant department.  
 
6.0 Legal Implications 
 
6.1 Compliance with the Immigration Ordinance and the relevant corresponding 
 policy will have to be ensured including where applicable, the requirement for 
 agency workers to obtain a further FIG employment work permit. Departments 
 will need to be able to demonstrate that they have taken appropriate steps to 
 try and employ local labour before employing agency staff.  
 
6.2 There will also be a need for involvement from Law & Regulation Department 
 in the review and approval of contracts with the supply companies.  
 
6.3 DPW will have to demonstrate adequate procurement and value for Money or 
 obtain a dispensation from the Treasury in accordance with Financial Instructions. 
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7.0 Human Resources Implications 
 
7.1 It is assumed that there will be no HR implications for the following reasons:- 
 

• It is assumed that the contracts will be set up with the provider who 
will then provide invoices for payment and therefore there will be no 
impact on payroll. 

• Contracts will be bespoke and therefore be dealt with by the 
departments and the law & regulation department and therefore no 
employment contracts required from HR. 
 

• No FIG housing has been identified as being suitable or available and 
therefore there would be no housing issue to be managed by HR. 
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