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This document 

How to read 

This report has several levels of reading depending on the role or perspective of the reader as 

explained in the reading guide pictured in Figure 1. Sections have active headings in the form of 

key findings to make it easier for the reader to identify areas of interest. 

Figure 1. How to read guide 
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Glossary 

Term Definition 

BAU Business As Usual 

BRD Better Regulation Division 

CRP Commerce Regulation Program 

CRP Joint Field Practice 
Reference Group 

(previously known as 
Vocational Group) 

The CRP Joint Field Practice Reference Group has been formed to support 
the communication and understanding of the Commerce Regulation model and 
achieve the Commerce Regulation Program. It provides a reference point for 
addressing existing identified issues with the opportunity for timely input, and 
a forum for newly identified issues. 

Customer Service Centre Customer Service Center (CSC) is the central point of contact in SIRA and 
SafeWork NSW to answer public enquiries. 

FuelCheck FuelCheck is an online tool providing consumers with real-time fuel price 
information covering every service station across NSW. Services stations have 
a legal obligation to be registered on FuelCheck and to ensure the prices 
displayed on the petrol price signboard matches the price on the fuel pump and 
what is shown on FuelCheck. 

GLS NSW Government Licensing System 

Manifest A manifest is a written summary of specific types of hazardous chemicals with 
physicochemical hazards and acute toxicity that are used, handled or stored at 
a workplace. It contains more detailed information than a register of hazardous 
chemicals as its primary purpose is to provide the emergency services 
organisations with information on the quantity, classification and location of 
hazardous chemicals at the workplace. It also contains information such as site 
plans and emergency contact details. 

Service stations are required to have a manifest if they store above manifest 
quantities of fuel and LPG. For example if they store more than 2,500L of petrol 
they will need a manifest. 

PCBU A 'person conducting a business or undertaking' (PCBU) is a legal term under 
WHS laws for individuals, businesses or organisations that are conducting 
business. A person who performs work for a PCBU is considered a worker. 

WHS Work, Health and Safety 

WSMS WSMS stands for Workplace Services Management System and is used by 
SafeWork NSW and it’s inspectors to record interactions between PCBU’s / 
employers and SafeWork.  
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Executive summary 

The Regional and Remote Service Stations project 

Between December 2016 and end of June 2017, SafeWork inspectors visited 201 service stations 

in regional and remote New South Wales to build their capability to comply with Work, Health and 

Safety (WHS) requirements. The project was initiated by the SafeWork Ballina office in early 2016, 

which identified some recurrent compliance issues among small independent service stations. It 

then became a collaborative regulatory services project under the Commerce Regulation Program 

(CRP) with the inclusion of a Fair Trading component. As part of the audit visits conducted for this 

project, SafeWork inspectors collected information on behalf of Fair Trading about price signage 

requirements and registration on FuelCheck. 

The evaluation 

The purpose of the evaluation was twofold:  

• assessing the effectiveness of the project with regard to its specific objectives around 
improving businesses compliance 

• assessing the effectiveness of CRP operating model for collaborative regulatory projects. 
The findings from the evaluation should help improve the project turning into Business As 
Usual, and inform the design of future collaborative projects. 

The evaluation relied on a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods. Interviews were the core 

methods to unpack participants’ experience of the project. A total of 40 individuals were 

interviewed as part of the evaluation data collection phase: 16 businesses, 13 SafeWork 

inspectors, 10 internal project stakeholders and one external project stakeholder. Quantitative 

analysis of project data – in particular from Workplace Services Management System (WSMS), the 

SafeWork customer relationships management database, data extracted on 17 July 2017 – 

provided critical evidence about compliance issues encountered and the direct impact of the 

project on businesses capability in this regard. 

The evaluation team was able to implement the methods as intended. The number of interviews 

conducted is deemed appropriate to identify key themes in the experience of project’s participants. 

With regard to the project data, the scope and quality of the data is considered as good to very 

good overall. All visits were captured into WSMS including responses to selected project 

questions, and some checks and data cleaning were conducted to further improve the quality of 

the data. 
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Key findings 

Businesses visited were an appropriate target with regard to their compliance needs 

and limited prior contact with regulators 

Internal project stakeholders were generally satisfied with the process that informed the design of 

the project. The initial stage of the project involved some consultation with internal and external 

stakeholders, in particular around the design of the audit tool. A few stakeholders pointed out that 

consultation could have started earlier, which seems to be related to the initial status of the project 

as a local harm prevention project. 

The service station industry peak body welcomed the proactive approach of the project promoting 

compliance in the industry instead of responding to a particular incident, and indicated that other 

jurisdictions showed some interest in the project and material developed. 

The project targeted small independent service stations that were identified as an appropriate 

target because of their limited capability to comply. While inspectors recognised that some service 

stations visited didn’t meet this criteria, most of them (82%) were actually small businesses. This 

demonstrates the effectiveness of the process used to identify sites, which relied on a combination 

of Fair Trading Fuel Check list, SafeWork notification data and an inspector’s local knowledge. The 

level of compliance observed by inspectors among visited service stations confirmed that small 

service stations were less likely to have appropriate documentation, processes and systems in 

place than larger ones. Inspectors reported that small independent businesses were more likely to 

struggle with compliance requirements compared to businesses belonging to a franchise like 

Caltex where they can rely on the network’s support for the service of pumps or air compressors. 

Inspectors reported that they were not able to cover all service stations in their area. Many internal 

project stakeholders suggested turning the project into Business As Usual to allow for inspectors to 

progressively cover all service stations in regional and remote locations.  

The whole site approach used for this project was considered appropriate for this particular target 

group that has limited contact with regulators. Instead of focusing on particular compliance areas, 

the inspector’s audit tool covered all WHS aspects across a service station site. The Fair Trading 

checklist was added following the same logic across different regulators – however 9 visits 

conducted at the beginning of the project didn’t include the Fair Trading checklist. 

The project was successfully implemented, exceeding the target number of visits 

and providing a good practice audit tool 

SafeWork inspectors visited 201 businesses as part of the project within the timeframe, one third 

more than the initial target of 150 visits by the end of June 2017. This represents 20 per cent of the 

total number of service stations in regional and remote New South Wales (986). Inspectors 

indicated that the visits took around two hours, ranging from 1.5 hours up to 3 hours for the service 

stations that had limited systems in place. 
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Most internal project stakeholders were very positive about the way the project was implemented, 

with the BRD Collaboration Award coming as a final recognition. Inspectors also reported a very 

positive experience of the project. They were particularly positive with the inspector’s audit tool 

developed for the project and that was handed over to the business prior to the audit visit. Despite 

identifying some room for streamlining, inspectors welcomed the visuals and level of details 

included in the audit tool. Inspectors also felt that the approach taken to arrange the visit with a 

preliminary contact made with the business was appropriate considering the long driving distances 

required, but also to build a rapport with the business. Most inspectors reported that they would like 

using a similar approach in future projects.  

The project directly improved businesses’ compliance through notices issued and 

has the potential to generate further improvement through improved awareness  

Most businesses interviewed described their experience of the visit received as positive; they felt 

that the advice provided was useful, the timing of the visit well managed, and the approach 

collaborative. 

Through these visits, the project generated new intelligence for both regulators, SafeWork and Fair 

Trading, about businesses that had rarely or never been visited before. The data collected shows 

that service stations in regional and remote New South Wales have a low level of compliance with 

regard to the manifest and the emergency plan; however most service stations visited were well 

equipped and trained around fire-fighting equipment and first aid. The information collected through 

the Fair Trading checklist showed that the majority of businesses were already compliant with 

regard to price signage requirements and FuelCheck. Only 32 out of 192 businesses (16%) where 

the Fair Trading checklist was collected were referred for further inquiries. 

Compared to previous SafeWork project in the same industry, businesses visited as part of the 

Regional and Remote Service Stations project had a lower level of compliance than businesses 

visited through the LPG decanting project across NSW in 2012-2013 with regard to the manifest 

(42% compared to 63% for the 2012-13 LPG project) and the emergency plan (47% compared to 

82%). However, service stations visited as part of this project had a higher level of compliance 

when it comes to the fire-fighting equipment (87% compared to 77%) and first aid (90% compared 

to 84%). This is in line with some comments made by an inspector that businesses visited tend to 

have the right equipment in place, however are lagging behind in terms of documentation, 

processes and training. 

A total of 207 notices were issued by SafeWork inspectors as part of this project. In line with other 

SafeWork projects conducted in the service station industry in previous years, the most frequent 

types of notices relate to hazardous chemicals (60%). Through the notices issued, the project had 

a direct impact on 54 businesses (27% of businesses visited) that had already fully (40) or partially 

complied (14) to notices issued; a further 12 businesses had notices issued but had not complied 

by the date of data extraction. Adding to that warning letters issued by Fair Trading that also 

requires mandatory action, the project directly improved compliance for a total of 76 businesses. 

Beyond immediate corrective actions, the project improved businesses’ awareness on safety 

issues. Most of the businesses interviewed reported that their level of confidence in meeting WHS 
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requirements has improved as a result of the visit. Businesses most frequently referred to their site 

plans and other key files to keep handy. The main limitation in improving compliance for these 

kinds of businesses are the costs associated with the compliance requirements. Despite being 

eligible for the small business rebate, businesses sometimes felt it was very little (up to $500) 

compared to the costs incurred. A couple of internal project stakeholders also flagged that the high 

turnover in the industry also limited the impact of such actions in generating sustained compliance.  

The collaborative component of the project was limited to the Fair Trading checklist 

with the main benefit being the efficient use of resources across regulators 

Inspectors and internal project stakeholders were generally positive about the collaborative 

component of the project. It mainly took the form of the Fair Trading checklist collected by 

SafeWork inspectors on behalf of Fair Trading. SafeWork inspectors felt it was quite 

straightforward and not onerous. A few inspectors were less comfortable with the lack of clarity 

around the implications about what was happening with the data and the lack of authority to act on 

potential breaches. 

Most internal project stakeholders didn’t feel that more could have been done in terms of 

collaboration. Some joint visits were trialled in the initial stage of the project, but were not 

considered appropriate considering the limited extent of the collaborative component. 

The main benefit identified from the collaboration is around the efficient use of resources across 

regulators, with Fair Trading in particular benefitting from “another set of eyes” through SafeWork 

inspectors. Some inspectors also identified benefits for themselves in terms of the knowledge they 

developed in another regulatory space (Fair Trading), but also job security. Internal project 

stakeholders who were exposed to more collaborative activities such as fortnightly project 

meetings reported some key benefits around the knowledge and understanding of the other 

agencies gained from working together. Some early evidence of positive flow-on effect was 

provided with stakeholders being willing to engage in collaborative activities following this positive 

experience. 

However, the project didn’t seem to make a clear difference for businesses in terms of customer 

experience. Only half of the businesses interviewed were aware that the visits involved 

components from two regulatory agencies. In terms of reducing the number of contacts with 

regulatory agencies, most businesses confirmed that they haven’t had much contact in the past.  

Some opportunities were identified for future collaborative projects with other regulators such as 

the EPA. While inspectors were generally supportive of including collaborative components in their 

visits, they were mindful of the requirements and implications in terms of expertise required, 

authority and impact on resources. 

Recommendations 

The evaluation generated two types of recommendations: firstly areas for improvement for the 

current project being turned into Business As Usual, and secondly recommendations for future 

collaborative regulatory projects. Detailed recommendations are provided at the end of the report. 
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Key areas for improvement in the current project relate to  

• streamlining the audit tool 

• ensuring continuous feedback to SafeWork inspectors about how the data they collected for 
Fair Trading is being used for each business visited. 

Key recommendations for future collaborative regulatory projects include:  

• early consultation and data analysis to inform the design of the project, in particular the 
industry to target 

• appropriate consideration for balancing the contribution by the respective partner agencies 
across the different collaborative projects 

• a project management checklist detailing key steps to follow, stakeholders to consult and 
documentation to produce at each stage 

• sufficient training of inspectors (preferably face-to-face) about the collaborative component 
before implementation starts 

• improving WSMS data protocols to facilitate evaluation and research analysis.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The Regional and Remote Service Stations project 

The Regional and Remote Services project is a project lead by SafeWork as part of the Commerce 

Regulation Program (CRP). The project was delivered between December 2016 and end of June 

2017. Over this period a total of 201 audit visits were conducted by SafeWork inspectors in 

regional and remote New South Wales. As part of those visits, SafeWork inspectors collected data 

on behalf of Fair Trading about fuel pricing and octane signage. 

1.1.1 Project design 

The project targeted small independently owned service stations operating in regional and remote 

New South Wales. This industry was initially identified by the SafeWork Regional North team as an 

appropriate target because of significant non-compliance issues with work, health and safety 

(WHS) requirements, particularly relating to hazardous chemical storage, handling and use, 

manifests, emergency plans and workers compensation. Compared to their metro counterparts, 

regional and remote service stations were also less likely to have received a visit by a SafeWork 

inspector in the past. 

The Fair Trading component was added to the project design when it was identified as an 

appropriate candidate for synergies between regulators under CRP.  

1.1.2 Project objectives 

The objectives of the project as identified in the CRP project plan are to 

• support the Commerce Regulation Program objectives to make it easier for NSW businesses 

to comply and maintain workplace and consumer protections through: 

○ collaborative regulatory activities that are customer-focused 

○ Increased opportunities to share knowledge and expertise between government 

regulatory agencies 

• build the capability of small independently owned Service Stations operating in regional and 

remote NSW, to comply with the various regulations, as it applies to: 

○ storage, handling and use of hazardous chemicals  

○ emergency preparedness  

○ workers compensation insurance 

○ fuel pricing and octane rating displays. 
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1.1.3 Program logic 

The program logic below (Figure 2) outlines the overall rationale of the project. 

A program logic is a core evaluation tool, which is essentially a one-page diagram that represents 

the ideal sequence of outcomes a program intends to achieve. It is a tool used to: 

• clarify and communicate the rationale of a project and its intended outcomes 

• make causal assumptions explicit 

• provide a framework for monitoring and evaluation activities. 

This type of program logic uses an ‘outcomes hierarchy’ approach that works from bottom to top, 

showing the initial policy issues or opportunities that triggered the project, the key inputs to the 

project, the project activities used to generate a series of immediate outcomes, which in turn 

generate intermediate outcomes, which ultimately contribute to long term outcomes which are 

CRP’s overarching goals. 

The following program logic outlines the sequence of outcomes expected to happen through this 

collaborative project:  

• developing new inspection material incorporating this collaborative aspect  

• generating new intelligence about the sector 

• improving service stations’ compliance, preparedness for emergency and customer 
experience of government interactions by these businesses. 
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Figure 2. Program logic 
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Regional/ remote service stations have
• low level of capability to self-manage compliance to WHS requirements
• broad range of compliance requirements to meet from different regulators
• low frequency of interaction with regulatory agencies.

CRP staff SW staff FT staff

Make it easier to do and stay in business in NSW and improve the customer experience of those 
who deal with regulating agencies while improving community protections.

SW develops project material 
including for inter-agency 

processes 

Key external stakeholders 
are consulted to inform the 

design of the projectPartner agencies identify synergies and develop joint processes

SW inspectors conduct site 
visits, assess adequacy of 

WHS controls (SW BAU) and 
collect additional data for FT

SW inspectors organise 
follow-up to check on actions 

taken by businesses on 
compliance issues identified

FT takes follow-up actions for 
non-compliant businesses

FT uses the data collected by 
SW to verify compliance on 

fuel and octane signage

CRP provides appropriate project management support for effective and timely delivery

SIRA staff

Businesses are more aware 
of compliance requirements

Businesses have improved 
perception and experience of 

government regulatory 
function

Additional knowledge about 
compliance issues is created 
and shared betw. agencies

Regulatory processes are 
streamlined across partner 

agencies

Individual agencies improve 
their capability to meet their 

regulatory missions

Regional/ remote service 
stations have higher level of 

WHS compliance

Regional/ remote service 
stations have improved 

capability to self-manage 
compliance

Agencies recognise the 
benefit of collaboration

Collaboration is continued 
beyond the project

Further opportunities for 
collaborative work and 
synergies are identified

Less incidents occur in 
regional/ remote service 

stations

Regional/ remote service 
stations are more compliant 

around fuel and octane 
signage

Regional/ remote local 
communities benefit from 

improved consumer 
information and protection Regional/ remote service 

stations are better prepared 
for emergencies
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1.2 The evaluation 

1.2.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the evaluation is two-fold: 

• assess the effectiveness of the project in achieving its specific objectives in relation to 

improving compliance and building the Work, Health and Safety capability of small 

independently owned service stations operating in regional and remote NSW. 

• assess the effectiveness of the Commerce Regulation Program operating model for 

collaborative regulatory projects. 

The scope of the evaluation is made of the 201 visits conducted as part of the project between 

December 2016 and end of June 2017. 

The intended use of the evaluation is to: 

• identify opportunities to turn the project into Business As Usual, while identifying areas for 

improvement in the design and the way the project is being delivered; 

• inform the design of future collaborative projects under the CRP model; 

• generate insights into the regional and remote service stations – which could be used to 

inform future SafeWork inspection efforts in this industry, as well as future CRP projects 

targeting service stations and expanding the scope of regulatory agencies involved. 

1.2.2 Key evaluation questions 

The evaluation answers 16 key evaluation questions across 4 evaluation area as identified in the 

evaluation plan (Table 1). 

Table 1. Key evaluation questions 

Evaluation area Key evaluation questions 
Section in the report 
where to find the 
answer 

Appropriateness of the 

project design 

1. To what extent does the project target 
important compliance issues in a critical 
industry? 

2.2.4 

2. To what extent does the project target an 
area with some potential for synergies 
between regulatory agencies? 

2.1.5 

3. How well did the development phase of the 
project allow for identifying the right industry/ 
compliance and synergy areas to focus on? 

2.1 
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Evaluation area Key evaluation questions 
Section in the report 
where to find the 
answer 

4. How appropriate was the sites’ selection 
process with regard to the project 
objectives? 

2.2.2 and 2.2.3 

Quality of implementation 5. Was the project implemented as intended? 3.1 

Effectiveness of the project 6. How was the experience of visited service 
stations? 

4.1 

7. To what extent did the project contribute to 
increased knowledge of partner agencies on 
the level of compliance (or lack of) among 
small independently owned service stations? 

4.2 

8. What impact did the project have on 
compliance of visited service stations? 

4.3.1 

9. To what extent did the project improve how 
prepared these service stations are for 
emergency situations? 

4.3.2 

10. What impact (if any) did the project have on 
local communities? 

3.1.2 

Effectiveness of the CRP 

operating model for 

collaborative regulatory 

services 

11. How was the experience of participating 
agencies (internal stakeholders)? 

5.1.1 

12. What was the impact of the project on 
participating agencies’ resources? 

5.1.2 

13. What benefits did the CRP process generate 
for participating agencies compared to 
Business As Usual (BAU)? 

5.2 

14. What were the benefits of the additional data 
being collected and shared across partner 
agencies? 

4.2 

15. To what extent did the project improve 
collaboration between partner agencies? 

5.2.1 

16. How successful was the project in 
generating synergies between participating 
agencies? 

5.2.1 

 

1.2.3 Evaluation methods 

The evaluation design includes a process and an outcome evaluation component as reflected in 

the purpose of the evaluation and the key evaluation questions. The process evaluation assessed 

how well the project was implemented, with a particular focus on the inspectors’ and businesses’ 

experience. The outcomes considered by the evaluation are around the impact on the level of 

compliance among visited businesses and the impact of the collaborative component on inspectors 

and internal project stakeholders as well as on the businesses’ customer experience. 
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The evaluation relied on a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods. Interviews were the core 

methods to unpack the experience of businesses, inspectors and key project stakeholders. 

Analysis of project data from Workplace Services Management System (WSMS), the SafeWork 

customer relationships management database, and Fair Trading data provided critical evidence 

about compliance issues encountered and the direct impact of the project on businesses’ capability 

in this regard. 

a) Document review 

The evaluation considered key project documentation, firstly to develop a sound understanding of 

the project, and secondly to assess the appropriateness of the project design. Key project 

documents reviewed included: 

• Prioritisation tool used to identify appropriate collaborative projects 

• Evaluations of pilot projects 

• Inspectors’ resources: audit tool that includes the Fair Trading checklist, inspector briefing 
presentation 

• Project reports from previous projects: 2009 Service Station Verification program, 2012-2013 
LPG decanting project and 2015 Expired sites project 

• Media coverage reports. 

b) Site visit observation 

The CRP Evaluation manager conducted a site visit observation on 9 May 2017 in the Merimbula 

region with a SafeWork inspector from the Bega office. On the day, two visits were conducted in 

Bombala and some initial contacts were made with other service stations in nearby towns for future 

visits. 

The site visit observation helped to develop a practical understanding of what the visits – which are 

the core component of the project – involved; the time it took, the different steps followed, and the 

type of experience it would represent for the business and the inspector. 

c) Interviews 

Qualitative data from interviews provide evidence about the types of experience. Contrary to 

quantitative data, it is not possible to assess the extent of the feedback from qualitative data – 

frequencies are only indicative – qualitative data explores the depth of the evidence available. 

A target of 53 interviews was initially anticipated with 30 business interviews, which however 

depended on the number of consent forms collected from visited businesses. A total of 40 

interviews were conducted in the end including 16 interviews with businesses out of 26 consent 

forms received – the difference is explained by the usual drop-out in this case mainly due to 

difficulty to make contact and arrange an appropriate time. However more interviews than initially 

planned were conducted with inspectors (13 against an initial target of 10) and internal project 

stakeholders (10 against 9). Internal project stakeholders included members of the project team as 

well as key internal informants to the project design, as well as staff from the Customer Service 
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Centre. With regard to external project stakeholders, the initial target of 4 was over-estimated as 

less external stakeholders were ultimately considered in a position to have enough involvement in 

the project to be able to provide feedback (Table 2). Interviews were arranged internally between 9 

June and 4 July 2017. They were mostly conducted over the phone and took between 20 minutes 

for businesses and 1 hour up to 1.5 hour with internal project stakeholders. 

Table 2. Number of interviews, by type of stakeholder 

Stakeholder type 
Target number of 
interviews (evaluation 
plan) 

Contacts provided Interviews conducted 

Businesses 30 26 16 

Inspectors 10 31 13 

Internal stakeholders 9 11 10 

External stakeholders 4 1 1 

Total 53 69 40 

 

Interviews notes were then entered into an Access database to be able to extract the data 

collected question by question. The qualitative data was coded to identify key themes by order of 

frequency. For closed questions, the distribution of responses is reported as raw numbers, e.g. 6 

inspectors out of 13 agreed on that, and not percentages because of the small number of 

respondents. 

The analysis is reported in respective sections of the report to answer the key evaluation 

questions. Because of the focus on participant’s experience, it was deemed appropriate to include 

a number of quotes to illustrate how participants report their experience in their own words. 

d) Analysis of project data 

Project data was mainly generated from WSMS. In addition, data was collected separately from 

Fair Trading about the particular actions and outcomes related to the Fair Trading checklist, and 

some data about business applications to small business rebates. 

The extraction and cleaning of the WSMS data was coordinated by the project team regulatory 

officer. For the purpose of the evaluation, a data request was submitted to the Systems and 

Process Improvement (SPI) team. The data provided was de-identified, i.e. didn’t include any 

business or individual names. The data extract provided included the following tabs: 

• Action types 

• Project questions, i.e. 9 questions from the inspectors audit tool that had been entered into 
WSMS 

• Agreed actions from inspectors’ reports 

• Notices. 
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Some initial data cleaning was conducted. The Regulatory Project Officer requested officers to 

review their categorisation of businesses by size against some standard definitions (Table 3). 

Some verification was also done in relation to the use of the Not Applicable (N/A) response option 

for project questions, which appear to not always be appropriate. 

Table 3. Business size categories definition 

Business size category Definition 

Small Business with less than 20 employees 

Medium Business with between 20 and 100 employees 

Large Business with over 100 employees 

Network Business owned and run by the network itself, e.g. Caltex, Coles 

Franchise Business under a network banner but owned by an individual. Also known as 
Dealer Owned Dealer Operated (DODO). 

 

When it came to the data analysis, a key limitation was the absence of a unique identifier to link the 

various data tables. For the purpose of the evaluation, the business (or audit visit) was considered 

as the most appropriate unit of analysis. However WSMS doesn’t include a de-identified unique 

identifier that would facilitate any data analysis. The Action Reference Number was considered as 

the most appropriate field to use as unique identifier; however, there can be several types of 

actions, not only the audit visit (Verification field) – other types of actions include: file note, follow-

up visit, etc. So, the Regulatory Project Officer had to link any other types of actions to the 

reference Verification field, i.e. related audit visit, to be able to have a view by business/ audit visit. 

Similarly the data provided by Fair Trading and the Rebates team was linked to an Action 

Reference Number by the Regulatory Project Officer so that the dataset didn’t include the business 

name. 

1.3 Confidence in the findings 

The evaluation team was able to implement the methods largely as intended. We are confident that 

the data collected provides a sound basis for the evaluation to draw robust conclusions about the 

project.  

The number of interviews conducted is deemed appropriate to identify key themes in the 

experience of the project’s participants. 

With regard to the project data, the scope and quality of the data is considered good to very good 

overall. All visits were captured in WSMS including businesses responses to selected project 

questions. It is believed that this is not always the case: for example for the 2012-2013 LPG 

decanting project less than half of the audit visits had their audit tool returned and entered into 

WSMS (131 out of 268 visits). In terms of data quality, some checks and additional data cleaning 

were conducted with the critical support of the Regulatory Project Officer, reinforcing the 

confidence in the quality of the data.  
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The only limitation is that individual responses to project question 11 was not provided. This 

question captured the level of willingness and ability of the business visited as perceived by the 

inspector. The reason why this data was not provided by the SPI team is that it was based on the 

inspector judgement and considered as not necessarily factual. However, this data would have 

been particularly useful for research purposes (as opposed to compliance, investigation or 

enforcement purposes). In particular this would have helped testing the following hypothesis 

through robust statistical analysis: businesses qualified as willing and able are more likely to have 

received more agreed actions than notices compared to others. This would have helped confirm 

the approach taken by inspectors, and potentially support the development of training or tools to 

promote a consistent approach if appropriate. 

Beyond the project data, the evaluation didn’t consider incident data in the service station industry. 

This data, which was used in previous reports about SafeWork projects, comes with limitations: 

firstly it covers the whole industry without a breakdown by metro and regional/ remote areas, and 

secondly the low numbers of incidents make it difficult to identify trends. However, this is always a 

useful context indicator that we recommend to include as background information in future similar 

evaluations. 

Finally, no evidence was collected on the impact of the project on the local communities, beyond 

the media coverage in regional newspapers.  
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2. Appropriateness of the project design 

This chapter examines the design of the project, assessing the quality of the process that lead to 

designing the project in the initial stage, and the appropriateness of the resulting project design 

itself. In particular, it assesses to what extent the targeted industry – small independent service 

stations – is appropriate with regard to the project objectives in terms of industry compliance, 

collaboration and customer experience. 

This chapter answers the following evaluation questions: 

• How well did the development phase of the project allow for identifying the right industry/ 
compliance and synergy areas to focus on? 

• To what extent does the project target important compliance issues in a critical industry? 

• To what extent does the project target an area with some potential for synergies between 
regulatory agencies? 

• How appropriate was the sites’ selection process with regard to the project objectives? 

2.1 The design of the project benefited from local knowledge and 

consultation with external stakeholders 

All internal project stakeholders felt that independent service stations in regional and remote NSW 

were an appropriate target with regard to the project objectives around compliance. It was also 

considered an appropriate target with regard to the collaborative aspect, but to a lesser extent, the 

Fair Trading component being quite limited. A few stakeholders pointed out that the development 

phase of the project could have benefited from earlier and broader stakeholder consultation as well 

as more in-depth analysis of industry data.  

2.1.1 The project was initiated from SafeWork Ballina regional office before 

becoming a CRP project 

The Regional and Remote Service Stations project originated as a local harm prevention project 

before becoming a CRP project, which had some substantial implications in particular on the 

project management. As one internal project stakeholder put it, the status of the project shifted 

dramatically: 

In our parlance, it jumped from the lowest level on the totem to the highest level on the 

totem, it jumped three of our levels: we have local harm prevention projects, then we have 

state-wide harm prevention projects, then we have high consequence low frequency, then 

above that focus on industry projects and top of the scale commerce regulation projects. It 

jumps from bottom to the top. [Internal project stakeholder] 

The project was initiated by the SafeWork Ballina office in early 2016, which identified some 

recurrent compliance issues among small independent service stations, in particular following a 



 

Regional and Remote Service Stations Project Evaluation Plan 23 

 
 
 

previous Notifications projects initiated under the SafeWork program High Consequence, Low 

Frequency. Audit visits of 8 small service stations had been conducted at this time as part of the 

Regional Harm Minimisation strategy. The evidence of these visits showed that the small 

independently owned service stations have significant non-compliance issues with WHS 

requirements, particularly relating to dangerous goods storage, handling and use, site safety plan, 

emergency plan and Workers’ Compensation. 

The project then became a Commerce Regulation project as it was identified as an appropriate 

candidate for a collaborative services project along with the Medium-Rise Construction and Tree 

Work projects. The Commerce Regulation Program (CRP) had commenced in February 2016 

based on the September 2015 DFSI Cabinet concept paper1 about establishing a Commerce 

regulator in New South Wales. The objective of the CRP is to deliver a new regulatory operating 

model that is easier for businesses to interact with government, reduces duplication and delivers 

high-quality regulatory services that protect communities, workplaces and consumers. The 2015 

Concept Paper identified as one of the expected outcomes for the foundational activities “the 

collaborative delivery of some regulatory functions”. To identify appropriate collaborative projects, a 

prioritisation process was used based on the following criteria: problem frequency, problem 

magnitude, customer reach, business experience, operational efficiencies and agency alignment.  

Once selected as a CRP collaborative services project, the requirements for the project 

management changed, in particular requiring broader consultation: 

When it started as a local harm prevention project, we didn’t need to go to major 

stakeholders, but as soon as it got spread state-wide, it was sensible to engage the state-

wide stakeholders, which is what happened. But there was already some communications 

with rural fire service. [Internal project stakeholder] 

Being selected as a CRP project was also perceived as a form of recognition for regional offices as 

one team member pointed out. 

2.1.2 Stakeholders were generally satisfied with the process that informed the 

design of the project and the level of consultation 

When asked about the process that lead to the design of the project, internal project stakeholders 

were generally satisfied with it.  

The initial stage of the project involved consultation with internal and external stakeholders to 

refine the design of the project. Key external stakeholders consulted with included NSW Rural Fire 

Service, Fire and Rescue NSW and Australasian Convenience and Petroleum Marketers 

Association (ACPMA), the service station industry peak body. The level of consultation was 

ultimately considered as appropriate. In particular, the industry peak body welcomed having the 

opportunity to comment on the inspectors’ audit tool. Feedback from the Field Practice Inspectors 

                                                
 
1 DFSI (2015) Establishing a Commerce Regulatory in NSW – Concept Paper, September 2015 
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Reference Group was also sought and incorporated in relation to authority for SafeWork inspectors 

to work on behalf of Fair Trading. 

However, a few internal project stakeholders suggested that it should have started earlier in the 

process – which seems to be related to the initial status of the project as a local harm prevention 

project. 

Stakeholders identified other areas for improvement in the design phase of the project:  

• Broader internal consultation and review of previous projects in the industry at an early stage 

• More in-depth analysis of baseline data (as available) to refine the targeting of the project. 

2.1.3 Inspectors and internal stakeholders reported a consistent understanding of 

the project objectives 

Inspectors as well as internal project stakeholders reported a consistent understanding of the 

project objectives. They identified the following key elements as constitutive of the project 

objectives: 

• Provide information and advice to service stations to build their capability and improve their 
ability to meet compliance requirements 

• Visit regional and remote businesses that have been rarely or never visited by regulators in 
the past 

• Act on behalf of two regulators 

Other secondary objectives reported by stakeholders included raising awareness of emergency 

services. 

Most inspectors and internal stakeholders didn’t feel that their understanding of the project 

objectives had changed over the course of the project. A few inspectors mentioned that the Fair 

Trading component wasn’t initially covered in the beginning of the project. 

Some internal project stakeholders specified that the objectives didn’t really change, but the 

approach was refined along the way – which is in line with good project management practice. 

Examples include refinement to the audit tool used by inspector during their visits and the issue of 

underground tanks being referred to the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA). 

2.1.4 The industry welcomed the proactive compliance approach taken by the 

project 

The industry peak body noted that this project took a proactive approach in promoting compliance 

in the industry instead of responding to a particular issue, and was very supportive of it: 

We do have an ageing infrastructure that was designed at compliance when it was first 

initiated, but the laws moved on and projects like this and particular results that are coming 

out are a very good way for people to go back and have a look. [External stakeholder] 
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An unintended positive outcome of this approach is that it raised interest in other jurisdictions as 

reported by the industry body: 

Interestingly a lot of the comments came from other States: how much of this applies to us? 

Which is interesting, because a lot of it does, but the regulators aren’t necessarily out there 

pursuing it. So, as feedback for you guys, you’re not only leading the charge, but you’re 

also having positive outcomes in other jurisdictions, which is quite nice to see. [External 

stakeholder] 

2.1.5 The whole site approach was considered appropriate for this particular 

target group 

The audit visits conducted as part of the project were designed following a whole-site approach: 

instead of focusing on particular compliance areas as it was the case in some previous SafeWork 

projects targeting the service station industry, the audit tool developed for this project covered all 

WHS aspects across a service station site. Previous projects targeted specific areas such as 

decanting of Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) in 2012-2013. In 2009, the Service Station 

Verification Program also covered a range of compliance aspects, however it only focused on the 

greater Sydney metropolitan area. Compliance aspects checked included dangerous goods, 

manual handling, slips, trips and falls, robbery and violence, and workers’ compensation and injury 

management. The whole site approach was considered appropriate to cover all compliance 

requirements at once to make the best use of regulators resources.  

The Fair Trading component was added following the same logic across different regulators. 

However, most inspectors and internal project stakeholders felt that the Fair Trading component 

was quite limited. One internal project stakeholder also nuanced it by the fact that it was mainly 

beneficial to Fair Trading. Another one felt that opportunities for synergies were higher with the 

EPA: 

There was probably a fairly limited cross-over with Fair Trading. Considering the work 

we’ve done around comprehensive guidance information about all the types of legal 

requirements a service station has to comply with, Fair Trading was a fairly small part of 

that. There was far more compliance requirements in the EPA compliance area than there 

was for Fair Trading. [Internal project stakeholder] 

2.2 Small independent service stations in regional and remote NSW 

are an appropriate priority target for compliance activities 

The project targeted small independent service stations in regional and remote NSW, which was 

considered appropriate by all inspectors and internal project stakeholders interviewed. The process 

used to identify appropriate sites allowed inspectors to mostly visit small service stations as initially 

intended. Inspectors relied on a combination of data from Fair Trading, GLS (NSW Government 

Licensing System), and their own local knowledge. The small service stations visited had a lower 

level of compliance compared to other ones, which confirmed that it was an appropriate target with 

regard to compliance needs. 
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2.2.1 All internal stakeholders felt that small independent service stations were an 

appropriate industry group to target 

Small independent service stations in regional and remote NSW were initially identified as an 

appropriate target because of the lower level of compliance observed in areas where risks 

associated are high (storage and handling of hazardous chemicals). The location and size of these 

service stations make them less likely to have appropriate awareness and knowledge. This was 

also reflected in the lack of formal processes and systems in place as highlighted by a SafeWork 

inspector: 

[There is a] perception that the small stakeholders out there are behind the ball in terms of 

processes, and systems in place compared to the big players like BP. [SafeWork inspector] 

Another factor is that local emergency services wouldn’t be able to provide the same level of 

professional and timely response when an incident occurs. Emergency services are mostly run by 

volunteers in regional and remote NSW. 

At the end of the project, all internal project stakeholders confirmed that small independent service 

stations were an appropriate target considering the project objectives. It was considered an 

appropriate target primarily with regard to compliance needs and the lack of prior coverage by the 

regulators.  

2.2.2 Inspectors identified the sites to visit based on a list provided by Fair 

Trading and their own knowledge of the local area 

Inspectors were initially provided with a list of service stations in their respective regions to select 

appropriate sites from. The list was pulled together based on a Fair Trading list of all service 

stations on FuelCheck across New South Wales. Inspectors were also able to use data GLS 

around notified hazardous chemicals with some filtering applied to remove the big players.  

Inspectors confirmed having used the list provided based on Fair Trading data as a starting point – 

which can be identified as an initial benefit from the collaborative approach. In addition, they used 

their local knowledge or “drove around” by areas “to pick sites that were out of the way” and may 

not be on the list. Some inspectors also reported having consulted internally to avoid visiting 

businesses that could have been visited recently. 

2.2.3 Most businesses visited were small independent service stations as initially 

intended 

Most of the businesses visited (82%) were small independent businesses. Some inspectors and 

internal stakeholders recognised that a few of the visited service stations were of a larger size, 

franchisees or belonging to a network, in particular towards the end of the project. This is 

confirmed by the data: 37 out of the 201 business visited didn’t belong to the small business 

category (Table 4).  
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Table 4. Businesses visited by size 

Business size category 
Businesses visited 

n % 

Small 164 82% 

Medium 24 12% 

Large 2 1% 

Network 7 3% 

Franchise 4 2% 

Total 201 100% 

 

One internal stakeholder explained that it is sometimes difficult to identify small independent 

service stations without going to the site, with the business owner itself sometimes being unclear: 

There was no way to identify that without going to the site. Didn’t always get the ones we 

were looking for, but very hard to sort it out without going to the site. A lot of the time the 

PCBU [Person Conducting a Business or Undertaking, i.e. business owner] themselves had 

limited knowledge of it, there may be a file there from Liberty fuel or someone like that, but 

they never actually opened it and knew what was in the file. [Internal project stakeholder] 

While being able to achieve or even exceed the number of target visits, some inspectors reported 

that there are many more small independent service stations that they were not able to cover, and 

advocated for the project to become Business As Usual. With 201 service stations visited, the 

project covered 20 per cent of the 986 service stations in regional and remote NSW according to 

the list of service stations in NSW generated from FuelCheck (Table 5). This is indicative of the 

remaining service stations not covered, although a number of them belong to a network or are 

franchise, therefore would reduce their needs in terms of compliance support. 

Table 5. Number of service stations in New South Wales, by remoteness 

Remoteness n % 

Metro 1,210 55% 

Regional 950 43% 

Remote 36 2% 

Total 2,196 100% 

2.2.4 Small service stations generally had lower level of compliance compared to 

other types of service stations 

With inspectors also visiting some larger service stations, it is possible to compare the level of 

compliance between the small service stations and the larger ones. In 6 out of the 8 questions from 

the audit tool recorded in WSMS, small service stations had a lower level of compliance compared 
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to larger ones. Small businesses had a higher level of compliance only with regard to training 

around the use of fire-fighting equipment and the number of first aiders (Table 6). The difference 

was more important with regard to the location of the safety manifest and having an emergency 

plan, both of those elements presenting substantial risks in case of an incident. 

 

Table 6. Level of compliance against some project questions, by business size category 

Audit tool question 

Small (n=164) Other business size 
categories (n=37) 

Yes % Yes % 

Does the PCBU have a compliant & up to date 
manifest? 

65 40% 19 51% 

Is the manifest located in a position agreed to by NSW 
Fire & Rescue? 

57 35% 28 76% 

Does the PCBU have a satisfactory (documented) 
Emergency Plan in place? 

69 42% 25 68% 

Would the PCBU be able to initiate that plan if an 
emergency occurred? 

91 55% 24 65% 

Does the PCBU have adequate & properly maintained 
fire-fighting equipment on site? 

135 82% 32 86% 

Are an adequate number of persons satisfactorily 
trained in the use of that fire-fighting equipment? 

119 73% 22 59% 

Does the PCBU have sufficient & properly maintained 
first aid equipment? 

145 88% 36 97% 

Does the PCBU have access to an adequate number 
of first aiders? 

124 76% 25 68% 

Note: Percentages reflects the number of businesses the compliance requirement was marked as met (True) in WSMS out of all 
businesses for whom a response was provided (True and False, excluding N/A) 
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3. Quality of implementation 

This chapter assesses the quality of the project delivered, in particular against the initial project 

plan, timeline and targets, but also according to inspectors based on their experience with other 

similar projects. It answers the following evaluation question: 

• Was the project implemented as intended? 

3.1 The project was successfully implemented, exceeding the number 

of target visits 

3.1.1 With 201 visits conducted, the project exceeded the initial target of visits by 

one third 

The implementation of the project kicked off with the inspector briefing held in December 2016 and 

with an initial target of 150 visits by the end of June 2017. The project was completed at the end of 

June 2017 with a total of 201 visits being conducted, over a third more than the initial target, which 

shows the commitment of inspectors to the success of the project. One internal project 

stakeholders mentioned that the timing of the project may have contributed to that, with the 

restructure that occurred in SafeWork at that time bringing additional resources to the visits in local 

offices: some district coordinators became inspectors and had the opportunity to conduct a number 

of visits. 

Two thirds of the visits were conducted in the Regional South Division. Most offices in both regions 

either reached their targets or exceeded it. Two offices made a key contribution to the project: the 

Bega office and the Ballina office from where the project originated (Table 7). 
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Table 7. Visits completed against initial target, by region 

Region 
Target Visits completed % of visits 

completed 

RSD North 58 69 34% 

Ballina 12 23 11% 

Coffs Harbour 12 14 7% 

Narrabri 11 11 5% 

Port Macquarie 12 9 4% 

Tamworth 11 12 6% 

RSD South 92 132 66% 

Albury 12 18 9% 

Bega 11 38 19% 

Dubbo 12 10 5% 

Goulburn 12 16 8% 

Griffith 11 9 4% 

Nowra 12 19 9% 

Orange 11 11 5% 

Wagga Wagga 11 11 5% 

Total 150 201 100% 

 

Most internal project stakeholders were very positive about the way the project had been delivered. 

The BRD Collaboration Award came as a final recognition of all the efforts put in by the project 

team and the inspectors. 

The project team had phone meetings every two weeks over the course of the project with the 

support of the Commerce Regulation staff and resources. Although the overall project was 

delivered in line with the initial timeline, one internal project stakeholder felt that future similar 

projects could benefit from clearly identifying the different steps, documents and persons to consult 

with over the course of the project. Such a project audit tool would be beneficial to staff members 

who are less familiar with this kind of project management approach. 

3.1.2 The industry and local communities were informed about the project 

through targeted communication activities 

The project primarily relied on existing networks to promote the project. In particular, the project 

benefited from SafeWork’s good relationship with the industry peak body, Australasian 

Convenience and Petroleum Marketers Association (ACAPMA). The association used their 

communication channels to provide information about the project to their members and even 

beyond. These channels include an industry news website and a weekly newsletter (8,000 

subscribers and 14,000 on the safety alert). Providing early information and resources to the 
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industry, in particular the inspector’s audit tool, was identified as a way to improve the customer 

experience by alleviating the general fear that comes with a visit from a regulator: 

Any time we get advanced notice of a project such as this and the ability to communicate it 

out to members, we do calm that fear factor that members would feel with an inspector 

turning up [External stakeholder]. 

In addition to that, there was some communication through regional press and online media to 

bring awareness of the project to the local communities in regional and remote New South Wales 

(Table 8). However no evidence was collected on the impact of the project on the local 

communities. 

Table 8. Overview of media activities about the project 

Date Channel Media Location Audience 

06-Mar-17 Online Safetyculture.com.au   

07-Mar-17 Press Illawarra Mercury Wollongong 11,703 

24-Mar-17 Online Great Lakes Advocate Taree and Foster  

27-Mar-17 Radio Max FM 12.00 News  Taree and Foster  

29-Mar-17 Press Great Lakes Advocate Forster 3,706 

03-Apr-17 Press WIN Wagga, Win News  Wagga  

3.2 Inspectors were very positive about the audit tool and the 

approach followed for the visits 

Inspectors reported overall a very positive experience of the project. They were particularly positive 

about the audit tool developed for the project that was handed over to the business prior to the 

audit visit. 

3.2.1 The audit tool developed for the project was identified as a best practice 

example 

When asked about the one thing they would not change in the design of the project, most 

inspectors referred to the audit tool. In particular, they welcomed the visuals and level of details. 

Some inspectors reported that they would continue using it to visit service stations beyond the 

project. Positive comments about the tools included: 

Was probably one of the best practice examples in the past. [SafeWork inspector] 

Learn best with pictures [SafeWork inspector] 

Benefits really came from the thoroughness of the information [SafeWork inspector] 
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Some inspectors felt that the tool was too long and identified ways to streamline it, by identifying 

priority areas or clearly distinguishing what is required by the legislation and is enforceable from 

what relates to codes and standards and is good practice. 

Could have been shorter to some extent or more user-friendly by focusing on what is 

critical, instead of focusing on everything. Focus on the priorities, and if there was time, 

look at the colours of the dip points, some things that are a bit obsolete. Not saying that 

they shouldn’t be asked about that, but as a business, the more important things are the 

signage, the training, the emergency plan, etc. [SafeWork inspector] 

Need to clarify what regulations are enforceable and go through what codes / standards are 

required as a separate section, e.g. notification, emergency situation could have what the 

legislation requires, and then what standards are recommended [SafeWork inspector] 

In the same vein, one inspector suggested that identifying key compliance areas would make it 

easier for inspectors as well, to clearly distinguish what would trigger a notice compared to agreed 

actions. This would help ensure consistency in the approach followed by inspectors, which was 

raised as a potential risk by internal project stakeholders. 

The audit tool should identify half a dozen areas where compliance is required by a service 

station and where a notice would be triggered and other areas that would only generate 

agreed outcomes e.g. up to date manifest box, emergency management plan, Fire rescue. 

This would provide inspectors with clarity on when to issue a notice and when to establish 

agreed actions with the PCBU. [SafeWork inspector] 

Other areas of improvement relate to  

• Formatting of the document (e.g. doesn’t have page numbers)  

• Wording of some questions that can be confusing (e.g. questions with multiple requirements 
combined, wording with double negatives or questions depending on the answer to a 
previous questions).  

As a follow-up to the project, the project lead expressed some interest in developing an online 

version of the tool that would be made available to any appropriate businesses. It was not possible 

for inspectors to use the tool on a tablet during the visit because no electronic devices can be used 

around hazardous chemicals; however there would still be benefit of having an electronic version 

for businesses to access in the future.  

Another area to consider exploring is to expand the scope of the audit tool to the EPA. 

3.2.2 Visits took around two hours, with most inspectors making an initial contact 

to make an appointment and provide the audit tool 

Inspectors indicated that the visits took around two hours, ranging from 1.5 hours up to 3 hours for 

the service stations that had limited systems in place. A few inspectors also reported that the first 

visits they did took longer as they were getting accustomed to the inspector’s audit tool. 
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An example of a visit process as observed include the following steps, which were organised 

logically around the service stations site, i.e. starting with reviewing documentation, then going 

through the site physically: 

1. Dangerous goods licence/ hazardous chemicals manifest (legislation changed in 2005,moving 
from a licence to a notification system, then from hazardous substances and dangerous goods 
to hazardous chemicals in 2012) 

2. Emergency plan, notified to Fire & Rescue NSW (not only NSW Rural Fire Service who are 
mainly volunteers) 

3. Personal safety (e.g. robberies) 

4. Fair Trading: price signage 

5. Emergency services information cabinet 

6. Training: fire extinguishers, first aid kit 

7. Bowsers (no latching), vents 

8. Fair Trading: FuelCheck registration 

9. Electricity: Residual Current Device (RCD) 

When asked about what they did differently as part of the project, many inspectors referred to 

making an initial contact with the business to identify a suitable day for the audit visit and provide 

the self-audit tool in advance. Inspectors felt that this initial contact contributed to build a rapport 

with the business, being open and transparent about the approach, and giving the business the 

opportunity to make improvements prior to the visit. A few inspectors commented also that they 

spent more time than usual in preparing for this project, by going through the audit tool, the related 

legislation or seeking advice from Fair Trading inspectors about the FuelCheck and price signage 

aspects. 

Most inspectors interviewed reported that they would like to continue using a similar approach in 

future projects, in particular in terms of making an appointment for the visit and providing the audit 

tool in advance. While being aware that some projects may require a compliance enforcement 

approach, inspectors felt that making this initial contact was particularly appropriate in regional 

areas. 

Previous reviews of pilot collaborative projects conducted in June 2016 actually identified the 

following issue: ‘lack of warning to allow for the right business representative to be made available 

on the day of the visit’. This issue seems to have been addressed through the approach followed 

for this project. Internal projects as well as inspectors confirmed that unannounced visits wouldn’t 

work in a regional context. 

3.3 Some areas for improvement were identified, mainly around 

internal processes and systems 

Some other recommendations from previous projects were tested with inspectors and internal 

project stakeholders: 
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• Need for a single document recording system (TRIM): some inspectors found it being a good 
idea, but others were more balanced, identifying that not everyone uses TRIM or that such a 
change would require a lot of resources. 

• Need for a single data recording system: again this recommendation appeared as a good 
idea in theory (‘a streamlined WSMS across the organisation’), to promote data sharing 
across the organisation, however the implementation would generate substantial issues 
around data access on top of existing issues around speed of access and downloading. One 
inspector commented: 

In the regions, you can turn TRIM on and drinks 3 cups of coffee, it’s slow as a wet week, I 

tend to send it to email. [SafeWork inspector] 

• Need for a joint staff directory across partner agencies: some inspectors found that a great 
idea, but others as well as some internal project stakeholders felt that the existing tools 
(Hugo and DFSI Intranet directory) were sufficient – although not perfect. 

• Opportunity to develop a referral process for inspectors doing the visits to refer issues 
identified to appropriate agencies: this was considered as the most appropriate 
recommendation by inspectors. Some internal project stakeholders specified that some work 
started around this, through the Champions Working Group or with the EPA. 

Some inspectors and internal project stakeholders felt that the consent process was too 

cumbersome. Businesses were asked to read a whole page and sign a declaration on the spot 

which added some more time to the visit. 

A few inspectors suggested that more training could have been provided beforehand about the 

audit tool and the Fair Trading component. 
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4. Effectiveness of the compliance approach 

This chapter assesses the effectiveness of the project in terms of improving the level of compliance 

in the targeted industry, or at least its knowledge, awareness and ability to self-comply. It answers 

the following evaluation questions: 

• How was the experience of visited service stations? 

• To what extent did the project contribute to increased knowledge of partner agencies on the 
level of compliance (or lack of) among small independently owned service stations? 

• What impact did the project have on compliance of visited service stations? 

• To what extent did the project improve how prepared these service stations are for 
emergency situations? 

4.1 Businesses interviewed generally reported a positive experience 

of the project 

Most businesses interviewed described their experience of the visit received through the project as 

positive. Out of the 16 businesses interviewed, most of them found that  

• The inspector provided useful advice (10 businesses said so) 

• The timing of the visit was well managed (8) 

• Collaborative (8) 

Some businesses commented positively on the approach and attitude of the inspectors, who were 

described as “friendly”, with a “nice personality” and “made them comfortable”. One of the 

businesses also commented on the importance of receiving such visits in remote areas: 

Being out in a little country town isolated I really think visits are good from SafeWork and 

other people and would like to see more contact, more information. [Business] 

All businesses interviewed agreed that: 

• They were treated fairly 

• They had valuable and worthwhile interactions during the visit 

• The inspector recognised their efforts in managing WHS and Return to Work 

• The visit increased their confidence in approaching WHS and Return to Work 

• The inspector had enough knowledge to address issues. 

In a follow-up email, one of the businesses visited commended the process following the visit, with 

the inspection report identifying agreed actions and notices to act upon: 
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We are not too familiar with working with the regulator in New South Wales. We do 

commend the process SafeWork NSW regarding simplicity and clarity regarding entry 

reports and improvement notices. [Business] 

The majority of businesses said there was nothing negative about the visit (10 out of 16). The only 

negative comments related to: 

• The costs of the equipment required to comply (mentioned twice) 

• Constant changes in the regulation (1) 

• Providing the same information to multiple regulators (1) 

• Conflicting advice provided by their own manager (1) 

4.2 The project generated new intelligence about the level of 

compliance among rarely visited businesses 

Because of the location of the visited service stations in regional and remote New South Wales, 

these types of businesses were less likely to have been covered through previous inspections or 

projects, and thus being captured into SafeWork or Fair Trading data intelligence compared to 

metropolitan areas. Therefore the evidence collected is either completely new, i.e. no prior contact, 

or at least much more up-to-date and with a broader coverage than what was available previously. 

This is particularly true for Fair Trading that has much less inspectors in regional offices. 

The following section provides an overview of the evidence gathered and how it compares to the 

evidence previously available. This new evidence is now available for both regulators to inform 

future inspections and projects targeting service stations in regional and remote New South Wales. 

4.2.1 The project provided the opportunity to get a clear picture of the level of 

compliance among service stations in regional and remote New South Wales 

The information collected by SafeWork inspectors against the project questions shows that service 

stations in regional and remote New South Wales have a low level of compliance with regard to the 

manifest and the emergency plan; however most service stations visited were well equipped and 

trained around fire-fighting equipment and first aid (Table 9). 
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Table 9. Level of compliance against some project questions  

Audit tool question 

Yes No Total N/A 

n % n % n % n 

Does the PCBU have a compliant & up to 
date manifest? 

84 42% 115 58% 199 100% 2 

Is the manifest located in a position 
agreed to by NSW Fire & Rescue? 

85 43% 114 57% 199 100% 2 

Does the PCBU have a satisfactory 
(documented) Emergency Plan in place? 

94 47% 107 53% 201 100% 0 

Would the PCBU be able to initiate that 
plan if an emergency occurred? 

115 57% 86 43% 149 100% 0 

Does the PCBU have adequate & 
properly maintained fire-fighting 
equipment on site? 

167 83% 34 17% 201 100% 0 

Are an adequate number of persons 
satisfactorily trained in the use of that fire-
fighting equipment? 

141 70% 60 30% 201 100% 0 

Does the PCBU have sufficient & properly 
maintained first aid equipment? 

181 90% 20 10% 201 100% 0 

Does the PCBU have access to an 
adequate number of first aiders? 

149 74% 52 26% 201 100% 0 

 

Inspectors reported that small independent businesses were more likely to struggle with 

compliance requirements compared to businesses belonging to a franchise like Caltex where they 

can rely on the network’s support for the service of pumps or air compressors. When observing 

some site visits, a couple of business owners mentioned that they were “about to close” mainly 

because of the reduction in sales: one owner who also had a motor dealership reported that he 

was selling 60 vehicles a year and now only 6. In this context, the regulatory requirements were 

perceived by these owners as an unnecessary onus on businesses that are already struggling. 

The project was also an opportunity for Fair Trading to obtain some evidence about the level of 

compliance of service stations in regional and remote areas that are very rarely covered by Fair 

Trading inspectors. The information collected by SafeWork inspectors through the Fair Trading 

checklist showed that the majority of businesses were compliant with regard to price signage 

requirements and FuelCheck. 

All this new intelligence has already been acted upon by SafeWork and Fair Trading: as part of the 

project, SafeWork inspectors issued a total of 1,393 actions across 178 businesses (23 didn’t have 

any, i.e. 11% of businesses), 207 notices across 66 businesses (135 didn’t have any, i.e. 67% of 

businesses) and Fair Trading referred 32 businesses (for further inquiry. Further details about 

these actions are provided in section 4.3.1. 
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4.2.2 The data collected contribute to the knowledge base of the industry 

accumulated over previous SafeWork projects 

In recent years, SafeWork conducted some other projects targeting the service stations industry. 

While they varied in scope and focus, some of them had similar project questions – although 

worded slightly differently – that provide a useful point of comparison. A project targeting decanting 

of LPG was conducted between July 2012 and December 2013 with 268 verification visits being 

accounted for in WSMS. Table 10 shows that businesses visited as part of the Regional and 

Remote Service Stations project had a lower level of compliance than businesses visited through 

the LPG project with regard to the manifest (42% compared to 63% for the 2012-13 LPG project) 

and the emergency plan (47% compared to 82%). However, service stations visited as part of this 

project had a higher level of compliance when it comes to fire-fighting equipment (87% compared 

to 77%) and first aid (90% compared to 84%). This is in line with some comments made by an 

inspector that businesses visited tend to have the right equipment in place, however are lagging 

behind in terms of documentation, processes and training. 

Table 10. Comparison of level of compliance with some similar project questions from previous 
projects in the service station industry 

2012-13 LPG decanting project 
2016-17 Regional and Remote Service station 

project 

Project question Total n Yes % Project question Total n Yes % 

Is there a compliant manifest 
onsite?  

63 63% Does the PCBU have a 
compliant & up to date 
manifest? 

199 42% 

Has an emergency plan been 
prepared, maintained and 
implemented? 

117 82% Does the PCBU have a 
satisfactory (documented) 
Emergency Plan in place? 

201 47% 

Is the fire protection and fire-
fighting equipment adequate? 
[WHS Reg 2011, Clause 359] 

69 77% Does the PCBU have 
adequate & properly 
maintained fire-fighting 
equipment on site? 

201 83% 

Is appropriate First Aid 
provided? [WHS Regulation 
2011,Clause 42] 

115 84% Does the PCBU have 
sufficient & properly 
maintained first aid 
equipment? 

201 90% 

 

The analysis of notices issued as part of the project offers another point of comparison with 

previous SafeWork projects targeting the service stations industry. Since 2009, three other projects 

that also targeted the industry but with varying scope and focus were documented in a project 

report allowing for comparison:  

• In 2009, the Service Station verification program targeted service stations across New South 
Wales with a broad approach similar to the one followed by the present project – although 
with a different geographic coverage. 
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• In 2012-2013, the LPG decanting also targeted the industry but with a specific focus on 
decanting of LPG following a series of fires in NSW that were a result of unsafe systems of 
work for the decanting of LPG. 

• In 2014-15, the Expired Sites project targeted service stations across New South Wales with 
a particular focus on Dangerous goods and Abandoned underground fuel storage tanks. 

Table 11 shows the number of notices issued for each of the four projects including the Regional 

and Remote Service Stations project. For all four projects, most notices were Improvement notices 

with only the LPG decanting project issuing Prohibition and Penalty notices due to the risks 

associated. However it is interesting to note the difference in the ratio of number of Improvement 

notices to visits: the Regional and Remote Service station project has the smallest ratio, very close 

to 1:1 with 200 Improvement notices generated from 200 visits. This compares to 3.3:1 for the 

Service Station Verification program conducted in 2009. However, interpreting this difference is a 

difficult task as it is related to a number of factors: the change in the industry since 2009, the 

difference in geographic coverage between the two projects and potentially the more capability 

building type of approach taken by inspectors as part of the present project. 

Table 12 shows that dangerous goods/ hazardous chemicals have been a constant focus for 

SafeWork inspections in recent years, due to the level of risks and the potential impact on the local 

community. This is reflected in the number of improvement notices. These types of notices made 

up 60 per cent of the Improvement notices for the Regional and Remote Service Stations project.  

Some anecdotal evidence from inspectors can contribute to increased intelligence of the industry. 

One inspector for instance identified an emerging issue with business owners starting to maintain 

their fuel bowsers themselves: 

Previously a lot of service stations, their fuel bowsers were owned by the person providing 

the fuel, e.g. Caltex, they come and check the bowser, now not doing that anymore, we’re 

giving you the system, it’s up to you to maintain it. They’re starting to do the repairs 

themselves. It’s a concern to me. […] Unless they’re selling a certain amount of fuel, the 

fuel suppliers are saying ‘you’re on your own’, you’re not giving us enough money for us to 

provide you this service. [SafeWork inspector] 
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Table 11. Number of notices issued in recent SafeWork projects, by notice type 

Project 
Service Station 

Verification program 
LPG decanting project Expired Sites project Regional and Remote 

Service stations project 

Dates Jun-Nov 2009 Jul 2012-Dec 2013 2014-15 Dec 2016-Jun 2017 

Geographic coverage 
Greater Sydney Whole NSW Whole NSW Regional and remote 

NSW 

Industry scope 
60% independent, 40% 

large 
  Small independent 

Focus 

Whole site LPG decanting Dangerous goods 

Abandoned underground 
fuel storage tanks 

Whole site 

Number of visits 164 268 276 201 

Notice type n n n n 

Improvement notice 542 392 331 200 

Workers compensation 56 42 9 7 

Prohibition notice 0 12 0 0 

Penalty/ Infringement Notice 0 2 0 0 

Confirmation of Advice Records (CARs) 45 NA NA NA 

Total 54 448 340 207 

Ratio Improvement notices / Visits 3.3 1.5 1.2 1.0 
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Table 12. Top 10 Improvement notice types in recent SafeWork projects 

Project 
2009 Service Station Verification 

Program 
2012-2013 LPG decanting 2017 Regional and Remote Service 

stations project 

Visits 164 268 201 

Improvement notices 542 392 200 

Top 10 Reason n % Reason n % Reason n % 

1 Risk Assessment 78 14% Hazardous chemical register 50 13% Hazardous chemicals - 
manage risks 

45 23% 

2 DG/HS Register 58 11% Manifest of hazardous 
chemicals 

49 13% Hazardous chemicals - 
emergency plans 

32 16% 

3 Manifest 53 10% Duty to prepare, maintain 
and implement emergency 
plan 

40 10% Hazardous chemicals - 
register 

24 12% 

4 Emergency Arrangements 43 8% Person conducting business 
or undertaking to obtain and 
give access to safety data 
sheets 

29 7% Electrical - inspection / 
testing 

7 4% 

5 MSDS 34 6% Management of risks to 
health or safety- hazardous 
chemicals 

29 7% Emergency plan - must 
prepare 

7 4% 

6 Training, Instruction & 
Information 

28 5% Emergency plans 27 7% Hazardous chemicals - 
emergency equipment 

7 4% 

7 Plant Maintenance, Pressure 
Vessel 

24 4% Regulator must be notified if 
manifest quantities to be 
exceeded 

25 6% Hazardous chemicals - 
safety data sheets 

6 3% 

8 Dangerous Goods 
Notification 

23 4% Protecting hazardous 
chemicals from damage 

20 5% Electrical - residual current 
devices 

6 3% 
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Project 
2009 Service Station Verification 

Program 
2012-2013 LPG decanting 2017 Regional and Remote Service 

stations project 

9 Plant Maintenance. Vehicle 
Hoist 

23 4% Fire protection and 
firefighting equipment 

18 5% Fire and explosion - specific 
controls PCBU - 
Improvement 

5 3% 

10 Ignition Sources In 
Hazardous Areas 

17 3% Outer warning placards—
requirement to display 

12 3% Emergency plan - 
inadequate emergency plan 

3 2% 
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4.3 The project improved compliance on critical risk areas through 

notices issued and has the potential for sustained improvements 

The project had a measurable impact on compliance for 76 businesses who received notices or 

Fair Trading warning letter. Notices issued by SafeWork inspectors as well as Fair Trading warning 

letters require mandatory action from the business. In addition, the project has the potential to have 

a long-lasting impact by having improved business awareness of safety issues and ability to self-

comply. 

4.3.1 The project already demonstrated some measurable impact on the level of 

compliance among visited business 

The first level of impact the project had on businesses compliance was during the visit itself, with 

some businesses fixing some of the issues straight away: 

There were a couple of issues in my service station which I fixed straight away like petrol 

pumps on floor that shouldn’t be touching on the floor. [Business] 

Then, the visits had an impact on business compliance through the agreed actions and notices 

issued by inspectors. Less than ten per cent of businesses (9%) didn’t receive any agreed actions 

nor notices, implying that their level of compliance was considered as satisfactory. The majority 

(58%) only received agreed actions that don’t require a mandatory response from the business 

(Table 13). 

Table 13. Type of actions taken by inspectors by business visited 

Actions taken 
Businesses visited 

n % 

Neither agreed actions or notices 19 9% 

Agreed actions only 116 58% 

Agreed actions AND notices 62 31% 

Notices only 4 2% 

Total 201 100% 

 

Out of those who received actions, more than two thirds received between 1 and 10 actions (Table 

14). The impact of agreed actions is difficult to measure as it doesn’t require a mandatory response 

from the business. However most of the inspectors interviewed felt that the service stations visited 

had improved their level of compliance as a result of the visit: 9 out of 11 responded positively, one 

negatively and one was not sure. They were able to notice improvements made through follow-up 

visits to businesses. As part of the project, 78 follow-up visits were conducted, representing 39 per 

cent of businesses visited. One business even reported that some of the actions he had taken 

were used by the inspector as an example for other visits. To measure the extent of sustained 
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change would however require monitoring over time, for instance through other follow-up visits by 

inspectors. 

Table 14. Number of agreed actions by businesses visited 

Number of agreed actions 
Businesses visited 

n % 

0 23 11% 

1 to 5 68 34% 

6 to 10 70 35% 

11 to 15 24 12% 

16 to 20 9 4% 

21 and over 7 3% 

Total 201 100% 

 

Issuing notices had a more direct and measurable impact on a business’ level of compliance as it 

requires a response from the business. A total of 66 businesses received Improvement or Workers 

compensation notices, most of them receiving between one and three notices (Table 15). Most 

notices issued related to hazardous chemicals (see section 4.2.2, Table 12). 

Table 15. Number of notices issued by business visited 

Number of notices issued 
Businesses visited 

n % 

0 135 67% 

1 to 3 39 19% 

4 to 6 25 12% 

7 to 10 2 1% 

Total 201 100% 

 

When comparing statistically the number of notices and agreed actions issued for small 

businesses versus for other types of businesses, there was no clear difference, i.e. statistically 

significant. This means that we cannot conclude with certainty that small businesses have a lower 

level of compliance than other businesses as measured by the number of agreed actions or 

notices issued. 

Out of the 66 businesses issued with a notice, 54 had fully complied (40) or partially complied (14) 

with all notices as at 17 July 2017 (Figure 3). However, ultimately all businesses issued with a 

notice will have to comply (at this date 12 had not yet complied). As a consequence, it is possible 
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to conclude with certainty that the project improved compliance for at least 54 businesses, i.e. over 

a quarter (27%) of the businesses visited. 

Figure 3. Overview of the actions taken by SafeWork inspectors (agreed actions or notices) and 
business response to notices 

 
 
 

With regard to the Fair Trading component, most businesses were already compliant. Only 16 per 

cent (32 out of the 192 for whom the Fair Trading checklist had been filled in) were referred by Fair 

Trading for further inquiry or investigation. Out of those 32, 21 were educated for minor issues 

such as fuel octane ratings not clearly marked on pumps and improper or no fuel signage. Only 11 

businesses were issued warning letters for more substantial issues, in relation to not being on 

FuelCheck (9), price mismatch (1) and no fuel price signboard (1). And 8 of those had already 

taken corrective action at the time of the evaluation (Figure 4). 

Notices only, 4

Fully complied, 40

Agreed actions AND 
notices, 62

Partially complied, 14

201

Agreed actions only, 
116

Total visits Actions taken by inspector Business response to notices

182

54
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Figure 4. Overview of the actions taken by Fair Trading and outcomes 

 
 

Another way to capture the potential impact the project had on businesses’ compliance and the 

actions they may have taken in response to some agreed actions is to identify any call to the 

Customer Service Centre from service stations involved in this project. However, currently there is 

no way for staff from the Customer Service Centre team to link the request back to the project. 

There seems to be a disconnect between the inspectorate and the customer service team. The 

Customer Service Centre may receive notifications initiated following a project visit, without having 

the ability to go back to the inspector who conducted the visit. Staff from the Customer Service 

Centre would at least benefit from information about targeted projects happening over a specific 

period of time: list of inspectors, businesses visited, addresses and a FAQ. More broadly, some 

systems should be put in place to share or link information about businesses being in contact with 

the organisation through different avenues (inspections, calls, online enquiries). 

4.3.2 Beyond immediate corrective actions, the project improved awareness on 

safety issues among most businesses 

Most of the businesses interviewed (11 out of 15) reported that their level of confidence in meeting 

WHS requirements has improved as a result of the visit. Businesses commented most frequently 

that they became aware of things they didn’t know previously and that they were shown how to 

rectify issues. They found the advice provided by the inspector and printed material particularly 

useful in that regard.  

When asked about practical examples of changes they had made to their WHS practices following 

the visit, businesses most frequently referred to their site plans and other key files to keep handy. 

Other changes made were around buying new fire extinguishers or repositioning them; buying new 

safety vests; changing the position of the manifest box; installing barriers around chemicals or 

keeping them away from flammable or electrical areas; renewing training certificates; ensuring staff 

know what to do in an emergency situation, and making sure documents are up to date and 

Registered on fuel 
check, 8

Warning letter, 11

Awaiting registration, 3

192

Education, 21

Visits with Fair Trading checklist Fair Trading action Fair Trading outcome

32
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current. Businesses also provided examples in relation to Fair Trading requirements: taking off 

some products from FuelCheck, putting up extra signage or purchasing a new LED price board. 

Some inspectors felt that with the advisory approach taken, businesses were more likely to seek 

further advice: 

Got to the point where they’re ringing you, asking for advice rather than fearing you, and 

bury their head in the sand hoping you don’t come back. Very good approach in the first 

instance. Certainly got emails from them, providing the information I asked, photos or 

documents: ‘we’ve done this, that, is that satisfactory’. Actually interacting with us and 

asking for information, not being afraid that we would come back and take enforcement. 

[SafeWork inspector] 

A couple of internal stakeholders suggested that those businesses visited would benefit from 

further follow-up actions as businesses tend to go back to their bad habits. One internal project 

stakeholder suggested to provide further help, or by making it easier for such businesses to access 

training locally instead of having to drive to capital cities, for instance through NSW Rural Fire 

Service or the private organisations coming to check the fire extinguishers. 

However, some inspectors reported that they had experienced resistant or cynical businesses that 

wouldn’t make the required changes:  

They see themselves as remote. They’re not overly enthusiastic about compliance, they 

don't feel they can be touched. [SafeWork inspector] 

The ones I visited were not compliant on FuelCheck and are still not. Quite a few are 

difficult customers, this is the way they're doing it, they've been doing it for years, it won’t 

change. [SafeWork inspector] 

4.3.3 There remain some key limitations for those businesses, in particular in 

relation to the costs implied 

A key limitation in improving compliance for these kinds of small businesses are the costs 

associated with compliance. These can be quite substantial, as one business described: 

Some of the things that we had to do cost us a lot, $20k all up. One of the things was to 

decommission a tank. Some of the things we had to buy were quite expensive, e.g. a 

proper water system (had to go underground, new piping through): $3.5k, can no longer 

have an ordinary hose sitting there. Had to have an emergency box. Had to have a proper 

spill kit; had one but wasn’t up to do, another $800-900. That was stressful and money to 

find. [Business] 

Businesses were offered to apply for a small business rebate that could cover up to $500 of the 

costs of safety equipment. By August 2017, 5 businesses out of the 201 visited had applied and 

received payment for a small business rebate. Four businesses applied for a spill kit and one for a 

manifest box; two received the maximum amount of $500 as the cost of the equipment was higher, 
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and the two others received the exact amount of the cost of the equipment. While businesses 

welcomed the money, they sometimes felt it was very little compared to the costs incurred: 

Yes got $312, wow, out of $500, woody woo. It didn’t even pay for the interest at the bank! 

[Business] 

Another key limitation identified by an internal stakeholder in improving industry compliance is the 

turnover of business owners that seems to be quite high in the industry: 

The turnover is problematic. We spend years and years of doing work with some service 

stations. We’re doing all this work with a business operator, and then it changes to another 

operator. The pace of change is so fast that we have to redo the work again regularly. 

[Internal project stakeholder] 

To address this issue, it was recommended to target businesses that were changing ownership 

and provide them with all the appropriate documentation about compliance requirements at this 

stage. Businesses have to notify about any change in ownership, but it is not always done. 

However, the information could at least be made available online and easily accessible or targeted 

to businesses in this kind of situation. 
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5. Effectiveness of the collaborative model 

This chapter assesses the effectiveness of the CRP collaborative model implemented in this 

project. It answers the following evaluation questions: 

• How was the experience of participating agencies (internal stakeholders)? 

• What was the impact of the project on participating agencies’ resources? 

• What benefits did the CRP process generate for participating agencies compared to 
Business As Usual (BAU)? 

• What were the benefits of the additional data being collected and shared across partner 
agencies? 

• To what extent did the project improve collaboration between partner agencies? 

• How successful was the project in generating synergies between participating agencies? 

5.1 The collaborative component of the project was mainly limited to 

the Fair Trading checklist 

5.1.1 Inspectors and internal stakeholders were generally positive about the 

collaborative component 

Most inspectors interviewed reported that the collaborative component was mainly taking the form 

of the Fair Trading checklist. This checklist is the main element of synergy between SafeWork and 

Fair Trading. Some also referred to the initial briefing that involved a Fair Trading representative.  

The majority of inspectors didn’t find that additional piece of data collection in any way challenging. 

It took a bit more time but wasn’t felt too onerous. One inspector described how he would typically 

approach it: 

Was just additional checking, wasn’t overly onerous. Checked the price signs and the 

pump, wrote that down, took a phone photo of the signboard and made a call to the fuel 

check people. In one, the business did it for me straight away on the computer. [SafeWork 

inspector] 

However, a few inspectors were less comfortable with the lack of clarity around the implications 

about what was happening with the data and the lack of authority. 

Wasn’t clear about the ramification of it, regarding the pricing etc, the implications it had in 

terms of power. It made us look quite poor, because we were not in a position to explain the 

purpose of getting the information, what would happen in terms of Fair Trading. Portraying 

us as the one who dobbed them in. Could have been articulated in a better way. [SafeWork 

inspector] 
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Internal project stakeholders also indicated that the Fair Trading checklist was the main element of 

the project’s collaborative component. However, the project team members were involved in other 

collaborative activities such as the fortnightly meetings, the design of the initial webinar, the 

information on Hugo and providing one point of contact from each agency. The overall perception 

among internal project stakeholders was that the collaborative component worked very well. Key 

success factors included the support from the project sponsor and the positive attitude of the 

project team. 

Most internal project stakeholders didn’t feel that more could have been done in terms of 

collaboration. The joint visit in particular were not perceived as appropriate in the particular project 

context. 

5.1.2 The impact of the collaborative component on agencies resources was very 

limited 

The project was similar in many ways to other SafeWork projects, therefore had limited additional 

impact on resources as SafeWork intended to deliver the project anyway. The Fair Trading 

checklist took an additional 10 minutes for inspectors to do out of a 2 hours visit. The impact was 

more important for members of the project team, however it was never mentioned as an 

unnecessary impost. The project also benefitted from the support of CRP staff around project 

management. 

There is no clear evidence of unintended negative consequence from the project, for example 

other projects suffering from too many resources being diverted for this project. 

5.2 Benefits of the collaborative component were found to be mainly 

internal 

5.2.1 For inspectors, the efficient use of resources across regulators was seen as 

the primary benefit of the collaboration  

When asked about the main benefits of the collaborative components, many inspectors referred to 

sharing resources and the efficiencies generated between agencies with one visit instead of two. 

The project was felt to be particularly beneficial for Fair Trading in this regard, providing them with 

“another set of eyes”. 

Some inspectors also identified benefits for themselves in terms of additional competencies but 

also job security: 

For me, the more stuff I’ve got to do, the more secure my job in a country town is, if it 

results in having us and keeping us here. [SafeWork inspector]. 

However, inspectors had balanced views about whether this particular project improved 

collaboration between partner agencies: 5 out of 9 were not sure, 3 didn’t feel it had contributed to 
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an improvement in collaboration, and only one reported positively. At their level they were only 

collecting data on behalf of Fair Trading but didn’t perceive that as evidence for collaboration.  

5.2.2 Members from the project team reported additional benefit in terms of better 

understanding of the partner agencies 

Internal project stakeholders identified as primary benefits the knowledge and understanding of the 

other agencies gained from working together.  

One stakeholder was able to identify some early evidence of positive outcome generated from the 

project, where the positive experience from the project had flow-on effects on others: 

More broadly, agencies are thinking about collaboration more. And the types of projects 

they might do and how they might do them. The construction project is a good example, 

when we were lagging in [visit] numbers, [the team came out together to work out a 

solution], sitting in the last vocational group [Inspector Practice Reference Group] meeting, 

one of the SafeWork representatives said that there was value in collaborative projects and 

the Fair Trading rep said the same thing. [Internal project stakeholder] 

There is also the expectation that the project would trigger more systematic referrals between 

agencies based on the prior and successful experience project stakeholders and inspectors had: 

In these kinds of situations, the knowledge you gain from working collaboratively, you 

realise this is something SafeWork would like to hear about, so you can start doing 

referrals. In the future inspectors may refer to us. One of the good outcomes that hopefully 

will flow through. [Internal project stakeholder] 

5.2.3 The collaborative component didn’t seem to make a clear difference for 

businesses in terms of customer experience  

From the business point of view, the collaborative component was not always explicit: only 8 out of 

15 businesses interviewed were aware that the visit involved components from two agencies, 

SafeWork and Fair Trading. When prompted about it, some businesses used the opportunity to 

express criticism about FuelCheck: two businesses felt that FuelCheck had limited value in 

regional areas and another one found that the system was not working (no response to emails, no 

real time data). In terms of reducing the number of contacts with regulatory agencies, most 

businesses confirmed that they haven’t had much contact in the past. 

Several internal project stakeholders also expressed doubts about the impact of the collaborative 

component on the customer experience. One of them commented: 

Not sure businesses had a great idea of the collaborative aspect. The customer experience 

was very good, but not sure it as because it was a joint project. They’re probably didn’t 

have a baseline to really compare. [Internal project stakeholder] 
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This is in line with the feedback provided by inspectors and businesses where the positive 

experience businesses had from the projects was mostly associated with the advisory approach 

taken. 

5.3 Further opportunities were identified to expand the scope of 

collaboration 

5.3.1 Inspectors are supportive of further collaboration, however under certain 

conditions 

All SafeWork inspectors interviewed were supportive of collecting additional information for another 

agency: 7 out of 13 were very supportive and 6 somewhat supportive. However, when asked about 

whether more could be done in terms of collaboration compared to the Fair Trading checklist, 

inspectors had balanced views: half (5 out of 10) responded positively, 4 were not sure and 1 

responded negatively. Some inspectors commented ‘as long it stays straightforward”, within their 

core expertise and done in a similar way to this project.  

Inspectors identified three types of limitations or requirements for further collaboration:  

1. considering the expertise required and providing the appropriate training 

2. providing the authority to act if a breach is identified 

3. being mindful of the impact on resources that are finite. One inspector used the analogy of 
loading the donkey to reflect on the expectation that it should be a two way process in that 
regard: 

Technically no limitations, except that it’s not a continuous load. Use the load on the 

donkey image. You can’t keep loading it on. It has to be clearly indicated what the priorities 

are. There were no issues there. Inspectors will do whatever they’re told to do. That’s 

basically how it works. But what happens is that other work suffers. [SafeWork inspector] 

A few internal project stakeholders and inspectors also suggested that future collaborative projects 

should consider opportunities where the SafeWork could benefit from other agencies’ resources. 

At the moment, it’s all one way. Collaboration is a two-way street, can’t see any benefits for 

SafeWork. [SafeWork inspector] 

5.3.2 The scope of collaboration could be expanded to other agencies 

During the observation of site visits, the inspector and businesses visited identified other regulatory 

agencies that service stations have contact with: those are mainly local councils around food 

storage or regulators involved in other types of businesses that may be run on the site like RMS 

with a motor dealer. The SafeWork inspector also indicated that some recurrent questions asked 

by businesses during their visit that are beyond their scope of expertise were in relation to 

industrial relations, which falls under the remit of the NSW Industrial Relations Commission or Fair 

Work Australia.  
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On that point, the industry peak body identified other opportunities for synergy: 

For a service station, you get EPA inspectors, you get SafeWork inspectors, you get Fair 

Trading inspectors, and you get National institutions of measurement inspectors, and there 

is a very few of those, but they have a big job, and they tend to look at equipment so that’s 

an area to look at, and then you have council inspectors that look at food. And then of 

course employment inspectors which is separate. […] So, maybe considering pairing out 

with national institute for measurement or consulting with the local councils before you roll 

out in a particular area and see if there is a way that maybe if they’ve got their own program 

you could roll out together, maybe that’s an area for collaboration. [External stakeholder] 

These are areas to explore to identify future opportunities for collaboration, while being mindful of 

the implications in terms of training for inspectors and in terms of time required for the business. 
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6. Conclusion 

6.1 Overview of key findings 

The Regional and Remote Services Station project was successfully deliveredThrough these visits, 

inspectors developed businesses’ knowledge and awareness of WHS compliance requirements, 

issuing improvement notices when required; Fair Trading acted on issues identified through 

education or warning letters. 

The evidence collected and analysed through the evaluation shows that the project met its 

objectives in terms of building the compliance capability of small independently owns service 

stations operating in regional and remote New South Wales. Most of the businesses visited (82%) 

were of small size as initially intended. The level of compliance observed confirmed that these 

businesses had a low level of compliance, in particular the manifest and the emergency plan. The 

project has already made a difference: 54 businesses have improved their compliance by acting on 

improvement notices issued. Another 8 businesses have registered on FuelCheck following a Fair 

Trading warning letter. Feedback collected from businesses and inspectors indicate the project had 

a broader impact: most businesses interviewed reported that their level of confidence in meeting 

WHS requirements has improved as a result of the visit. In addition, most inspectors felt that the 

service stations visited had improved their level of compliance as a result of the visit in particular 

due to the advisory approach taken. Key remaining limitations in improving compliance in the 

industry relate to the costs associated with the compliance requirements which can be substantial 

for small businesses, and the general high turnover observed in the industry. 

With regard to the objective of supporting the Commerce Regulation Program, the project 

demonstrated the effectiveness of collaborative regulatory activities taking the form of data 

collection, i.e. the Fair Trading checklist, on behalf of a partner agency. Most inspectors felt that 

the collaborative component of the project was limited, which also contributed to make it easier to 

implement. However inspectors would have liked to be more informed about what action was taken 

with the data being collected for individual businesses. The main benefit from the collaborative 

component was around the efficient use of resources across regulators, notably with Fair Trading 

benefitting from additional resources to cover hard to reach service stations. However, there is no 

clear evidence of benefits from the collaborative component for businesses: most of them 

confirmed that they didn’t have much contact in the past, which couldn’t lead to a reduction in 

touch points. Members of the project team reported other benefits in particular around improved 

knowledge and understanding of the partner agency gained from working together. Some early 

evidence shows flow-on effects from this positive experience with willingness to participate in other 

collaborative projects or developing systematic referral processes. Inspectors are also supportive 

of further collaboration, however being mindful of the implications in terms of expertise and 

authority required and the impact on resources which should be shared. 
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6.2 Recommendations 

Two types of recommendations were identified through the evaluation: firstly areas for 

improvement for the project as it was delivered in the perspective of turning it into business as 

usual; and secondly recommendations for future collaborative regulatory projects. 

6.2.1 Areas for improvement for the project turned into Business As Usual 

Many internal project stakeholders agreed that the project should be turned into Business As Usual 

and a few inspectors suggested spontaneously that the project should become an ongoing activity. 

While inspectors acknowledged that they were not able to cover all small independent service 

stations in regional and remote areas, some internal project stakeholders suggested mapping out 

service stations covered. This would help identify those that were not visited based on the 

available information (Fair Trading FuelCheck list, GLS dataset and inspectors local knowledge) 

and progressively go through the remainder. Service stations visits could then become an ongoing 

activity when inspectors are going to regional towns for other projects. 

Turning the project into BAU offers the opportunity to refine it around particular project components 

(Table 16). 

Table 16. Areas for improvement for the project turned into BAU 

Project component Area for improvement 

Inspector resources 1. Review the inspector’s audit tool to streamline it: 

1.1. identify priority areas, i.e. distinguishing legislative requirements 
from good practice based on industry standards 

2. Review the business’ self-audit checklist accordingly and make it more 
user-friendly 

2.1. simplify the language (plain English) 

2.2. add page numbers 

2.3. making it available online. 

3. Clearly flag the collaborative nature of the project in the business’s self-
audit checklist and identify key contacts from each partner agency 

4. Explore how to address emerging issues, such as the maintenance of 
bowsers by business owners themselves 

Visits 5. Identify remaining service stations to cover in regional and remote New 
South Wales  

5.1. Working from the list of service stations generated from FuelCheck 
and/or the industry peak body, exclude those that were covered by 
the project and identify as a priority those service stations that 
don’t belong to a network (based on the service stations’ names). 

5.2. Split the list of remaining service stations between the different 
SafeWork regions and organise inspectors capacity accordingly to 
progressively cover them. 
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Project component Area for improvement 

Collaborative component 6. Provide continuous feedback from Fair Trading to SafeWork inspectors 
about what happen with the data provided on FuelCheck and price 
signage for each business visited 

7. Consider expanding collaboration to other regulators: EPA, National 
Institute for Measurement 

Follow-up 8. Promote follow-up contacts by inspectors, e.g. every 6 months, to 
ensure businesses changes are implemented and sustained 

9. Explore ways to make it easier and cheaper for businesses to 
implement recommended actions, e.g. by developing partnerships with 
local organisations to provide safety training 

6.2.2 Recommendations for future collaborative regulatory projects 

The evidence and feedback collected for the evaluation also identified a number of 

recommendations to inform the design and delivery of future collaborative regulatory projects. 

These are presented against the respective project area in the following table.  

Table 17. Recommendations for future collaborative regulatory projects 

Area Recommendation 

Project design 1. Target appropriate industries with clear synergies between regulators 
and at appropriate times in the business cycle to generate sustained 
behaviour change, e.g. change in ownership 

2. Consider expanding collaboration to other regulators, e.g. EPA 

3. Explore opportunities for collaborative projects where the impost is not 
primarily on SafeWork resources (‘two-way street’) 

4. Ensure proper data analysis review of past project targeting the same 
industry informs the design of the project 

5. Consider expanding the scope for collaboration to include the ability for 
inspectors to take enforcement actions with appropriate authority 

6. Develop clear referral processes for inspectors to refer issues to 
appropriate agencies when they don’t have the authority to act 

7. Consult with union representatives and external stakeholders early in 
the process to ensure ownership and appropriate engagement from the 
outset 

8. Ensure appropriate authority meets legislative requirements once 
agreed on the form of the collaborative component, to ensure 
appropriate processes and documentation are put in place in terms of 
authority, data collection and data sharing (including around businesses 
consent forms) 

9. Clearly flag the collaborative nature of the project in any project material 
provided to businesses and identify key contacts from each partner 
agency 

Project management 10. Develop a project management checklist for collaborative projects, 
including key stakeholder to consult with and documents to develop at 
each stage 
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Area Recommendation 

Project implementation 11. Promote the use of inspectors’ audit tools similar to the one used for the 
service stations project, i.e. with visuals and detailed references to the 
regulation 

12. Ensure appropriate (preferably face-to-face) and sufficient training 
about the collaborative component that is outside inspectors usual area 
of expertise is provided before implementation starts 

13. Communicate key project documentation (project plan, list of inspectors 
involved) to the Customer Service Centre so that they can anticipate 
any potential impact in terms of businesses requests and provide the 
list of businesses visited along the way 

Data systems 14. Consider incorporating all key project questions from the inspector’s 
audit checklist into WSMS to make use of the data collected by 
inspectors in allowing for more refined analysed 

15. Develop a standardised typology of agreed actions (currently free text) 
to facilitate analysis 

16. Add the ability for inspectors to record actions taken by businesses 
against agreed actions through follow-up visits, e.g. started to act, 
action partially implemented, action fully implemented 

17. Consider developing a unique identifier for businesses (or entities more 
broadly) to allow for easy data linkage in a de-identified data 
environment 

Evaluation 18. Embed consent process in the inspector checklist to make it less 
cumbersome for the business 

19. Plan for businesses follow-up surveys/ interviews to be organised along 
the way instead of at the end of the project, to allow for more accurate 
feedback (closer to the interaction) and a better response rate 

20. Facilitate access to all project data across DFSI for research and 
evaluation purposes 

21. Explore ways to access incident data by industry sub-group (e.g. 
regional service stations) as a context indicator 
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Appendix 1. Service Station Safety Audit 

Tool 
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Appendix 2. Interview guides 

Appendix 1.1. Businesses interview guide 

Introduction 

Firstly, I want to thank you for making the time for this interview.  

Commerce Regulation under the Department of Finance, Services and Innovation is conducting an 

evaluation of the Regional and Remote Service Station collaborative project. We understand that 

you received a visit from a SafeWork inspector, [name of the inspector], on [date of the visit]. 

The objective of this interview is to: 

• Collect your feedback about your experience of the visit and the impact it had on your 

business 

• Identify what aspects have worked well and what aspects could be improved in future 

projects like this one. 

The interview should take around 30’. Hopefully, we’ll be able to cover everything but feel free to 

send me an email afterwards if you think of anything else we haven’t covered. Or we would be 

happy to give you another call to complete the interview if we run out of time. 

[Note for the interviewer: for questions we prompt, don’t prompt response options straight away, 

only prompt if no clear answers] 

1. Before we start, may I ask you what type of business you are? 

○ Service station, any other business? 

○ Privately owned? 

○ Franchisee, Part of a network? 

Overall visit experience 

2. Can you please describe your experience of the visit? 

3. What made it a positive experience?  

○ Prompt: 

̶ Timeliness 

̶ Respectfulness 
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̶ Level of expertise 

̶ Useful advice provided – provide examples 

4. What made it a negative experience? 

5. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? Agree/ Tend to agree/ 

tend to disagree/ Disagree/ Don’t know/ Not applicable 

○ I was treated fairly 

○ I had valuable and worthwhile interactions during the visit 

○ The inspector recognised our efforts in managing WHS and Return to Work 

○ The visit increased my confidence in approaching WHS and Return to Work 

○ The inspector had enough knowledge to address issues 

6. How does that compare with other similar inspections you had in the past? 

○ Prompt: more or less burdensome 

7. Did you take up the safety rebate following the visit?  

○ Yes/ No/ Not sure 

○ How did you use it? Prompt:  

̶ to buy a manifest box 

̶ other types of use 

Collaborative aspect 

8. Were you aware that this visit involved components from two agencies, SafeWork as well as 

Fair Trading? Yes/ No/ Not sure 

9. What are your thoughts about this? A good thing/ Doesn’t change much/ Additional burden. 

10. How do you feel about the number of contacts from regulatory agencies in general? 

○ Provide example to support claims 

11. Did your perception change around contacts from regulatory agencies as a consequence of 

this visit? 

○ Yes/ No/ Not sure 

○ How? 

̶ Reduced contacts with NSW government 
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̶ Reduced regulatory burden 

Impact on compliance 

12. As a result of the visit, would you say that your level of confidence in meeting WHS 

requirements has changed?  

○ Yes/ No/ Not sure 

13. If yes, how did the visit contributed to this? 

14. Can you provide examples of what you changed in your WHS practices following the visit of 

the SafeWork inspector? 

15. What about price signage and FuelCheck?  

○ Did you change anything around that after the visit? 

Overall – wrapping up 

16. If you had one thing to change in the way the visit was conducted, what would it be? 

17. What is the one thing you would NOT change? 

18. Other comments? 

We’re coming to the end if the interview. Thank you for your time and your contribution to the 

evaluation. Feel free to send me any additional comment you may think of afterwards. Here is my 

email if you want to send me any additional comments: XX.XX@finance.nsw.gov.au. 

Appendix 1.2. Inspectors interview guide 

Introduction 

Firstly, I want to thank you for making the time for this interview. We understand that you have 

conducted several visits as part of this project. 

This interview is part of the evaluation of the Regional and Remote Service Stations project 

conducted by the Commerce Regulation Program. Other evaluation methods include interviews 

with businesses, interview with internal and project stakeholders, a site visit observation and 

analysis of project data – WSMS data and Fair Trading data. 

The objective of this interview is to: 

• Collect your feedback about the design of the project, your experience of the visits to 

businesses, with a particular focus on the collaborative component 

• Identify what aspects have worked well and what aspects could be improved in future 

collaborative projects like this one. 
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The interview should take around 45’. Hopefully, we’ll be able to cover everything but feel free to 

send me an email afterwards if you think of anything else we haven’t covered. Or we would be 

happy to give you another call to complete the interview if we run out of time. 

[Note for the interviewer: for questions we prompt, don’t prompt response options straight away, 

only prompt if no clear answers] 

Project design 

1. What is your understanding of the objectives of the project in your own words? 

2. Did that understanding change over the course of the project? Is it different from what you 

understood of the project initially? 

3. What are your views about the material that was developed as part of the project? 

Project documentation What worked well What could be improved 

Inspectors guide   

Self-Audit tool   

Webinar/ Inspector briefing   

Appendices   

<Other project documentation, to 
specify> 

  

Project delivery 

4. How did you select sites to be visited? 

5. Do you feel you were able to visit the types of service stations targeted by the project, i.e. 

small independently owned ‘mum and dad’ type’s service stations operating in regional and 

remote New South Wales? 

○ To what extent? All of the ones I visited/ Some of them/ A few of them/ None of them 

were this type of service station 

○ Would you have missed many of those in your area? Yes/ No/ Not sure 

○ Why? 

○ What makes it difficult to identify these types of businesses? 

6. How long did the visit take you in average? 

7. What did you do differently as part of this project as compared to other SafeWork projects in 

the past? 

○ Prompt 
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̶ in terms of the way you conducted your inspection visit? 

̶ in terms of the way you worked with other government agencies? 

8. If anything different, do you think you will continue doing some of this after completion of the 

project? 

Project outcomes 

9. As a result of the visit, do you feel that service stations have improved their level of 

compliance?  

○ Yes/ No/ Not sure 

○ What makes you think that? 

○ What about the FT component (fuel price and FuelCheck)? 

10. Did you see any pattern in terms of the types of businesses and their level of compliance? 

11. What form did the collaborative component of the project take?  

○ Prompt: 

̶ Data collection and sharing 

̶ Capacity building, e.g. learning some new knowledge or skills 

̶ Other, please specify 

12. What were the main challenges, if any, you experienced with the collaborative component of 

the project? 

13. What do you see as the main benefits, if any, of the collaborative component of the project? 

○ For you and other inspectors 

○ For businesses. Prompt: reduced touch points with businesses, lower disturbance 

○ For the local community 

○ For partner agencies, i.e. SafeWork and Fair Trading 

○ For the whole-of –government  

14. In general, how supportive are you of collecting additional information for another agency?  

○ Very supportive/ Somewhat supportive/ Somewhat not supportive/ Not supportive at all 

○ Why? 
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15. Do you feel that this project in particular contributed to improve collaboration between partner 

agencies (SafeWork, Fair Trading, and CRP)?  

○ Yes/ No/ Not sure 

○ How? 

16. Do you feel that more could be done in terms of more collaboration?  

○ Yes/ No/ Not sure 

○ How?  

17. What would be the main limitations to more collaboration/ integration between agencies? 

Prompt: 

○ Different expertise 

○ Different timing of the contact with businesses 

○ Different focus 

○ Different culture 

○ Data systems 

Overall – wrapping up 

18. If you had to design another project like this tomorrow, what is the one thing you would 

change? 

○ In terms of the overall project design 

○ With regard to the collaborative component in particular 

19. What is the one thing you would NOT change? 

○ In terms of the overall project design 

○ With regard to the collaborative component in particular 

20. Previous reviews or evaluations of pilot collaborative projects identified the following issues 

and recommendations. To what extent do you feel that these are still valid? 

Issue/ recommendation To what extent is this a valid issue/ recommendation? 

Lack of warning to allow for the 
right business representative to 
be made available on the day of 
the visit 
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No actual reduction in regulatory 
burden for businesses 

 

Need for a single document 
recording system (TRIM) 

 

Need for a single data recording 
system 

 

Need for a joint staff directory 
across partner agencies 

 

Opportunity to develop a referral 
process for inspectors doing the 
visits to refer issues identified to 
appropriate agencies 

 

 

21. Other comments 

We’re getting to the end if the interview. Thank you for your time and your contribution to the 

evaluation. Feel free to send me any additional comment you may think of afterwards. 

The next steps for us are to analyse the feedback provided, analyse it together with other 

evaluation methods, e.g. WSMS data analysis and answer the key evaluation questions into an 

evaluation report.  

We’re planning to provide inspectors with some feedback about key findings and recommendations 

from the evaluation – the format is still to be decided, but it could be as part of an end of project 

inspector debrief session. 

Appendix 1.3. Internal stakeholders’ interview guide 

Introduction 

This interview is part of the evaluation of the Regional and Remote Service Stations project 

conducted by the Commerce Regulation Program. Other evaluation methods include interviews 

inspectors, businesses and external project stakeholders, a site visit observation and analysis of 

project data – WSMS data and Fair Trading data. 

The objective of this interview is to: 

• Collect your feedback about the design of the project, how it was delivered and your views 

about what it achieved in terms of outcomes, with a particular focus on the collaborative 

component 

• Identify what aspects have worked well and what aspects could be improved in future 

collaborative projects like this one. 
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The interview should take around 45’. Hopefully, we’ll be able to cover everything but feel free to 

send me an email afterwards if you think of anything else we haven’t covered. Or we would be 

happy to give you another call to complete the interview if we run out of time. 

[Note for the interviewer: for questions we prompt, don’t prompt response options straight away, 

only prompt if no clear answers] 

1. Before we start, can you briefly describe your involvement in the project? 

Project design 

2. What is your understanding of the objectives of the project? 

3. Did that understanding change over the course of the project? How? 

4. What are your views about the process that lead to the design of the project? Prompt: 

○ Right level of engagement with the right stakeholders (staff, industry) 

○ Appropriate analysis of existing data, e.g. to ascertain level of compliance 

5. To what extent do you feel the project is targeting the right industry with regard to the project 

objectives in terms of  

○ improving compliance: does it offer sufficient room for improvement in this regard? 

○ generating synergies: does it offer sufficient potential in this regard? 

○ improving customer experience: does it offer sufficient room for improvement in this 

regard? 

Project delivery 

6. How was your experience of the delivery of the project? 

7. How does that compare to BAU and other SafeWork/ Fair Trading projects? 

8. How does that compare to similar collaborative projects? 

9. What are your views about the process to select sites for inspection? 

○ To what extent did the process allow to target appropriate sites with regard to the 

objectives of the project? 

10. How did the agencies collaborate as part of the project? Prompt: 

○ Joint governance 

○ Joint internal communication 

○ Joint compliance activities 



 

Regional and Remote Service Stations Project Evaluation Plan 92 

 
 

○ Joint external communication activities 

○ Data sharing 

○ Informal knowledge sharing 

11. What benefits do you see for each of the partner agencies? Prompt: 

○ Industry knowledge/ evidence/ business intelligence 

○ Savings 

○ Can you please provide practical examples for these benefits? 

12. Do you think that more could have been done in terms of collaboration? 

Project outcomes 

Now, we will talk about outcomes achieved by the project. We identified three main areas of 

outcomes: business compliance, customer experience and collaboration between agencies. 

13. What are your views on what the project has been able to achieve in terms of improving 

business compliance? 

○ How do you feel the project contributed to improve this aspect? 

○ How could that be turned into BAU? 

○ What else could be done to improve that aspect? 

○ What were the main limitations to that? 

14. What are your views on what the project has been able to achieve in terms of improving 

customer experience? 

○ How do you feel the project contributed to improve this aspect? 

○ How could that be turned into BAU? 

○ What else could be done to improve that aspect? 

○ What were the main limitations to that? 

15. What are your views on what the project has been able to achieve in terms of improving 

collaboration between agencies? 

○ How do you feel the project contributed to improve this aspect? 

○ How could that be turned into BAU? 

○ What else could be done to improve that aspect? 
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○ What were the main limitations to that? 

Overall – wrapping up 

16. If you had to design another collaborative project tomorrow, what is the one thing you would 

change? 

17. What is the one thing you would NOT change? 

18. Previous reviews or evaluations of pilot collaborative projects identified the following issues 

and recommendations. To what extent do you feel that these are still relevant and important? 

Issue To what extent is this still a valid issue/ recommendation? 

Lack of warning to allow for the 
right business representative to 
be made available on the day of 
the visit 

 

No actual reduction in regulatory 
burden for businesses 

 

Need for a single document 
recording system (Trim) 

 

Need for a single data recording 
system 

 

Need for a joint staff directory 
across partner agencies 

 

Opportunity to develop a referral 
process for inspectors doing the 
visits to refer issues identified to 
appropriate agencies 

 

 

19. Other comments 

We’re getting to the end if the interview. Thank you for your time and your contribution to the 

evaluation. Feel free to send me any additional comment you may think of afterwards. 

The next steps for us are to analyse the feedback provided, analyse it together with other 

evaluation methods, e.g. WSMS data analysis and answer the key evaluation questions into an 

evaluation report.  

We’re planning to provide inspectors with some feedback about key findings and recommendations 

from the evaluation – the format is still to be decided, but it could be as part of an end of project 

inspector debrief session. 
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Appendix 1.4. External stakeholders’ interview guide 

Introduction 

This interview is part of the evaluation of the Regional and Remote Service Stations project 

conducted by the Commerce Regulation Program. Other evaluation methods include interviews 

inspectors, businesses and external project stakeholders, a site visit observation and analysis of 

project data – WSMS data and Fair Trading data. 

The objective of this interview is to: 

• Collect your feedback about the design of the project, how it was delivered and your views 

about what it achieved in terms of outcomes, with a particular focus on the collaborative 

component 

• Identify what aspects have worked well and what aspects could be improved in future 

collaborative projects like this one. 

The interview should take around 45’. Hopefully, we’ll be able to cover everything but feel free to 

send me an email afterwards if you think of anything else we haven’t covered. Or we would be 

happy to give you another call to complete the interview if we run out of time. 

[Note for the interviewer: for questions we prompt, don’t prompt response options straight away, 

only prompt if no clear answers] 

22. Before we start, can you briefly describe your involvement in the project? 

Project design 

23. What is your understanding of the objectives of the project? 

24. Did that understanding change over the course of the project? How? 

25. Did you feel you had sufficient opportunities to contribute to the design of the project? 

○ What are your views on the actual design of the project? 

Project delivery 

26. What was your involvement during the delivery of the project? 

27. Do you feel that your level of involvement was sufficient and commensurate to how impacted 

you were by the project? 

Project outcomes 

Now, we will talk about outcomes achieved by the project. We identified three main areas of 

outcomes: business compliance, customer experience and collaboration between agencies. 



 

Regional and Remote Service Stations Project Evaluation Plan 95 

 
 

28. What are your views on what the project has been able to achieve in terms of improving 

business compliance? 

○ How do you feel the project contributed to improve this aspect? 

○ How could that be turned into BAU? 

○ What else could be done to improve that aspect? 

○ What were the main limitations to that? 

29. What are your views on what the project has been able to achieve in terms of improving 

customer experience? 

○ How do you feel the project contributed to improve this aspect? 

○ How could that be turned into BAU? 

○ What else could be done to improve that aspect? 

○ What were the main limitations to that? 

30. What are your views on what the project has been able to achieve in terms of improving 

collaboration between agencies? 

○ How do you feel the project contributed to improve this aspect? 

○ How could that be turned into BAU? 

○ What else could be done to improve that aspect? 

○ What were the main limitations to that? 

Overall – wrapping up 

31. If you had to contribute to the design of another collaborative project tomorrow, what is the 

one thing you would change? 

32. What is the one thing you would NOT change? 

33. Other comments 

We’re getting to the end if the interview. Thank you for your time and your contribution to the 

evaluation. Feel free to send me any additional comment you may think of afterwards. 

The next steps for us are to analyse the feedback provided, analyse it together with other 

evaluation methods, e.g. WSMS data analysis and answer the key evaluation questions into an 

evaluation report.  
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We’re planning to provide inspectors with some feedback about key findings and recommendations 

from the evaluation – the format is still to be decided, but it could be as part of an end of project 

inspector debrief session. 



 

 

 

 


