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Executive Summary  
What we did  
The Town Water Risk Reduction Program (TWWRP) Phase 2 was comprised of 4 projects. 
Given resource constraints, two projects were in scope for this evaluation: Advanced 
Operational Support (AOS) and Skills and Training (S&T). The Phase 2 Evaluation assessed 
the effectiveness and appropriateness of the program in increasing sector capability and 
reducing risks across regional and remote NSW. The evaluation addressed key evaluation 
questions that focused on: 

• The appropriateness of program design and implementation, including barriers to 
implementation and key enabling factors. 

• The extent to which program outcomes were achieved, including: 

o changes to Water Treatment Plant (WTP) operator and Local Water Utility 
(LWU) manager technical operations and risk management capability 

o changes in water quality risk management (risk reduction)  

o any positive or negative unintended outcomes. 

• The effect of program timeframes and budget on the achievement of outcomes. 

• Changes to program design and delivery for Phase 3 

The evaluation used a mixed-methods approach, drawing on both qualitative and 
quantitative data from the following sources. Together, these data sources provided a robust 
evidence base to assess program design, implementation, outcomes, and future directions. 

Primary data collection  Secondary data analysis 

Stakeholder Interviews (n=19): 
Semi-structured interviews with 
NSW Department of Climate 
Change, Energy, the Environment 
and Water (DCCEEW) staff, 
regional inspectors, specialist 
service providers council 
representatives, and industry 
bodies. Thematic analysis was used 
to identify trends, barriers, and 
program impacts. 
LWU Survey (n=15; 16% response 
rate): Developed collaboratively 
with project managers and 
distributed through DCCEEW 
channels. Focused on perceptions 
of supports received and service 
gaps. 

LWU Testimonials (n=5): Four written testimonials and one 
Ministerial letter were thematically analysed to highlight case 
examples and perceived program benefits. 
Operational Improvement Opportunity (OIO) Issue 
Tracking log: Data from issue logs associated with OIO 
Plans, capturing the number of issues identified and 
addressed at supported WTPs. 
Workforce Composition Survey (n=55; 59% response rate): 
Provided baseline data on operational staff shortages and 
conditions across the sector. 
Risk Perception Survey (n=18 entry; n=13 exit): Captured 
operator and manager perceptions of water risk before and 
after program activities. 
Post-Training Feedback Surveys from Australasian Inter-
Service Incident Management System (AIIMS) training 
sessions (n=30/61; 49% response rate) and exercise scenario 
workshops (n=35; 54% response rate): These captured 
participant satisfaction and perceived learning outcomes. 



Evaluation Report | Town Water Risk Reduction Program Phase 2 

Page | viii 

What we found  

TWRRP appropriateness 

Collaboration with the LWU sector was central to the design and delivery of the TWRRP. This 
approach fostered co-design, built trust, and encouraged sector ownership, placing operators 
in a central role to shape solutions.  

Working groups played a key role in shaping both projects, with strong representation from 
councils, the NSW Water Directorate, and regional inspectors. They facilitated sector input, 
strengthened buy-in, and provided councils with otherwise inaccessible updates and 
resources. 

Timeframes, budgets and project management 

TWRRP’s project management was effective. Efficient budget management supported a 6-
month extension of Phase 2, allowing more time for councils to implement recommendations 
and for the AOS team to support additional WTPs.  

Stakeholders praised the AOS and S&T teams for their hands-on support, strong 
relationships with LWUs, and a transparent, ‘no-surprises’ approach. However, while 
deliverables were completed within the project timeframe, the sector-wide risk reduction 
outcomes that TWRRP sought to achieve take longer to manifest than funded timeframes. 
This highlights the need for either longer-term commitments or refocusing on risk readiness 
if long-term risk reduction remains outside of TWRRP’s direct influence. 

Appropriateness of the AOS project 

The AOS project’s delivery model was widely praised for its effective site selection process, 
collaborative approach, and role in strengthening relationships across the sector. Regional 
inspectors played a critical role in supporting the EOI process by promoting the project to 
suitable WTPs as well as building trust with operators, enabling effective implementation of 
risk reduction plans. The project’s 5-day site visits were essential in fostering operator buy-in, 
enabling tailored solutions, and promoting respectful, two-way dialogue between DCCEEW, 
specialist service providers, and LWUs. Specialist service providers with practical experience 
complemented the operational expertise of inspectors, further enhancing engagement and 
credibility.  

While most councils were ready and able to implement OIO Plans, interviewees highlighted 
the importance of follow-up processes to ensure recommendations are properly actioned 
and risks effectively reduced.  

AOS grants were a strong motivator, allowing councils to act on recommendations and, in 
many cases, contribute their own funds. However, there is a risk that the sector may become 
reliant on DCCEEW support. Phase 3 will see changes to grant amounts and should have a 
greater emphasis on sector transition planning to safeguard the program’s gains and ensure 
longer-term sustainability. 
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Additionally, exercise scenario workshops and AIIMS training were tailored to LWU needs, 
using a co-design approach and flexible facilitation to ensure relevance and engagement. 
While the voluntary nature of these sessions sometimes impacted attendance, the program’s 
responsiveness—including adapting content and maintaining free access—demonstrated a 
strong commitment to sector needs and learning styles. 

Appropriateness of the S&T project 

The S&T project’s flagship achievement in Phase 2 was the co-design and promotion of a 
minimum competency benchmark for water treatment operators. This benchmark aims to 
improve training quality and workforce capability across the LWU sector by mandating 
Certificate III in Water Industry Operations (Water Treatment) (Certificate III) and increasing 
the proportion of core units. Sector support for the benchmark was strong, with 89% of 
stakeholders believing it would increase the demand and supply of quality training and 77% 
believing it would address workforce development challenges. However, concerns were 
raised—only in Coastal NSW—that mandating Certificate III may discourage degree-qualified 
operators from entering or remaining in the sector, and that training costs could limit uptake 
without targeted subsidies. 

The project also highlighted the need for market-based delivery of accredited technical 
training. While DCCEEW’s training addressed critical gaps, a small subset of stakeholders 
were concerned that its ongoing delivery may disincentivise Registered Training 
Organisations (RTOs) and suppressing long-term market capacity. Recommendations include 
transitioning DCCEEW’s technical trainers into partnerships with RTOs and using subsidies to 
align training delivery with the benchmark. Regional collaboration among councils was also 
shown to improve training access by meeting minimum RTO attendance requirements. 

To strengthen workforce planning, the Workforce Composition Survey captured critical data 
on staffing, wages, and training needs across 93 LWUs. This baseline will inform future 
monitoring and strategy development, and its continued use is strongly supported. 

Lastly, the S&T project also supported a council to deliver a Water Careers Showcase Event, 
which successfully attracted new trainees and produced a guidebook for other councils to 
deliver similar workforce attraction events on their own. Given that one-third of operators are 
expected to retire within a decade, Phase 3 should seek to understand how effective these 
council-led workforce attraction events are in building the LWU sector workforce. 

Capability uplift 

The S&T project focused on implementing a competency benchmark and delivering technical 
training. Although interviewees praised the quality of DCCEEW’s trainers, limited data 
availability prevented evaluation of training outcomes. 

The AOS project successfully built operator skills and confidence through site-based, expert-
led training. On-site visits provided tailored solutions to operational issues, increased 
operator ownership, and empowered staff to proactively improve treatment processes. 
Written testimonials and survey data confirmed significant improvements in operator 
confidence, knowledge, and understanding of process optimisation and risk management. 
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Quantitative results from risk perception surveys showed: 

• A 95% increase in managers’ belief that operators understand how to optimise critical 
processes. 

• Increases of 40% and 38% in risk understanding among operators and managers, 
respectively. 

• Confidence that WTPs could reliably produce safe drinking water rose by 49% for 
operators and 28% for managers. 

Additionally, incident and emergency training under AOS improved preparedness. All AIIMS 
training participants reported improved understanding and confidence in emergency 
response, and 88% of exercise scenario workshop attendees intended to replicate scenario 
training at their WTPs. 

Risk reduction 

TWRRP contributed to improved risk awareness and early risk reduction outcomes in the 
LWU sector, despite the sector’s generally low risk maturity and limited capacity to measure 
or report on water quality risks. 

Through the AOS project, the program: 

• Increased sector understanding of the importance of identifying and tracking risks. 

• Supported 18 WTPs to develop OIO Plans, identifying a total of 864 operational issues. 

• Enabled immediate, low-cost risk reduction through expert support in testing, treatment 
optimisation, and minor operational improvements tailored to individual WTP contexts. 

At the time of the evaluation, all of the supported WTPs had reduced risks by addressing OIO 
Plan recommendations, with 48% of issues seeing progress.  

While it is too early to quantify sector-wide risk reduction, anecdotal evidence and 
stakeholder feedback indicate meaningful progress at the plant level. Practical improvements 
included recommissioning old systems, reducing redundant testing, and enabling real-time 
monitoring of critical control points. 

Unintended outcomes 

The TWRRP program delivered several unintended yet valuable outcomes. It strengthened 
internal relationships within LWUs by fostering mutual understanding between managers and 
operators during site visits, and by improving communication pathways for resolving issues 
collaboratively. Regional inspectors also benefited from capability uplift through their 
involvement in AOS activities.  
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What we recommend 

The evaluation identified 13 recommendations to implement in Phase 3. These 
recommendations have been grouped under 5 themes. 

Theme # Recommendation 

Embed AOS into business-as-
usual service delivery 

1a Build the evidence base for AOS as business-as-usual 

Embed AOS into business-as-
usual service delivery 

1b Manage risks by engaging other LWU regulatory 
authorities 

Relationship-centred approach 2a Maintain the in-person, relationship-centred approach 
and regional inspector involvement from Phase 2 

Improved performance 
monitoring 

3a Clarify which short- and/or medium-term outcomes 
TWRRP will be directly accountable for during Phase 3, 
versus those that are long-term and council-dependent. 

Improved performance 
monitoring 

3b Capture information on the effectiveness of exercise 
scenarios 

Improved performance 
monitoring 

3c Establish a structured follow-up process for OIO Plans 
and SoW/ TechSpecs, using regional inspectors and 
DCCEEW technical team  

Improved performance 
monitoring 

3d Build an evidence base about how the WC Survey 
supported informed discussions about wages and/or 
training needs in LWUs 

Improved performance 
monitoring 

3e Capture information on the effectiveness of the Water 
Careers Showcase guidebook 

Improved performance 
monitoring 

3f Capture information on the effectiveness of DCCEEW’s 
technical training 

Stakeholder engagement and 
communications 

4a Consider ways to improve awareness of project updates 
for councils not represented on working groups  

Stakeholder engagement and 
communications 

4b Seek representation from the NSW Department of 
Education on the S&T working group 

Stakeholder engagement and 
communications 

4c Clarify and communicate how the Competency 
Benchmark will recognise prior learning 

DCCEEW’s position in the 
training market  

5a Partner with RTOs to deliver technical training  

  



 

Introduction 
Description of policy context and this evaluation’s methods 
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1. The policy context 
Local water utilities (LWUs) play a critical role in managing water and wastewater services 
across NSW, directly supporting the wellbeing and economic stability of regional 
communities. Ninety-three LWUs deliver essential water services to around two million 
people.1 However, these utilities face substantial challenges to ensure reliable water quality 
and security and maintain effective risk management. Given the current variability in 
performance and management approaches, certain communities are at risk of substantial 
health and economic impacts if these issues are not addressed. 

A 2020 audit office report found that, since 2014, the NSW Government has not effectively  
supported town water infrastructure planning in regional NSW.2 A 2019 assessment revealed 
widespread risks in town water and sewage systems, identifying nearly 60% of LWUs as 
having critical water quality vulnerabilities and nearly half as operating in the highest 
category of water security risk.3  

1.1 The Town Water Risk Reduction Program 
The Town Water Risk Reduction Program (TWRRP) was established in December 2020 to 
address the critical challenges facing LWUs’ capacity to deliver safe, sustainable and 
affordable water and sewerage services in regional NSW. TWRRP is a key mechanism that 
shapes the NSW government’s commitment to reducing regional town water and wastewater 
risks as laid out in the Water Group Business Plan 2024-2029.  

TWRRP is underpinned by partnerships between councils, LWUs and the NSW government. 
These partnerships aim to collaboratively refine solutions to the challenges experienced by 
LWUs.  

TWRRP Phase 1 received broad support across the sector and delivered on core program 
outcomes.4 Phase 1 was completed in December 2022.  

 

1 NSW Water Strategy 2021, https://water.dpie.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/409957/nsw-
water-strategy.pdf, pg. 107 

2 https://www.audit.nsw.gov.au/our-work/reports/support-for-regional-town-water-infrastructure, pg. 
2 

3 NSW Water Strategy 2021, https://water.dpie.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/409957/nsw-
water-strategy.pdf, pg. 113 

4 Town Water Risk Reduction Program – Phase 1 Evaluation, twrrp-phase-1-evaluation-report.PDF, pg. 
vi 

https://water.dpie.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/409957/nsw-water-strategy.pdf
https://water.dpie.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/409957/nsw-water-strategy.pdf
https://www.audit.nsw.gov.au/our-work/reports/support-for-regional-town-water-infrastructure
https://water.dpie.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/409957/nsw-water-strategy.pdf
https://water.dpie.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/409957/nsw-water-strategy.pdf
https://artdconsultants.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/PROP4712TownWaterRiskReductionPhase2/EVHClahLQVxNkucjeuT1it8B6saF_xoqGR4iVvJyqzNRPw?e=xd3wfu
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Building on Phase 1, Phase 2 delivered 4 refined projects to achieve 3 key goals:5  

• Address skills shortages and boost operations training and employment opportunities in 
regional NSW. 

• Deliver a new program in partnership with NSW Health to help optimise the performance 
of high-risk water treatment infrastructure.  

• Enable LWUs to accelerate responses to audits to improve local dam safety and address 
water quality risks. 

An internal review of the program conducted in May 2024 revealed that stakeholders 
expressed a generally positive view of TWRRP and a Parliamentary Inquiry on protecting local 
water utilities from privatisation recommended the government extend funding beyond 
Phase 2.6 Using funding from the Safe and Secure Water Program (SSWP), Phase 2 had 
planned to finish in December 2024 but received a six-month extension until 30 June 2025 to 
ensure the original program objectives are met. 

1.2 Evaluation scope and purpose 
The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the effectiveness of Phase 2 in achieving 
program outcomes and how processes could be improved in Phase 3 to ensure the program 
remains on track to achieve its outcomes.  

This will support Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water 
(DCCEEW) to understand: 

• the appropriateness of the program’s design and implementation 

• the extent to which the Advanced Operational Support and Skills and Training projects 
have delivered on outcomes  

• understand any positive or negative unintended benefits of these projects.  

This work will also support with future planning activities for TWRRP Phase 3 to understand 
how these projects can better support the sector to reduce risks to water quality and security.  

 
5 Town Water Risk Reduction Program Phase 2 Review, Town Water Risk Reduction Program Phase 2 

Review - May 2024.pdf 
6 Joint Select Committee on Protecting Local Water Utilities from Privatisation, March 2024, 

https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/ladocs/inquiries/3003/Report%20-
%20Protecting%20local%20water%20utilities%20from%20privatisation.pdf  

https://artdconsultants.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/PROP4712TownWaterRiskReductionPhase2/ETNc5JgJqo9MugmRmgEK-q0BHdbIysflobdG73iYS6vTkA?e=oShdqK
https://artdconsultants.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/PROP4712TownWaterRiskReductionPhase2/ETNc5JgJqo9MugmRmgEK-q0BHdbIysflobdG73iYS6vTkA?e=oShdqK
https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/ladocs/inquiries/3003/Report%20-%20Protecting%20local%20water%20utilities%20from%20privatisation.pdf
https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/ladocs/inquiries/3003/Report%20-%20Protecting%20local%20water%20utilities%20from%20privatisation.pdf
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1.2.1 Scope  

TWRRP Phase 2 was comprised of 4 projects.7 Given budget constraints, only two of TWRRP’s 
projects were in scope for this evaluation:  

• Skills and Training (S&T). 

• Advanced Operational Support (AOS) 

The following projects were out of scope for this evaluation: 

• Regulation and Policy, which sought to review and address gaps in LWU regulation and 
explore alternative funding models. 

• WaterNSW partnership project, which sought to deliver reviews for dam safety risk and 
source water quality. 

1.2.2 Skills and Training 

The S&T project was designed to address the critical skills and workforce shortages that are 
facing LWUs. The project has two main objectives:  

• Improve training opportunities through a nine-point action plan. 

• Address the lack of skilled labour availability. 

Currently there is a lack of Registered Training Organisations (RTOs) and qualified trainers, 
limiting the amount of training opportunities available to support the water sector.8  

The nine-point action plan seeks to address this through 5 key focus areas that are centred 
around the attraction and retention of LWU staff, RTOs and qualified trainers, and mandatory 
training requirements. As at June 2025, the S&T project has made progress on all 9 actions 
and facilitated the recruitment of 4 new trainees at a water industry showcase day.  

1.2.3 Advanced Operational Support 

AOS seeks to reduce water quality risks by optimising and improving the operations and 
monitoring at Water Treatment Plants (WTPs). The key objectives for Phase 2 of AOS are: 

• Reducing operational risks in selected high-risk treatment plants. 

• Enabling WTP improvements to be made using grant funding. 

• Improving WTP emergency and incident response. 

• Encouraging WTPs to reduce Work Health and Safety fatal risks. 

 
7 Town Water Risk Reduction Program Phase 2 Review, Town Water Risk Reduction Program Phase 2 

Review - May 2024.pdf 
8 Refer to p. 8 of the Skills and Training Project – Town Water Risk Reduction Program Phase 2 

https://artdconsultants.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/PROP4712TownWaterRiskReductionPhase2/ETNc5JgJqo9MugmRmgEK-q0BHdbIysflobdG73iYS6vTkA?e=oShdqK
https://artdconsultants.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/PROP4712TownWaterRiskReductionPhase2/ETNc5JgJqo9MugmRmgEK-q0BHdbIysflobdG73iYS6vTkA?e=oShdqK
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The initial program was run with 12 high risk LWUs that were unable to access funding 
through the SSWP.9 As part of the Phase 2 extension, an additional 6 sites were included as  
part of the program. As at June 2025, the AOS program had successfully completed 11 
technical specification documents for online monitoring upgrades,18 Operational 
Improvement Opportunities (OIO) Plans for formally supported WTPs and an additional 5 
summary OIO plans for WTPs that were given opportunistic support. 

Critical Control Points 

Critical Control Points (CCPs) are defined by the NSW government as ‘an activity, procedure 
or process that is critical to control a water quality hazard.’ 10  

Properly defining CCPs is important to effectively manage hazards and ensuring safe drinking 
water. Each CCP sets an adjustment limit (the point where adjustments need to be made) and 
a critical limit (the point where control is lost if this is exceeded).  

CCPs need to be monitored regularly to maintain water quality and information on standard 
operating procedures must be easily accessible to operational staff when limits are breached. 

1.3 Key evaluation questions 
The Phase 2 Evaluation sought to answer the following Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs): 

1. Was the program design and implementation appropriate for increasing the sector’s 
capability and reducing water quality, water security, and environmental risks in regional 
and remote NSW?  

a. Were there barriers to implementation? What changes were needed?  

2. To what extent has the program reduced water quality, security and environmental risks 
for regional and remote NSW?  

3. To what extent has the program improved the targeted stakeholders (LWUs) capacity and 
capability to reduce water quality, security and environmental risks for regional and 
remote NSW? 

4. To what extent did time and budget impact on achieving the program’s intended 
outcomes? 

5. Did the program produce any unintended outcomes (positive or negative)? 

6. How would a future program be designed to better support the sector to reduce risks in 
water quality, water security and the environment for remote and regional NSW? 

 
9 Refer to p.4 of the Program Plan for Advanced Operational Support 
10 https://www.health.nsw.gov.au/environment/water/Pages/critical-control-points.aspx  

https://www.health.nsw.gov.au/environment/water/Pages/critical-control-points.aspx
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1.3.1 Methods  

Limitations 
It was made clear in the evaluation design phase that the LWU sector is notoriously over 
consulted. In an effort to minimise consultation with LWU managers and operators, the only 
primary data collection with LWU staff was through the LWU survey, and with n=3 council 
representative who were members on the S&T Focus Group in Phase 2. 

Given the low response rate of the LWU survey, this evaluation relies on the risk perception 
survey (conducted by the AOS team) and LWU testimonials for LWU perspectives. 

These data sources are discussed in more detail in Table 1.
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Data sources 
Table 1 below lists the data sources used in this evaluation and, where relevant, the analysis approaches. 

Table 1. Evaluation data sources/methods 

Method/data source Sample size Data collection and analysis 

Stakeholder 
interviews (primary 
data collection) 

19 stakeholders 
over 17 interviews 

Over April and May 2025, we conducted interviews with stakeholders including: DCCEEW teams 
responsible for delivering and overseeing the AOS and S&T projects (n=9), DCCEEW regional inspectors 
(n=3), representatives from local councils (n=3), specialist service providers engaged as part of AOS (n=2), 
and representatives from the NSW Water Directorate (n=1) and the NSW Public Sector Industry Training 
Advisory Body (n=1).  

We undertook thematic analysis on the interview responses to support answering KEQs and identify 
themes within KEQs. 

LWU survey (primary 
data collection) 

n = 15 

16% response rate 

We developed a LWU survey in collaboration with the TWRRP managers (including AOS and S&T 
managers). We heard early on that the LWU sector is typically over-consulted. To ensure as much 
engagement with the LWU survey as possible, the survey was made relatively succinct (containing only 7 
questions) and it was distributed through DCCEEW’s regular communication channels. The survey was 
sent to all 93 LWUs. 

LWU testimonials 5 testimonials from 
4 local councils 

We received 4 testimonials and 1 letter to the Minister for Water, which contained positive feedback 
about the AOS program from local council staff (including a WTP operator, an LWU manager, two council 
directors and a council mayor). We undertook thematic analysis of these documents to identify positive 
case stories under each of the KEQs. 

OIO Issues Summary 
Spreadsheet 

N/A  TWRRP formally supported 18 WTPs to develop OIO Plans. This spreadsheet was developed to track the 
recommendations made to address identified risks in OIO Plans.  
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Method/data source Sample size Data collection and analysis 

Workforce 
composition survey 

n = 55 

59% response rate 

The S&T team developed the Workforce Composition Survey (WC Survey) to gather baseline information 
on operational staff shortages to understand where support is most needed, build an evidence base for a 
LWU Workforce Development Strategy, and support the LWU industry to compare wages and conditions 
between LWUs. 

Risk perception survey n = 18 

 

This survey gathered evidence of operator and manager perceptions of risk before and after the program. 
These were conducted in-person and on-site where possible, and with operators separate from managers. 
All 18 LWUs completed the entry survey, and 13 completed exit surveys. 

Post- Australasian 
Inter-Service Incident 
Management System 
(AIIMS) training 
survey 

n = 30/61 

49% response rate 

Evidence on attendee satisfaction and learning outcomes was captured after each AIIMS training session. 

Post-exercise scenario 
workshop survey 

n = 35 

54% response rate 

Evidence on attendee learning outcomes was captured after each exercise scenario workshop. 

 

 



 

TWRRP delivery 
Detailed analysis of findings relevant to appropriateness 
and efficiency 
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2. How appropriate was program 
design and implementation? 

2.1 The Town Water Risk Reduction Program 
was underpinned by collaboration, which 
was integral to program delivery 

TWRRP was underpinned by a principle of collaboration with the LWU sector - with 
operators, with regional inspectors and engineers, the DCCEEW technical team and with 
specialist experts in process engineering, CCP monitoring and training.  

Collaboration and co-design; I think that's the biggest benefit and the biggest lesson I would 
want TWRRP to learn. It wasn't top down. The operator was basically put in the driver's seat … 

It represents giving up a little bit of power to allow the recipient to tell the story and build 
capacity by solving problems together. [LWU sector stakeholder] 

The S&T project focussed on shifting the dial towards a competency benchmark for WTP 
operators, requiring collaboration with: 

• Local councils to understand their competency gaps and training needs and encourage 
them to attend training opportunities together to meet RTOs’ minimum attendance 
requirements.  

• RTOs within NSW and from other jurisdictions to support them to understand the 
implications of a competency benchmark and encourage them to deliver training 
consistent with the proposed benchmark. 

• The Department of Education (DoE) to encourage them to primarily subsidise RTOs 
offering training consistent with the benchmark. 

The AOS project worked directly with WTPs to improve operational capability. The 
consultative, relationship-oriented approach was a core feature of its design intent, including 
collaboration with: 

• LWU managers and (perhaps more importantly) WTP operators, as those responsible 
for implementing any recommendations at supported WTPs, to understand their needs 
and encourage buy-in, improve their trust in DCCEEW and build the knowledge and skills 
related to WTP operations and risk management. 

• Regional inspectors, as those with existing relationships with operators, to provide 
advice on suitable AOS participants and support relationship-building and ongoing 
monitoring of implementation of recommendations. 
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Incident and emergency training delivered under the AOS banner 
improved attendees’ understanding and confidence to respond to 
emergencies 
The appropriateness of the incident and emergency training is discussed in section 2.1. 

All surveyed participants (n=30) of the AIIMS training felt that the content improved their 
understanding of what is required in an emergency response and made them feel better 
equipped to handle emergencies (Figure 9). Additionally, nearly all (88%) of surveyed 
participants of the exercise scenario workshops intended to run exercise scenarios at their 
WTPs. 

Figure 9. Improvements in emergency response understanding and confidence 

 
Source: AIIMS training survey and exercise scenario workshop survey. 

In Phase 3, TWRRP should continue measuring direct changes in attendee knowledge, 
intention and confidence. 

 

88%
100% 100%

I intend to hold my own in-
house organisational scenario

training (n=35)

I feel better equipped to handle
emergency situations after

attending AIIMS training (n=30)

The AIIMS training improved my
understanding of what is
required in an emergency

response (n=30)

Incident Scenario workshops AIIMS training
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4. To what extent has the Town 
Water Risk Reduction Program 
reduced risks? 

The risk maturity21 of the LWU sector is low. It is difficult to reduce risks without reliable ways 
to measure, monitor and report on them. The TWRRP program sought to reduce risks: 

• Improving sector awareness and understanding of the importance of recording and 
tracking risks to water quality. 

• Supporting WTPs to identify and address gaps in their monitoring capability through the 
specialist-facilitated development of online monitoring solutions. 

While some LWUs are beginning to tender contractors to implement their monitoring 
solutions and some have completed this work, it is largely too early to tell how risks have 
been reduced. Moreover, it is likely that LWUs will see an upswing in CCP breaches as they 
become better at identifying and recording them. Therefore, this evaluation relies on 
anecdotes and the implementation of OIO Plan recommendations to determine if and how 
risk reduction was achieved in Phase 2. 

Some of these very low-tech plants are lucky to do much water quality sampling at all. If they 
do, data is all recorded in manual log sheets. Some are good at maintaining spreadsheets and 

reporting on it, while others don't do it at all. [Regional inspector] 

4.1.1 All supported WTPs have begun reducing risks and nearly half 
of all identified issues have seen risk reduction 

Over the life of Phase 2, the AOS project formally supported 18 WTPs to develop Operational 
Improvement Opportunities (OIO) Plans22. OIO Plans catalogued issues identified during site 
visits and provided recommendations to address issues.  

Recommendations were graded on a scale that reflected the priority of implementation:  

• Recommended: Rectification will assist with optimising plant operation and/or chemical 
usage. 

• Significant: Issues affect plant performance and/or operability and there would be 
significant benefits in resolving. 

 
21 i.e., how well an organization identifies, assesses, manages, and monitors risks 
22 The AOS also conducted shorter, opportunistic site visits at 5 other WTPs. 
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• Critical: Issues have the potential to significantly impact the plant’s ability to meet agreed 
CCPs and the delivery of safe drinking water or should be addressed to rectify a non-
compliance or safety concern. 

A total of 864 issues were identified in OIO Plans, with an average number of 48 issues per 
WTP (Error! Reference source not found.). For each recommendation, OIO Plans also 
tracked “Has risk been reduced since AOS commencement?" Of the 864 issues identified in 
all OIO Plans, 416 (48%) had been marked as having reduced risk since AOS commencement 
(Error! Reference source not found.). This shows positive risk reduction outcomes because 
of the AOS project, likely related to the capacity building that took place at site visits and the 
grants’ impact on motivating councils to commit their own funding to risk reduction 
recommendations.  

Figure 10. Issues identified in OIO Plans (n=18) 

 
Source: Working site visit program 2024 and Outputs. 

The data available in this evaluation did not specify if the issues marked as having reduced 
risks were critical, significant and recommended issues. The AOS team should ensure risk 
reduction monitoring includes the priority of issues addressed, as it would allow an 
evaluation to assess the extent and equity of risk reduction (relative to issue priority). 

4.1.2 Risk reduction is being achieved through more efficient and 
effective testing and treatment 

Stakeholder interviews and testimonials from participant councils provided compelling 
anecdotes about how TWRRP (through the AOS project) supported risk reduction by 
identifying and implementing relatively rapid improvements. These improvements were 
specific to the contexts and needs of the WTP they were developed for and generally led to 
more efficient and effective water testing and treatment. 

These anecdotes are summarised in Figure 11 on the following page. 

The AOS project’s focus on relatively small-scale, operational changes to WTP processes has 
clearly enabled immediate reductions in water quality risks, even for plants with little to no 
ability to self-fund recommendations.  

864 issues

48%
(n=416)OIO Plan Issues

Issues that had reduced risk since AOS commencement Total issues identified
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Figure 11. Cases of risk reduction 
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5. Did the program produce any unintended outcomes? 
The evaluation identified 3 unintended outcomes which are contained in Table 3 below. 

Table 3 Unintended outcomes 

Unintended outcome Description Quote(s) 

Improved 
relationships between 
LWU managers and 
WTP operators 

While TWRRP’s principle of collaboration fostered relationship 
building between LWUs and the Department, there were also 
noted improvements in relationships within LWUs.  

LWU managers and operators do not always have a clear 
understanding of each other’s roles and challenges which, in 
some cases, has led to difficulties working together.  

Most LWU managers participated at week-long site visits, 
which allowed managers and operators to learn more about 
the challenges and limitations of each other’s roles. In other 
cases, the AOS team helped to establish communication 
channels to report issues to management, allowing operators 
and managers to collaborate on issues before they become 
critical.  

As long as LWU managers remain involved in AOS site visits in 
Phase 3, no changes to processes are required. 

I think there's probably a better understanding 
from each way … With operators, some of the 

things we’re talking about [at site visits] are pretty 
expensive propositions. So, they can see that 

management is spending $50k - $100K on this 
improvement. And then management come along 
and can see and appreciate what the restrictions 

or limitations on operators are. It's building a 
bridge and hopefully we can find some middle 
ground there as well. [DCCEEW staff member] 
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Unintended outcome Description Quote(s) 

Capability building of 
regional inspectors 

AOS site visits provided opportunities not just for operator 
capability uplift, but for regional inspectors too. No changes 
to processes are required. 

[Doing site visits with the specialist service 
provider] was good for my own development, 

gaining that extra perspective. It was high value 
for me personally. I've also heard that from a few 
of the other guys who thought it was worthwhile 
for them to spend that time going through the 
plant with someone else. [Regional inspector] 

Operator engagement 
has revealed 
significant levels of 
stress and pressure, 
which may need to be 
addressed in efforts to 
retain the workforce 

Managing and maintaining a safe water supply is a highly 
complex and difficult task. One stakeholder was concerned for 
the mental health of operators who feel immense pressure to 
maintain a town’s (their town’s) water quality, particularly in 
cases where they are understaffed, undertrained and/or have 
inadequate systems and infrastructure. 

Many stakeholders recognised that operator wages are rarely 
commensurate with the degree of risk they manage, yet 
mental health goes beyond adequate compensation. 

While the risk reduction by optimisation achieved through 
TWRRP Phase 2 is likely to help relieve operator stress to 
some extent, efforts to retain the LWU workforce in TWRRP 
Phase 3 should formally recognise this and provide supports 
where possible. 

The one of the major outcomes that I have concern 
of is the mental health of the operators at the 
treatment plant. One treatment plant operator 
that I spoke to very recently was having serious, 
with so much going on at work. We absolutely 

must be cognisant of the mental health impacts 
that plant operation would have on you. This is 

your home, and your people. Imagine the stress of 
having all your neighbours hold you accountable 
for the water quality, the taste, the odour - things 
you can't even control in some places! [DCCEEW 

staff member] 
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6. How did time and budget impact 
the Town Water Risk Reduction 
Program’s intended outcomes? 

6.1.1 Timeframe and budget management was effective enough to 
allow for an extension 

There were no major issues identified in TWRRP’s project management. Both the AOS team 
and S&T team were described as adaptive, and TWRRP’s project management was praised 
for its ‘no-surprises’ approach to financial management and reporting. Stakeholders 
repeatedly praised the AOS project for investing considerable time and effort into building 
relationships with the LWU sector, and that the site visits were integral to this. 

The AOS staff have been very hands on with meeting [councils] and providing hands-on 
expertise. I've heard the councils are really happy with that support in terms of knowing what to 

do, when and how to do it. [DCCEEW staff member] 
 

Everything is really well organised and it runs really smoothly. There are no surprises. Things 
don't go massively over time or over budget. [specialist service provider]  

Timeframes were mostly met, and projects did not run over budget. Council implementation 
of SoW/TechSpec and OIO Plan recommendations was originally targeted for completion by 
December 2024. This timeframe was not met; however, it is worth noting that this timeframe 
was largely outside the control TWRRP/ the AOS team.  

An extension of TWRRP Phase 2 was granted up to June 2025, ensuring grants could be fully 
utilised by councils implementing recommendations. By this stage, the AOS project had 
matured its processes such that an additional 6 high-risk LWUs could be supported. Grant 
amounts were reduced from $150k to $120k due to budget constraints  and TWRRP was able 
to engage the same specialist service providers. 
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Managing the risk that AOS processes are not embedded into business-
as-usual after Phase 3 

Although building a compelling evidence base of causality will support TWRRP’s argument 
for embedding AOS processes into DCCEEW’s core service delivery for the LWU sector, it is 
possible that this may not be approved. This section considers the risk that AOS is not 
embedded into business-as-usual and that AOS as a standalone project is not funded for a 
hypothetical ‘Phase 4’, including strategies that can be taken to maintain continuity of AOS-
style support should this risk occur. 

While AOS grants were critical in motivating councils to implement risk reduction 
recommendations, there was concern that grants may have inflated the LWU sector's view of 
DCCEEW's regulatory and systems-influencing power. Ultimately the AOS project addresses a 
sector failure and steps beyond DCCEEW’s typical regulatory function25. While the project has 
been successful and is highly regarded among LWU staff, there is a risk that changes in 
statewide priorities and budgets could cause AOS to be discontinued, damaging the 
relationships AOS has cultivated between the LWU sector and DCCEEW. 

Indeed, Phase 3 of TWRRP (and therefore the AOS project as well) is already projected to 
operate with a constrained budget. The AOS team is planning to change the amount of grant 
funding available to each WTP supported through AOS Phase 3. Instead of a flat $150K 
available to all AOS participants, grant amounts will vary between WTPs based on needs 
assessed at the EOI stage, with a maximum of $150K. The grant amounts will be offered to 
WTPs when they progress past the EOI stage. 

One of the reasons for this approach is to temper LWU sector expectations and reliance on 
DCCEEW intervention, which will help reduce the risk of relationships being damaged should 
TWRRP or AOS be discontinued.  

Engaging other LWU regulatory authorities26 in the AOS Advisory Group in an observer 
capacity will help build their awareness of AOS processes and benefits. Should AOS not be 
embedded into business-as-usual or receive funding for a hypothetical ‘Phase 4’, this will 
support a transition of responsibilities to the organisation deemed most relevant. 

 

25 The Office of Local Government NSW oversees and supports local councils through guidance and 
capacity building, financial oversight, performance monitoring and compliance. The Office of Local 
Government performs these functions under the Local Government Act 1993, which states that 
councils own and operate water and wastewater treatment plants.  However, due to sector- and 
market-wide failures related to LWU resourcing and oversight for capacity-building, DCCEEW 
stepped beyond its typical regulatory function to deliver TWRRP. 

26 Relevant regulatory authorities include the Office of Local Government NSW, NSW Health and, to a 
lesser extent, the NSW Environmental Protection Agency.  
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7.1.2 Maintain and leverage trust-building and relationships 
established in Phase 2  

The collaborative approach was praised by stakeholders. In Phase 3, TWRRP should continue 
using this collaborative co-contributor approach for new WTPs while maintaining existing 
relationships with WTPs supported in Phase 2 by: 

• Ensuring site visits, including their 5-day duration, remain a core component of the AOS 
project. Implementing and testing solutions to issues on-site is an effective way to 
increase operator buy-in and empowerment and should be prioritised where possible at 
site visits. 

• Continuing to include regional inspectors as site visit attendees to facilitate relationship 
building. 

• Ensuring any specialist service providers contracted for Phase 3 can clearly demonstrate 
experience engaging WTP operators and/or the LWU sector more broadly. This may 
include a requirement for specialist service providers responding to tenders to include a 
referee from the LWU sector or for an interview to be conducted.  

The good will developed in Phase 2 could be leveraged further in Phase 3 to support 
performance measurement, risk monitoring, and establishing baselines, which would improve 
TWRRP’s ability to communicate risk reduction outcomes. Given their existing relationships 
with LWUs and inspection processes, it would be efficient to engage regional inspectors to 
conduct follow-up visits with supported WTPs to monitor the implementation of 
recommendations and changes in their risk profiles. 

7.1.3 Reengage the NSW Department of Education in Phase 3 to 
encourage targeted subsidisation of RTOs  

In Phase 3, the S&T team plans to influence DoE to only provide subsidies to RTOs who offer 
training consistent with the competency benchmark. The intention is that this would 
encourage RTOs to shift their course material, improving the supply of technical training. 

This is a difficult yet appropriate response, given DoE are the decision-makers for training 
subsidies. We recommend that the S&T team seek DoE representation for the S&T Focus 
Group. This would support foundational relationship-building and give DoE more regular 
visibility into the workforce development issues facing the LWU sector. 

[The competency benchmark] will clarify to RTOs who want to provide training to LWUs that 
they must include [the 15 core units], because all operators in NSW will need them. The way to 

incentivise [RTOs] to deliver this is to make sure that subsidies are only aligned with the 
benchmark. [DCCEEW staff member] 
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7.1.4 Determine TWRRP’s position in the training market  

DCCEEW provided cheap (but not accredited) technical water operations training in Phase 2 
to fill the technical training gap. There were concerns that DCCEEW’s provision of technical 
skills training may be disincentivising RTOs to provide technical units consistent with the 
competency benchmark, potentially affecting the availability of technically capable RTOs in 
the training market. 

The training market does not currently have the capacity to fill the training gap, meaning 
DCCEEW is not comfortable exiting the training market until this gap can adequately be filled. 

To support a transition away from DCCEEW-led, unaccredited technical training to RTO-led 
accredited technical training, we recommend a partnership approach to training where RTOs 
deliver accredited units of competency while DCCEEW delivers unaccredited technical 
material. This partnership approach will improve the technical capability of operators while 
also supporting operators to gain their Cert III qualification consistent with the competency 
benchmark. Exposing RTOs to technical content may also improve their capability to deliver 
technical content themselves. 

This approach could support the S&T team to strategically target the LWUs most at need of 
capability uplift to attend the partnership training. 
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7.2 Detailed recommendations for Phase 3 of the Town Water Risk 
Reduction Program 

The evaluation identified 13 recommendations, which are contained in the table below. 

Table 4. Recommendations for TWRRP Phase 3 

Theme # Recommendation Justification Project(s) 

Embed AOS into 
business-as-usual 
service delivery 

1a Build the evidence 
base for AOS as 
business-as-usual 

The exact pathways for embedding AOS into the LWU sector reforms will need to be 
determined during TWRRP Phase 3. In the meantime, it will be vital that the AOS team 
develops clear and compelling evidence that its activities and outputs are effective in 
producing desired outcomes. 
Difference-in-differences analysis compares the changes in outcomes over time between 
two groups to draw causal inferences. The AOS team could develop a compelling case 
about the impacts of AOS by also gathering risk perception scores from LWUs that were not 
supported by the AOS project. The difference in outcomes between both groups could 
more reliably be attributed to AOS support, supporting TWRRP’s goal to embed AOS into 
business-as-usual. 
DCCEEW regularly engages with the LWU sector through multiple channels, which could be 
used to gather risk perception scores from LWUs that were not support by AOS. One 
example could be through Safe and Secure Water grant application and reporting forms. 
Additionally, in monitoring risk reduction through OIO Plans, the AOS team should ensure 
they track the priority of issues addressed (recommended, significant and critical). This 
would allow an evaluation to make a more nuanced assessment the extent and equity of 
risk reduction relative to issue priority. 

AOS 
project 
and PEC 
reform 
project 
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Theme # Recommendation Justification Project(s) 

Embed AOS into 
business-as-usual 
service delivery 

1b Manage risks by 
engaging other 
LWU regulatory 
authorities 

There is a risk that AOS is not embedded into business-as-usual and/or that AOS as a 
standalone project is not funded for a hypothetical ‘Phase 4’. Should this risk occur, it would 
be useful for other LWU regulatory authorities to be aware of the benefits gained through 
AOS supports, supporting a handover or transition process in a worst-case scenario. 
Engaging other LWU regulatory authorities in an observer capacity on the AOS Advisory 
Group will help build their awareness of AOS processes and benefits. 

AOS 
project 
only 

Relationship-
centred approach 

2a Maintain the in-
person, 
relationship-
centred approach 
and regional 
inspector 
involvement from 
Phase 2 

The AOS approach to LWU regulation – more collaborative co-contributor than prescriptive 
authority – has paid off. In Phase 3, TWRRP should continue using this approach for new 
WTPs while maintaining existing relationships with WTPs supported in Phase 2 by: 
• Ensuring site visits, including their duration, remain a core component of the project. 

Implementing and testing solutions to issues on-site is an effective way to increase 
operator buy-in and empowerment and should be prioritised where possible at site 
visits. 

• Continuing to include regional inspectors in site selection and as site visit attendees to 
facilitate relationship building. 

Ensuring specialist service providers engaged in Phase 3 can clearly demonstrate experience 
engaging WTP operators and/or the LWU sector more broadly. This may include a 
requirement for specialist service providers responding to tenders to include a referee from 
the LWU sector. 

AOS 
project 
only 

Improved 
performance 
monitoring 

3a Clarify which short- 
and/or medium-
term outcomes 
TWRRP will be 
directly 
accountable for 
during Phase 3, 
versus those that 
are long-term and 
council-dependent. 

CCP and LWU training sector outcomes are unlikely to manifest within Phase 3 timeframes; 
they are dependent on local councils’ decisions and the contractors they engage. TWRRP 
needs to clarify which outcomes it will be responsible for within Phase 3 timeframes and 
which ones it will contribute towards. This clarification will support performance monitoring 
give TWRRP more control over executive expectations of program performance. 

TWRRP 
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Theme # Recommendation Justification Project(s) 

Improved 
performance 
monitoring 

3b Capture 
information on the 
effectiveness of 
exercise scenarios 

The exercise scenario workshops delivered under AOS were used to develop 4 exercise 
scenarios that have since been published to an online library that LWUs can access to run 
their own emergency preparedness exercises. 
The AOS should consider including a feedback mechanism on the online library through 
which users can reflect on how the exercise scenarios impacted the effectiveness of their 
emergency response. 

AOS 
project 
only 
 
 

Improved 
performance 
monitoring 

3c Establish a 
structured follow-
up process for OIO 
Plans and SoW/ 
TechSpecs, using 
regional inspectors 
and DCCEEW 
technical team  

There is a risk that the effectiveness of OIO Plans and SoW/TechSpecs are limited by the 
technical competency of those reading and implementing them (included tendered 
contractors who may not implement recommendations as designed).  
A follow-up process would mitigate this risk by: 
• Allowing councils to reflect on the feasibility of OIO Plan and SoW/TechSpec 

recommendations, if recommendations are still fit for purpose and if and how processes 
or recommendations need to be updated to ensure recommendations are 
implemented. 

• Allowing TWRRP to monitor how and how well OIO Plan and SoW/TechSpec 
recommendations have been implemented 

In Phase 3 AOS is already planning to complete 2-day follow-up site visits with each of the 
WTPs supported in Phase 2. These follow-ups will be conducted by an internal DCCEEW 
process expert and a regional inspector, leveraging the relationships established in phase 2. 

AOS 
project 
only 

Improved 
performance 
monitoring 

3d Build an evidence 
base about how 
the WC Survey 
supported 
informed 
discussions about 
wages and/or 
training needs in 
LWUs 

It is too early to see how the WC Survey supported water treatment operators/supervisors 
to have informed discussions around wages, or if/how wage inequity has shifted.  
The S&T team plans to redistribute the WC Survey in 2026. However, if the S&T project still 
wishes to see how the WC Survey supported informed discussions about wages and/or 
training needs in LWUs, one or both of the following actions should be taken: 
• Include an item in the WC Survey that captures data on wage discussion with staff. 
• Use the facilitated drop-in sessions and/or optional one-on-one sessions to capture this 

information directly from councils. This approach may be more reliable than a survey 
question that could more easily be misinterpreted and allow responses to be explored. 

S&T 
project 
only 
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Theme # Recommendation Justification Project(s) 

Improved 
performance 
monitoring 

3e Capture 
information on the 
effectiveness of the 
Water Careers 
Showcase 
guidebook 

The Water Careers Showcase Event delivered in Phase 2 led to 4 school leavers signing up 
as trainees, and a guidebook was developed to support councils to host their own events. 
The S&T team should consider ways to track the effectiveness of this guidebook in 
supporting councils to build their operator workforces. 

S&T 
project 
only 

Improved 
performance 
monitoring 

3f Capture 
information on the 
effectiveness of 
DCCEEW’s 
technical training 

We did not have access to data collected after the delivery of DCCEEW’s technical training, 
so were unable to evaluate the effectiveness of this training in improving operator 
capability. 
Phase 3 should introduce a post-training survey that captures information like the AOS Risk 
Perception Survey. This would allow comparisons to be investigated between groups of 
WTPs and enable better attribution of the program’s support to outcomes. 

TWWRP 

Stakeholder 
engagement and 
communications 

4a Consider ways to 
improve awareness 
of project updates 
for councils not 
represented on 
working groups  

Membership on the S&T Focus group appeared to provide councils with visibility over 
DCCEEW resources, contacts and updates to policy and project direction that they otherwise 
would not have been aware of.  It is possible that councils not represented on the S&T 
Focus Group are not engaged with S&T updates and how these may affect their LWUs. 
If not already doing so, the S&T team should seek representation from Joint Organisations 
and Water Utility Alliances in the S&T Focus Group. This would enable S&T Focus Group 
members to share information and resources through to councils in their JOs and Alliances. 
We are not aware of how TWRRP regularly shares updates with the LWU sector externally, 
yet a standing item in the LWU newsletter reserved for TWRRP updates is appropriate.  

S&T 
project 
only 

Stakeholder 
engagement and 
communications 

4b Seek 
representation 
from the NSW 
Department of 
Education on the 
S&T working group 

The S&T team intends to influence the DoE to only provide subsidies to RTOs who offer 
training consistent with the competency benchmark, encouraging RTOs to adjust their 
course material and improving the consistency and availability of appropriately technical 
training for operators. 
Given that DoE are the decision-makers for training subsidies, gaining representation from 
DoE on the S&T working group would facilitate foundational relationship building and give 
DoE more regular visibility into the workforce development issues facing the LWU sector, 
supporting TWRRP’s intention to influence the DoE. 

S&T 
project 
only 
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Theme # Recommendation Justification Project(s) 

Stakeholder 
engagement and 
communications 

4c Clarify and 
communicate how 
the Competency 
Benchmark will 
recognise prior 
learning 

The Competency Benchmark seeks to build capacity from the bottom up by building the 
consistency of the Certificate III. However, it is clear from the concern among LWUs in 
Coastal NSW that there is still uncertainty about how mandating Certificate III could be a 
barrier to workforce entry for degree-qualified operators.  
If the S&T team intends for the competency benchmark to recognise higher education 
qualifications as sufficient, it could ensure this intention is better communicated in Phase 3. 
To provide further clarity of intent, the S&T team should also consider mapping the extent 
to which units from undergraduate qualifications are equivalent to units of competency 
under the reformed Certificate III. 
These communications will support and maintain the already commendable degree of buy-
in for the competency benchmark among the LWU sector. 

S&T 
project 
only 

DCCEEW’s 
position in the 
training market  

5a Partner with RTOs 
to deliver technical 
training  

DCCEEW’s technical training was spoken of highly, particularly in the absence of technically 
capable RTOs. However, there was concern that DCCEEW’s enduring presence in and 
reluctance to leave that gap in the training market could be disincentivising RTOs from 
providing technical training consistent with the competency benchmark. 
A partnership approach to training would see RTOs and DCCEEW jointly deliver accredited 
units of competency, where DCCEEW would provide technical content consistent with the 
competency benchmark alongside RTOs’ current accredited units of competency.  

S&T 
project 
only 
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Appendix 1. Interview guides 
A1.1. Advanced Operational Support Advisory 

Group   
1. What is your current role and how does it inform how you interact with the TWRRP 

Advanced Operational Support project through this group?  

2. The AOS project used a risk-based prioritisation framework to identify eligible WTPs 
to support. What are your thoughts on how WTPs were selected? How were 
additional WTPs selected?  

[PROMPT: equity in geography, local economies, etc]  

3. What were the key strengths of the TWRRP team in delivering the AOS project?  

• What ways of working should be kept in Phase 3? (including what relationships 
should be maintained to ensure successful delivery of Phase 3?)  

• What aspects of the project delivery model should be changed moving into Phase 
3?  

o [PROMPT: site visits, exercise scenario library and workshops, grant 
funding, LWS Work, WHS awareness module]  

4. In your view, what are the most impactful aspects of the AOS project design?   

• How would you increase the impact of these features?  

o [PROMPT: site visits, exercise scenario library and workshops, grant 
funding, LWS WHS awareness module]  

5. In your view, how ready are WTPs to implement their OIO Plans?  

• What are the most persistent barriers to WTPs implementing their OIO Plans?  

• Of those WTPs that are successfully implementing their OIO Plans, are there any 
shared characteristics between them?  

6. Are you able to comment on how TWRRP’s AOS project has reduced risks to town 
water quality?  

7. Are there any key sources of evidence we should consider in our evaluation of the 
AOS project?  

• Are you able to provide any of these data sources?  

8. Do you have any other final comments to make about TWRRP’s AOS project? 
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A1.2. Skills & Training Focus Group 
1. What is your current role and how does it inform how you interact with the TWRRP 

Skills and Training project through this group?  

2. In your view, how has the TWRRP Skills and Training project enhanced the availability 
of skilled water treatment plant operational staff? (i.e. more people available) 

• What have been the main challenges in developing the workforce?  

• What have been the main successes in developing the workforce?  

o [PROMPT: marketing to attract new trainees and school leavers, converting 
Cert III Water Industry Operations to a trade qualification, supporting 
Group Training Opportunities to place trainees and apprentices, establish 
minimum training requirements.] 

3. In your view, how has the TWRRP Skills and Training project enhanced the capability 
of current water treatment plant operational staff? (i.e. current people better 
trained)  

• What have been the main challenges in developing sector capability?  

• What have been the main successes in developing sector capability?  

o [PROMPT: related to costs of RTO market entry, RTO awareness of training 
need, making Department trainers available to support accredited 
training, incentivise current operators and employers to be trainers, fee-free 
training, establish minimum training requirements, support LWUs to identify 
competencies and position descriptions.] 

4. What were the key strengths of the TWRRP team in delivering the Skills and Training 
project?  

• What ways of working should be kept in Phase 3? (including what relationships 
should be maintained to ensure successful delivery of Phase 3?)  

• What aspects of the project delivery model should be changed moving into Phase 
3?  

5. We are interested in using the training supply deficit ratio in our evaluation. Are you 
able to provide us with data for (a) operators seeking accredited training and (b) 
accredited training available?  

• What other data are you able to provide that you think would be useful for the 
evaluation?  

6. Are you able to comment on how TWRRP’s Skills and Training project has enabled 
LWUs to understand and address their skills and training needs?  

7. Do you have any other final comments to make about TWRRP’s Skills and Training 
project?  
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A1.3. Internal Stakeholders  
1. What is your current role in the AOS/Skills and Training project? 

2. What were they key strengths of the AOS/Skills and Training delivery model? 

• What ways of working should be kept in Phase 3? (including what relationships 
should be maintained to ensure successful delivery of Phase 3?)  

3. What were the key challenges/barriers in delivering the AOS/Skills and Training 
project? 

• Were these challenges within or outside of the control or the project team? 

• What aspects of the project delivery model should be changed moving into Phase 
3? 

4. Were there any critical assumptions about the AOS/Skills and Training projects that 
did not remain true? 

• How did this impact the project’s ability to achieve its objectives? 

5. Do you have any other final comments to make about the AOS/Skills and Training 
project?  
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Appendix 2. Local Water Utilities survey 
# Question Response option(s) 

1 What is the location of your water treatment plant? [Insert list of locations] 

2 

The Town Water Risk Reduction Program had a skills and training 
component that aimed to:  

1. Partner with the sector to define a competency benchmark and 
standard approach to operator training 

2. Improve access to quality operator training within the water sector  
3. Address lack of skilled labour availability within water sector (more 

skilled people available to hire) 

This is a list of the specific types of skills and training support offered 
through the program. 

Which of the following skills and training supports did your water 
treatment plant receive? 
Select all that apply. 

Increased awareness of the importance of industry and government action to address skills 
and training issues 

Was engaged about establishing minimum training requirements for operational staff 

Supported to identify relevant staff competencies and position descriptions 

Received or was made aware of fee-free training opportunities  

Supported increased awareness and marketing of traineeships and other training 
opportunities 

Had trainees/apprentices placed at my Water Treatment Plant through a GTO (Group 
Training Organisation) 

Engaged with a Registered Training Organisation about water operations training  

Received support/ incentives for me or my operational staff to become accredited trainers 

Better able to compare staff demographics and workforce trends to state-wide data. 

Work Health and Safety (WHS) and/or Incident and Emergency (I&E) guidance/training 
specific to Local Water Utilities 

None of the above 

Other (please specify): __________ 

3 Please describe your overall ability to identify and address your skills, 
training and workforce needs? 

[Open text response max. 250 characters] 
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4 

The Advanced Operational Support project is a component of the Town 
Water Risk Reduction Program. It involves: 

• on-site assessments of Water Treatment Plant’s online monitoring 
capability 

• intensive onsite support to optimise operations and develop an 
Operational Improvement Opportunities plan 

• For some participants, grant funding to procure online monitoring 
equipment and upgrades to operational systems, process and 
procedures 

Was your Water Treatment Plant supported by the Advanced Operational 
Support project?  

Yes 

No 

5 

[Ask only of LWU managers who were supported by AOS] 

We want to know which aspects of the Advanced Operational Support 
project you liked, which aspects you felt could improve, and which 
aspects you would get rid of completely. 

1. What you liked (keep): 

[Open text response max. 250 characters] 

2. What you think could be improved (change): 

[Open text response max. 250 characters] 

3. What you would get rid of (chuck): 

[Open text response max. 250 characters] 

6 The next two questions are about the main risks to water quality 
experienced by your Local Water Utility, and how the Department’s Town 
Water Risk Reduction Program could adapt to better support you. 

Please describe the main gaps at your Local Water Utility when it comes 
to managing risks to water quality. 

[Open text response max. 250 characters] 

7 Please describe the main types of support you need to better manage 
these risks to water quality. 

[Open text response max. 250 characters] 
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