
Ii\,C TE RNAL AUDIT SERVICES

AUDIT REPORT
On The

Review of the Administration of the Major Facifities program

Department of Comm unities

dt

s qggggqland Governmenr
De pa rtrn ent cf Corn m tlniEes---

CRIME & trllSC0l{DUgI C0tt|MlSSlOl{

fNTHE MATTER OFi eo/z-"a^r/-/

"#*k
'7Zz; 

A?-/-1e2
EXHIBIT nor 4 O/q 'g t  -

,41v|* l//e.z.,a- CLERK

en a  : , l i ng  i .  n  o r .a l l ve  a  I  d  c  ua  I  i i v  co  nr  n r  u  n  i l l r  _senr ices



?er l iew c i  ihg  Aomln ls t rd l lu r r  r r  t ' c  : r " r tv '

AU D lT-l i''i-CO N Fl D :l\'l C E

THIS IS A CONFIDENTIAL REPORT PREPARED BY THE

r NTERNAL AU Dri's ERvr c's e nir.ic-il, bipnnrr'rrENT of co M M u N lT I ES'

THISDocUMENTIS"STR|CTLYco} |FIDENT|AL" '
THE UNAUTHoRISED Possidsiortr' nEPRoDUCTIoN AND/oR

D I s c u s s I o N o F ;;; iG-o n rt rni rb-^i co NrAr N r o I N r H I s Docu M ENr I s

PROHIBITED AND IUNV NESULT IN PROSECUTION'

lF|NDoUBTASToTHEDEA!| - l lGWITH|NFORMAT|oNAR|SINGoUToF' r H i s o o r, * i'i': ##m?m?ii['^,ffi ff 
o F I N r E R N A L A u D I r'

lfetePnone: 07 - 340 56404)

THrs AuDrT wAS coNDUcrED lry AccoRDANcEf/vlTH THE INTERNATI.NAL

STANDARDS FOR THE PROTESSa;UX'P-d,NCirCE OF INTERNAL AUDITING



Contents

2.7.2

2.7.3

2.7.4

2.7.5

2.7.6

2 .7 .7

2 .7  I

2 .7 .9

Allegation

2.8 Allegations in relation to the administration of four projects.............. ... .................202.8.1 Queensland Rugby Union.. . . .
, . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20

2.8.2 Toowoomba Sports Ground 
..........20

2.8.3 Murray Sports complex 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20

2.8.4 Kowanyama devefopment for multipurpose shelter facil i ty ...............21



FIi l IDINGS

1. The Major Facilities Program grants management process

lnAud i t ,sop in ion thegrantsadmin is t ra t ionprocesssur round ing the200gMajorFac i | i t ies
program funding *"" d"n.rally sound,;;;difor the deficiencies identified with respect to

the moderation process that occurs 
", 

p""it'si"g" r, but after the compretion of the initial

expression of interest assessment'

ofpart icularconcerntoAudit isthelackofdocumentedprocedurelmethodo|ogydetai l ingthe
moderation process and the lack of an audit trail with respect.to the 9o:Y1"nt"tion 

of the

explanations tor anyln"nglr-to the initili asr"itt"nt. This does not mean that changes

should not occur, or that the changet tlJ" *ien't justified' just that the reasons for those

changes should be documented'

l l g V l e w  u l  ! l  l c  r - v .  r '  r t

2. Allegation 1

;;';il;here were eisht instanceswhere SFq:.]..:)ff:'-f:'."j'ffi::':[iJi3:'""r'"T'
Audit found there were elgnt rr rbt''r'"t" 1:::':o-ii,,-,.r,",. l"f iects ended
as high risk and .ll"*Jiilii;;+d 19,:lTl^lftever 

onlv three of these pro;

;; #;g funded from the Major Facilities Program'

The Stase 1 assessments are an.initial "t::::1":f-ii:i::t"tt"":::t"::t*?:,':;:l'ii;i13-ffi:,ffiiliffi',:f i:,lF-#i::ii::lJ::.""x1?'l?f T,ffi [::::1i3i"H[5
Y,i.';113,3iff'lffJ::,iEL"i,l';U#;;.;j""i, "..".'"0 

as hish risk proceedins to stase 2

and being funded.

3' Aflegation 2 
. , , -L^-^^t^^^^oear{ ac rnvrr risk ihat vr

Audit found there were some expressions of interest assessed as row risk that were excluded

through the moderation process' This *;;; O::tti"^:y::1" once the over subscription of

the funding round 
"nJ 

oin", factors, for example, geograp.hical spread across the state'

spread across the various sports, ,pr""j'u.toi.'oig"iititions etc' were considered'

Audit found no evidence to suggest this was anything other than the effect resulting from a

normal moderation exercise'

4. Allegation 3

Audit found that with regard to the three examples provided only one was fecommended to

the Minister for funding, another withdrew tneir stage 2 application and the third was deemed

inerigibre to be tunJ"i under the Major iaciritieJ program once their project costs were

confirmed.

with respect to the organisation. recommended for funding to the Minister' the question

resardins their fund]n; ;;;;;ir.o *n#'tnlrllt"lfl"i5d 6 provide all the docurnentation

at the stage 2 application process..They were one. of 
-six'organisations.that 

additional

information was requested from ano wnen inis information was prJvided, the funding shortfall

issue was satisfied.

5. Allegation 4

Audit found that the four named applications were assessed as high risk by the development

officer as part of the stage two assesstlntl'o'u"ses' However' ihis assessment was based

on incomplete Oocumeniation that had neen pioviOed and was why approval was sought

from the Minitte, to seek additional information'



of lhe fcur appiicanis' one withdrew, one failed to iespcnd, one hac their r.isk ratingamended by the ;noderator to mecium cnce the ioc-umentation was proviced and the other(YMCA) retained a high tist iaiing {Refer.".ilon, z.i forfurther oetai[-,. Audit is unaware ofanv impediment to prevent pr.r;.iJ;;;;rli'."r'n1gh risk from being funded.

6. Alfegation 5
Audit found no evidence to support the allegation,
The current process is that once the appficant schedule is prepared for approvar by theMinister' the moderatot goei inL tn" cl o"i"oaselno changes 

"rirnr,].."ssfuf apprications
;?")"' 

Recornmended bi tne uooerat"i ptirtr rn" Jr.ur*"nt and puts it on the corporate
As part of the standard process, the original assessment of the Eol by the Developmentofficer remains.on trre corpoiai" iir" 

"ni 
r";;;;;;;cnangeo in the Gi daraoase. once arlsuccessful applications have been approved by the Minister, the recommendations forunsuccessfurapprications are updated by the Moderator.

'Audit found no evidence that materiar had been removed from fires.

7. Alfegation 6
Audit found no substantive evidence to support the ailegation as copies of the Deveropmentofficers assessments are on tne corporate'fifes ano stitt showed the word recommended.

8. Allegation 7
Audit found no evidence on thb files that Mr Kfaassen fonvarde d anycorrespondence toFraser coast Regional c"'*ir 

"i..{,otf,, "ppJi""niprior 
to tne rinarlsr-"r.run, except forthe request for additionar inioimliiln that had been approved by the Minister.

9. Atlegation g

Audit found eviden^c^e,that 15 late applications were received in the expressions of interestprocess' fn 13 cases the application'was received on the next workin g dayand in the other 2cases' on the second working day after crosinj. one'#"r apprication had no date receivedstamp on it' but it was assesied on 7 Novemo""r, rr',iJ'was earrier than many appricationsreceived on time suggesting it was received b#; th! ciosing oate.
with respect to the.invitation to submit an apprication phase, three apprications werereceived after the due date. rn trr .rr"r theie 

"ppri""iions 
were received on the next workinsday. 

vs r '  rErs dPPlluai lons Wefg fgCeiVgd On

Given that the applications in all instances were most likely to be in the post at the time thej,|ffi:i#*;:"r':j;:H-Audits view that ne accepta* or tne appriJat[n. in these

10. Allegation g

Audit found no substantive evidence to support this ailegation. successfuf stage 1 Eol
;:l'5ifi':3,"#"1"i::::S. 

to'ro',i appricaiions and tn*r" appricaiions were assessed as



11. Allegation 10 - Queensland Rugby Union

Audit foundthattheQRUapp| icat ionwasconsideredoutsidethenorma|fundingroundand
the assessment toolivu, nJi ur"O. nuOit-is unaware of any impediment to prevent the

Minister from considering applications r"t'ittiing at any time and the assessment tool is an

administrative tool not a mandated one'

12. Allegation 11 - Toowoomba Sports Ground

Audit found that approval to fund at 100% and in advance' was recommended to the Minister

and was approved by the Minister on 12!112t07' The payment represented the fulfilment of a

2006 election ,otrnittent. Audit i, un.tui"'oitny imiedirnent preventing the Minister

approving funding at 100% or in advance'

S.ev iewof theAcmin is i |a t i cnc f .heMa;or | -2c l l l l |es r IUg|d | l I

13. Allegation 12 - Murray Sports Complex

ff 
,t",*;;n 

r,-" n,, *" n ce o n th e ql prov"d s lq:t,iYf i :I J: lll)'*:'H- :1"**;[1L"-'
li8lilt?x H:::T ffi 

'iffi 
i Ji': Ulii; ;';,'}1 L :'::"-$ e 20a7 a nd th at a n ad va n ce i s

;;;;iii"Jrnder the terms and conditions of their funding'

;;';;" tit."'".ir has advised that t?M "-!tl^",:*::':,?#iff:JffJii:'Xt"13j:i"lsffi ';i'f ,?:'ff*:ff il::'ffi"'ii?Ji:i:1{*i;'::::::",;3::::HJ::':3ff ::i
3?:l,tTJff ffi|33;:#JXX,i:il,:il',in"iii-i, ." track to issue the construction contractfor
t iSC in SePtember 2009.

14.A| legat ionl3-Kowanyamadeve|opmentformu|t ipurposeshb|terfaci | i ty

Audit found that the Major Facirities program initiar funding contribution of $1-5M approved in

2005 has not been increased over the 
"it "i't'i" 

ptoi"ti. T"he escalation in costs' have been

funded from other government agencies]ootn itlt" and Federal along with a contribution

from the Council.



Scope of Review

The scope of the review is limited to the request for information as detailed in the letter to the
Director-General from the Crime and Misconduct Commission (Cfulc) dated 1g September
2409.

The CMC requested the following information:-

o Describe the decision making process in relation to applications from receipt to
approval;

What officer is responsible for decisions at each stage;

On what basis are assessments changed;

. How are decisions at each stage documented; and

' Any other information which might inform the CMC about the above claims.

In addition, the CMC advised that it had received allegations in relation to decision making
and provided nine separate allegations. The CMC alsi received ailegations in relation to the
administration of four separate projects. These allegations are includld within the scope of
the review.



a e v l V v Y  i r  ! - r  r c  . r v !  |  ' i  i

1 ChronologY of Events

1.1 Referral of ComPlaint

29109109

The Deputy Director General corporate services advisec that given the nature..of the review'

that is, a systems review, the Director-General had requested that Internal Audit conduct the

review.

1.2 Approvat to Conduct lnvestigation

The lnternal Audit Charter, per section 6'2, enables lnternal

audits and investigations at the request of or after consultation

as required in the tourse of general operations"'

The Director-General requested lnternal Audii to conduct the review'

1,3 Collection of Records and Evidence

Sport and Recreation services provided copies of all documentation requested with respect

to the review. This amounted to .orporat" ?ilei createc for the Expression of Interest (Eol)

and Application phaies and copies of spreadsheets for the moderation phase'

ln addition the assessment tool and results for each Eol and Application are also recorded in

the G2 database.

1.4 Examination of Records

In examining the source documents, Audit sought advice from management and staff

regarding the process undertaken and tn" tore 
-of 

staff at the various stages and the

docurnentation used to evidence the process'

Audit also sought advice from Ben Klaassen, Director, Program Reform and Design' Sport

and Recreational services, Department of communities regarding.the moderation process

that occurred after the Expression of Interest process was cJmpleted and any documentation

to support that Process.

1.5 Conduct of lntentiews

lnterviews were conducted with appropriate officers, in particular craig Matheson' former

Deputy Director Ceneiat, Sport anO n.ct".tion 
-S.'it"s, 

Amanda Allen' Manager' Facilities

Development Unit, and den Klaassen, pii""tot, Program Reform and Design' to seek

clarification around the respective roles of staff and ihe practice adopted with respect to the

various stages of the Process.

The information obtained from these interviews is incorporated into the detailed findings

below.

Audit to "undertake sPecial
with the Director-General or



l i ; !Ite:, -ia ), iT

2 Detailed Findir:gs

2.1 Background
The Major Facifities Program funds the construction of new facitities and the irnprcvement ofexisting facilities' in order io extend the life of lh; a;;t and to ensure that facilities meet thechanging needs of the comrnunity. The scope 

"it["]oos 
MaiorFacilities program focussedon facifities that rnet community, regionar, ri"t..nJ,itional needs.

Up to 50% of efigible costs can be funced (33% where councils are appfying to develop aproject on state school grounds) to a maximum of $1.sil;;;;ff iiXirrran individualproject' The Major Facilities Program is one 
"#""p,t.irrnding, 

provided in the year ofProgram' but bigger projects .",i b" approved for funding.over multipfe years (life of theproject) if they are for facilities thai rneet national standards and a pran ii in prace to hostnational events at the faeility..
However, projects have to have a total vafue of at least $200,000 ($300,000 if funded at33%) as the minimum amount of funding avaifable unolr tne p.gi";;lroo,ooo. projects
!?3[ff,|it 

funding for less than this amount are required to appr/unJ"i ti" Minor Facitities

The Major Facilities Program was not oir9r9{ in 2008 (although the previous round is calledthe 2008 round' it refers-to funding provided in the oilbg year) and the apprication process
l?:,t^3?i?"'|ffi;ff":'!Jiifftty"fl**nt-r'o'in. p'".".; in previoust;;;, rn previous

' Registrations were invited- A simple registration form was compfeted and noassessment was undertaken
' Alf organisations that had registered were sent apprication packs
. All applications received were then assessed.

ffioot"?ff 
tajor Facilities Program changed significanly in that it had the folowing

o Expressions of.fnterest (Eol) were calfed. This required the organisation to providecertain information and some documentafion. in-iot 
"rr"r.rlni';, compreted

ill;:lilt$:g: 
were recommended to proceeito the invitation ro submit an

' A moderation exercise was undert?k".n, as the program was oversubscribed and thenumber of recommended Eof 's outstripped funds avaifabre.
' selected organisations were invite.d to s.ubmit appfications, which involved providingdocumented evidence of meeting the criteria. A'further assessment process was thenconducted 

'e" r  'u '

Audit was advised that the main reason for the change in the process was that under theprevious process' organisation. *orto go to consideiable effort and expense to put togetheran appfication. rt was fert that if a prerimina.v 
".r"rr-r*i 

*", compreted, before
:[:li::ffns. 

incurred anv significant expense, then this wourd reduce the cosr to



Revrew cr ihe ,{dministration lf ihe iViaior =?c:iitles f rogranr

2.2 Describe tke deciston tnaking process in reiation ;o

ipplicatiois from receipt to approval

The decision making processes are as follows

o Expressions of lnterest are called'

. Receipt and assessment of an Expression of lnterest (EOl)'

o All Eol,s received are assessed using the assessment tool available on the

G2 database. The 
"rr"rii.."Jn-t 

toot eitectivelv provides for three possible

resutts. The three porrioi"'rl.;iit ft Audit's understanding of them is as

follows

, Recommended - effectively means the Expressio.l3f ]llerest 
meets

the eligibility criteria and the organisatln i' in a state of readiness and

has capacity to complete the project *itnin the timeframe required'

. Not Recommended - effectively means the Expression of Interest

meets the eligibitity criteria however ii'," .tdiiation is not in a state of

readiness anO nas not proven itJras Lapa.:t'tv P ::Ttl"i" 
the project

within the requirJi ii'n&'"*' (FP* Audits obseruation this appeared

to be due to Oeticlnci"i 
"'o'nd 

the funding sources and sometimes

the scoPe of works)'

' lneligible - effectively means the !.lnrelsion 
of lnterest does not meet

in" ftft;ot Facilitils itogttt eligibility criteria'

oTheassessmenttoo|assessesagainst threecr i ter ia,need,programprior i t ies
and ability to deliver. rt inen provides on overall assessment of the risk

associated with the pt;;:"5';&; t"11"" recommends the Eol to

proceed to the invitation to submit an application phase or does not

recommend or deems in""*j";ln"figlbfu'ihis iasf is completed by the

Principa|&SeniorDeve|opmentofficerswitnintheFacil it iesDevelopment
Unit. ihese officers tater lionitor and manage tn" O"partmental relationship

with the successful Projects'

oAreviewoff icerthenconf i rmsthattheassessmentprocess(undertakenby
the Development offi;;t;';;il;; *l,tl" assessment tool and prosram

guide|ines.Whilethereviewofiicercand]sagregYilhthe-assessment
compteted, from Audits=te;ti;; ;iih12009-rolrnd' this rarely occurred' The

review officer is inOepeJ".iit tn" DeveloprneniOfi""tt and for the 2009

ft;;;s;;nd *tt the Senior Program officer'

,t*_
.:i.F.,a The Manager, Faci|ities Deve|opment Unit, (the moderator) then completed

;i r,,i:.;'t* the first level of moderation. There *"'" 'ot" examples of the moderator
' 

:,ii Jisagreeing with the 
".i"r.or, 

but the *oO"'"tot has the capacity to provide

theirownrat ingstno"h"ng"the'recommendat ion'al thoughboth
assessments,assessoranimoderator,areretainedinG2andonthe
corPorate file'



o A',dit's observaticn cf ihe recerpt and assessrnent of :Cf 's is ihat it is a
screening prccess to deternine the project's eligibility uncer the prograrn
guidelines and the applicant organisation's state- of readinesr/."p"tiity to
deliver the project.

o While the process does recommend particular projects, it does not mean ihat
the project owner will be invited to submit an applitation. For exampie, frcm
139 Expressions of Interest received, g5 were recommended by the
Development Officers, however only 44 were invited to submit in application,
once the moderation processes were completed.

Moderation - Following the Eol process a further moderation process occurs. Themetho. dofogy applied is currenily not documented in any policy, procedure orguideline. As this was a new process for this round it aipears-that this phase arosebecause of the level of over subscription to the funding iound and the need to reducethe number of expressions of interest. However, while*the methodology applied forthis phase is not documented, the results are retained in spreadsheets and inhardcopy printouts of the spreadsheets. The process that occurred is ouilined below
".5- yjg*gjtr;

o The Direct6r, Program Reform and Design advised the Deputy Director
General Sport and Recreation Services, that 't3g EOI's had been received
and 85, totalling around $60M had been recommended as proceeding tro theinvitation to submit an application phase. Only g30M was available for the
funding round with $1.4r\4 having arready been committed to fund the eRUBallymore Redevelopment projJct.

o As the funding folng was significantly over subscribed the Deputy Director-
General instructed the Direcior to categorise/prioritise the EOI's as there wasinsufficient funds to fund all recommended EOI's.

The Director then completed a moderation exercise on the g5 recommended
Eol's'.ln completing this exercise he considered factors such as geographical
spread across the state, spread across the various sports, targeted areas,spread across organisations e.g. police citizens youin ctun (Fcvc), whichhad nine applications across the state and election commitments, piolects ofinterest, that is, projects that may be part of a broader plan.

The Director then sprit the Eol's into three categories, category one -generally those rated high in the three criteria (rieed, priority and abitity todeliver), category two - generally those rated with two highs and a medium inthe criteria and category three - alf other recommended prqects. The otherfactors e.g. geographical spread, detaited above also influenced the ratinosgtven.

The result of this process was that the Director reduced the recommended listfronr 85 to 61. He then fonvarded the list to the Deputy Director-General.

The Deputy Director-General, then reviewed the list and made some changesto the recommended categories provided by the Director. The reasons for thechanges are not documented, although the changes are recorded on ahardcopy of the spreadsheet.



Theiesr, | tcf ihese.;hangeswaslhatSiX.]aiegcry/ . ]nes. /Vere. .eclassrf ied:s
category twcs. iwo."i"gln/ trl|ro and six category three were i'eclassified as

category ones. wrriig"inJ"J Strt" School, Jriginally not recommended, was

also included as a category one'

This resulted in 62 EOl',s recommended to proceed to the invitation to submit

anapp| ica t ions tage,63pro jec tsnot recommendedand l5as ine l ig ib |e .

The spreadsheet was amended to reflect the changes and costings were

added to the spreaosneet. rnis resulted in 35 category 1 projects, 16 caleso,v

2 projects and 11 category g pP,lgtil.tecommended as being eligible to fund'

6i"ri i tg $27.37M., Sg.ooM and $7'76M respectively

This effectively gave a combined total value of $44.79, for all recommended

projects but only $28.6M was available'

The Deputy Director-General then met with the former Minister' who reviewed

the list and recommended 30 category 1' 3 category 2'3 category 3.and 5 not

recommendeo to proce*J to tn. in-vitition to submit an application phase.

The Deputy Director-General advised that the reasons provided by the former

Minister for the inclusion of the five not recommended projects was the

Minister,s desire to giu" ,ore recreational sports, e.g Tingiri Boat Club and

some smaller non niainstream sports e'g' Gold Coast Ta!! Tennis

Associatlon, 
"n 

oppoJunlty partibipate in the program and submit an

application.

ln completing the initial moderation process the Director, Program Reform and

Design,hadgeneral lyonlyal lowedoneproject f l?Teach.Counci l toproceed
to the invitation to submit an application'phase. T-his was,to ensure that there

was a good geogr"Jni""i ipr"r'O and noi all funding went to Councils-

In reviewing the projects recommen^ded to.proceed to.^tfr:,1ubmlt an

application phase, thiee aooitional council projects were included on the

basis they *"r. proj"Jt-, oiinl"r"rt. This bought the.total projects proceeding

to the invitation to submit an application Phasle to 44 projects at a value of

$30.75M.

lnvitation to submit an application

o The 44organisations recommended from the above process were invited to

submitappI icat ions.Theapp| icat ionprocessrequiredtheorganisat ionsto
provide eviOenle including substantive documentation to support their

proposals, forexample,evidencetoconf i rmtheirotherfundingsources'

o Of the 44 invitations sent to organisations

itr\ )

42 submitted aPPlications

2d idnotsubmi tapp | ica t ions , tha t is ,T ing i raBoatC|ubandWarr iga |
Road State School



Appiicaiicns were then assessed on the G2 daracase on the appiicaiion
informaticn and documentation prcvided. They were assessed against two
criteria, program priorities and abiliiy to delivei. The results from ihis
assessment were as follows

' 35 applications received were able to
approval after the assessment.

proceed to the Minister for

For one application, cairns pcyc, the assessment process was fast
tracked and fonvarded to the Minister for early approvai, due to the
projects dependencies on other funding arrangements that were in
9la9e, but in jeopardy of being lost if funOing a-pproval was not
forthcoming.

6 applications had insufficient information, so approvalwas sought
from the Minister to go back to the organisations'and request the
additional information.

of the six organisations that were requested to provide additional
information, two did not submit the additional iniormation, they were
Macgregor State High school who formally withdrew their apptication
and Rockhampton Regionar councir wno oio not respond to the
request, so their application lapsed.

' subsequenily, due to the four organisations not providing or
proceeding with their applications, three other organisations were
invited to submit applications. At the time of the riview by Audit, two
organisations had responded and were in the process oibeing
moderated' The other organisation had sought an extension o-f ti*"
from the Minister to submit an application.

QRU was considered and approved outside the Eoland application process. As aresult the assessment toolwas not used and the application comprised a formal letterfrom the oRU' Audit understands the formal applicaiion process is an administrativeprocess and the Minister can accept applications at any iime.

2.3 what officer r's respo nsible for decisions at each sfage

At the Expression of lnterest phase, the Moderator provides the initial
recommendation for what was to be considered for proceeding to the submit anappfication phase

Then the Director and Deputy Director General provided most input into themoderation process for determining what organisations were ultimately invited tosubmit an application. The Ministers oifice a]so reviewed ihe results oi tn" process.
. The Minister approves the recommended applications.



R.  v igw Of  thg  AOmln ls i fa t l ( r ' r l  U l  : '  re  i v rd l t / r  qur r r t

2.4Onwhatbasisareassessrnenfschange'C

r The EOI assessment can be changed by the moderator who may disagree with the

Devetopment officers assessmentl From the review of the files this was minimal and

would norrrity be over eligibility or ability to deliver, usually funding arrangements'

r The Director and Deputy Director General can also change the recomrnendations

after considering other factors e.g. spread across the state, spread across sports'

spread across organisations, eleition ccmmitments, projects of interest' targeted

areas etc.

. The Minister always retains the capacity to change recommendations as the person

holding the approval delegation. flr this round the former Minister did request they

inctuO6 some iecreationaisports and smaller non mainstream sports'

2.5 How are decisions at each sfage documented

. Expressions of Interest phase - Development officer t:t::t^TT:-?':.:""otded on

i#ci;ItJo;;; ;; ir t'u moderator's final assessment' Copies of these
t r ^ -  - - ^ ^ t ^ A

::"#ffi;i"'ia1i" Eol application are held on corporate. fiPt-:i"-1^"9J^"t^:::l
ffi;: : : ffi 

' 
; ilil; ;;" ilJJ 

-N 
oi", - il.," cu rre nt,p ra.li::, i.^tll 3.: il"^::h 

e d u I e
;H;;;;;#;ilinirt"r, approval, the rnoderator updates the G2 database to

- ^ I ^ ' ^ + ^ r  6 o c a c c m A

l:ffiffii""r "i""t;, 
;;il:, in"ioo"t"tor changes the moderator assessments

!  - -  a L ^  . . - - J ^ i ^ i

for all unsuccessful submissions to not recommended and places the updated

moderator assessment on the corporate file'

Moderation by Director, DDG and Ministers office - spreadsheets are maintained by

the Director and hardcopies of the spreadsheets, which detail the changes made but

not the reasons wny. frrfb overarching policy or methodology document was in place'

which outlined the process and tne aOOitional factors that may be considered' nor

were the reasons for changes documented, although verbal explanations were

provided where known.

lnvitation to submit an application phase - The Moderator's assessment is recorded

on the G2 databas". c"bi"t of the Moderator's assessment and the Development

officers assessment from invitation to submit an application phase are held on the

new corporate files created for each application received' The corporate file also

retains any correspondence in relation to that applicant'

2.6 Any other information which might inform the cMC about the

above claims
. The Minister has the delegation to approve applications for funding' As such this

gives the Minister capacity to decide which organisations should be funded and to

Iccept or reject any advice received on who is to be funded'

r The Major Facilities Program guidelines are administrative and designed to provide a

standardisea frocess tgi tunOing under the program' Audit is unaware of any

impediment that prevents the Minister from approving funding for projects outside the

guidelines including

oAccep t ingapp l i ca t i onsou ts ide theo f f i c i a I f und ing round

o Funding Projects at 1AA%

o Approving funding payments in advance'



' YMCA was lhe only appiication forurarded tc ihe ,Vlir:isier w;ih a hign risk rating. Thisapplication was a prclect of interest and considered a high prioritv]tt *"" initiailyrated as a mediurn risk following the expression of interelt stage-1 assessnrentprocess' However after the Stage 2 assessment process it had a high risk rating dueto the timing,of Brisbane City Council decisions *ith ,"rp"rt to the aiproval of the DAand the level of funding Council was providing to the project. Brisbane City Councilwas not in a position to confirm the DA approiral or the levei of funding as the
appropriate Council governance processes had not being completed It tnu time thefunding round closed.

' Minister Spence did not approve any projects for funding including the yMCA. By thetime the schedule was prepared forihe Ministers approval there had been aMachinery of Government change and the new Minister (Minister Reeves) approved
the funding. There is no evidence that lvlinister Reeves or his office were involved inany deliberations other than approving the schedule presented.

a , r . '
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2.7 Allegations in reration to decision making

2.7.1 Af legation 1
Several Stage I applications asse^ssed as high risk allowed to proceed to Stage2' Examples provided were Gofd Coast TablJ Tennis Association, Tingira BoatClub and Warrigaf Road State School.
Audit found there were eight instances where Stage 1 expressions of interest wereassessed as high risk and allowed to proceed to Stage 2, however only three of theseprojects ended up being funded from ihe Major Facili-ties program.
The Stage 1 assessment is an initial assessment and other factors such as locations,sport type, projects of interest etc, are then considered post the initial assessmentstage' There is nothing to prevent projects assessed as high risk proceeding to Stage2 and being funded.

With respect to the three examples provided above the following explanations wereprovided

' Tingira Boat Club - Accommodating the former Minister's request to give
some recreational facilities applications the opportunity to apply for fgnding
under the program. Although invited to submii an application the club failed todo so and was not funded-

e Gold Coast Table Tennis Association - Accommodating the former Minister,s
request to give some smaller non mainstream sports an opportunity to apply
for fundlng. under the program. The association submitted'an application,
which for this phase was assessed as a medium risk by both the development
officer and the moderator and was furnded.

' Warrigal Road State School- The Deputy Director General advised the
inclusion of the school in this round *as it the request (by phone) of Simon
Tutt, Senior Project Officer, with the former Ministers office. No reason wasprovided to suppori the schoois inclusion although it should be noted that
schools were a tai'geted group per the 2009 guidelines. While invited to
submit an application the schoolfailed to do io and was not funded

The other five expressions of interest assessed as high risk, but allowed to proceed
to stage 2 were
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F.cckhanrpicn Regicnai Ccr.,.ncii_ lrc|r.loec because ;t was a prcject,:f

interest. lnfiaLly rared as not recomniencjed as the projeci was considered lo

be not ready (scope ano iunoing). Aithough invited to submit an application

ifre Councit iaiteO to do so and was not funded'

CooeeBayProgressandSporyAssociat ion.Attherequestof theformer
Minister for reasons unknown. The association submitted an application'

which for staEe 2 was assessed as a medium risk by both the development

officer and th6 moderator and was funded'

Macgregor State High School - At the.request of the.fcrmer. Minister for

reasons unknown. ihe schoor submitted an apprication, but withdrew the

appl icat ionasothersourcesoffunding(theFedera|Governmentst imu|us
package) became available and was not funded'

Morningside AFL - At the request of the former Minister for reasons unlcnown'

Once quotes tor pro;eci costs were.confirmed as part of the Stage 2

application pror"rr, ' i t o"*r, ineligible on basis that the dollars involved

were below tl.re erogram minimum tireshold and not funded under this

program. Ultimately funded under the Minor Facilities Program'

Mt Gravatt AFL - At the request of the former Minister for reasons unknown'

The AFL submitted an apptication, which for this phase was assessed as a

medium risk by botl-r the'development officer and the moderator and was

funded.

2.7.2 Allegation 2

App| icat ionsreceiveddur ingstagelassessedas|owriskbutfai ledto
progress ro st"G z. Lt"rpt-" piJvided Kenmore District Junior AFL

APPlication.

Audi t foundtherewereSomeexpressionsof interestassessedas|owriskthatwere
excluded tnrough inl moOeration process described in 3'2 above' This was a

possible outcorire once the ou"t tlUtiiiption of the funding round and other factors'

for example, geographical spread across the state, spread across the various sports'

spread 
".rotl 

orlanisations etc were considered'

with respect to Kenmore District Junior AFL, the corporate tjl3noL'vs jt-was assessed

at rnedium risk, not low risk 
"r 

ri"Go in the allegation. The EOI was excluded when

the Director, Program Reform 
"nC-b"tign 

comp-ieted the moderation exercise on the

85 initially ,.uror-*unded EOI's anO reO-uced tfrem to 61 after considering factors

such as geographica| spread across the state, spread across lhe various sports,

sPread across organisations'

Audit found no evidence to suggest this was anything other than the effect resulting

from a normal moderation exercise

2.7.3 Allegation 3

ReasonrecordedforKenmoreDistr ictJuniorAFLAppt icat ionnotprogressing
to Stage z *as a shortfa|t in tu''oing, however three app|ications recommended

to the Mrnister for funding 
"r"; 

h"c-iunding shortfarls. The three were' Diggers

Bowts clru, il"Jgi"g"r si"t" nigrt s"rtrot-and Morningside AFL club Ltd'

Audit found that shortfall of funding was the predominant reason given to

organisations for expressions of in-terest failing to proceed to Stage 2' However of the

three examples provided only on" *"t recom-mended to the Minister for funding'
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Jnotier wrt l lcre\^/ therr stage J ;-;r icarrcn an6 :he third y,^^ _fu n d e tJ u n der tn e H,ra; o i ra'cii i;; ;,.l g' m o n ce rh u i; p;Jfft :::ffi#:gfi;;;_With respect to the exarnpfes provided:_
o Diggers eowts,llu! - The Eol assessment rated the projssl as row risk with a

high potentiaf tc oeirver. in!; ;;, no guesrion .t-inr stage regarding anyshorrfail of funding. wn"n ;;=r;;" z aiptil'atiin-r., ,"."ived rhe crub faired rofi :fffi :,i jrli:, 
nq so,,;;,';;;'!i;t,,.. on" 

.;;,#,1_ 
crsa nisa iions wh eresource. 

mation was requested and in" cirilirr", confi'ned its funJing
o Macgregor state High school - was not recommended to the.Minister for funding.The schoor withdrer,i itr 

"ppr,t.tioi"nu,. o"irj ,ri*o rlr,additionaf informatjon on;::iff:: 
it was rikerv to;[i;;; ''ffiins unoerih;e"i"LrGovernment stimurus

o Morningside AFL 
9j:l 

i\4orningsid.: 
fFL Expression of Interest indicated it wasg}i;i:i'*T;S'"fm:i;y."fii-ry1":,'ni';;;d;,olwasreceivedasparrva r u e o r tnd pio L"t,'", o" il."ri "",,'' :f , r'il,: !f,:fi i,il l?:l fi ffr jil#ilprosram. A.s'a ie_sulr,rh;;;#;i',,i"r,rrbrucr""tir;;;rio","o 

under rhe MinorF::",,',,'::5,;3,.:il: il;;J,t ,i,'"J tii"o rt *1", noi r*o"o throush the Major

2.7.4 Affegatio n 4
of the six applicanfs reque"'".d ,9 provide additionar information, at teast four
were asse":9d as hish ,l;k. Th" f; 

";;;; fissgr_s Bowts ctub,Macaresor state rrig;';;;J, no"ff 
",ipiliftJgionar councir 

"nJ vrrrca.Audit found rhat.the four named 
:p^?r",i";;;;";"rsed as hish risk by the

deveropment officer rr p;;;ffie stage t*" 
"r."rrrent processJs. However, this

assessment was based'onin"l"*rtrete oocl-ilii"tion that had oeei'prouided and
was why approval *tt toujr,itr"r *i" rurir,rt"r'i" ,."t additional information.
H'tl#il:ct 

to each of the applications named in the agegation the forowing shourd
o Diggers Bow-fs club - The stage 1 Eof assessment was rated as row risk and the

stage 2 apprica.tion".r""riJ;, *r. ,"t"! Jr-iligi, rirr, However the reason for
the assessment of rirt * nigi,?lFn;.1. *r'iryrl th.e crub failed ro provide aiJ:f;ffi?;j,,y.".ff,.njj+i nor pr6videl ,"rir"rt evidence to supporr thatwas confirTgd y-r. provided ,le 

scoPe of works and eviden." tnritH fundingmedium by the Moderator. 
nen requested and the risk trt;g ;;'amenoed to

o 
#:H::x?:,rJ:'r 

Hish schoor- withdrew ts apprication and was nor assessed by
o Rockhampton Regional council^- Failed to respond to.the request for additional,[:'S*J,?Hxi:,i:t ass#ec bv the;";;;i;; As a resurt its appricarion
o YM.A (t"t1-l?''l,,D9velopm"ntl- 

Both the developmenr officer and themoderator 
"T":d tn"t tn"[r";.:,^y::.tinnlirr,."itd"rsh 

borh asreed it was all3[:i:i',.{i,*ll#*:: ;if[f 
r abititvro deriver. rhe project is considered a
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Cne ,-eason :or lrigh iisK issessi'nent was ihai the '/fulcA was inaDie io ccnfir'-: :r

the 3risbane cityLouncil woulc approve the Development Application (DA)'

Brisbane City Council was due io consider the DA after the funding round closed,

although tney nao indicated informally that the DA was supported'

Another reason for the high risk rating was that Brisbane City Council was a

nominated source of funding for the project and had confirmed this in writing to

the yMCA, but had not conf]rrned the amount of financial support it would provide

as its annual budget was not finalised nor approved by Council' To counter this

situation YMCA hid advised that this was a priority national project for them and

they were committed to funding any funding shortfall that rnay occur as a priority'

The project was approved by the Minister for funding under the Major Facilities
program over 3 years, which is the estimated duration of the project to

comPletion.

2.7.5 Allegation 5

Officers were advised to remove rnaterial from files documenting their initial

risk recommendation. lt is ctaimed documentation that records the Kenmore

District Junior AFL as not recommended does not reflect the initial

assessment.

Audit found no evidence to support the allegation'

The current process is that once the applicant schedule is prepared for approval by

the Minister, the moderator goes into the G2 database and changes all unsuccessful

applications to Not Recommended by the Moderator, prints the assessment and puts

it on the corPorate file'.

The original assessment of the EOI by the Development Officer is still on the

corporale file and remains unchanged in the G2 database. The recommendation was

changed by the Moderator as partbf the above process. Audit found no evidence that

material had been removed from files.

With respect to Kenmore District Junior AFL, the corporate file still holds the initial

assessment made by the Development Officer, which shows the Development Officer

recommending the proposalto proceed to the invitation to submit an application
phase. lt was iulled early as part of the moderation process completed by the

Director, Program Reform and Design.

2.7.6 Allegation 6

Officers involved in assessing grant applications were directed to cease using

the word recommended when Jonducting assessments of applications'

Audit found no substantive evidence to support the allegation as copies of the

Development Officers assessments are on the corporate files and still showed the

word recommended.

Ben Klaassen, Director Program Reform and Design and Amanda Allen, Manager'

Manager Facilities Development Unit both confirmed that they were reviewing the use

of the term as it had proved misleading for this funding round and they had discussed

that with the Development Officers.

ln Audit's view the term needs to be clarified to reflect what the process is actually

doing, that is, the assessment of the EOI is concluding that the expression of interest

is eligible, the organisation is in a state of readiness and has capacity to complete the

project within the tirneframe required.
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2.7.T Ailegation 7
Assessors were instnrcted not to have anrt h e a s se s s m e n t p,. o " *. H ; ; ;; ; il; il j"';:".3ff: #:TtrJ H*:#:: g : : ::Fraser coast negionar?ouncif pii., i"'*," rinal assessment.Audit found no evidence on the files thar Mr Kraassen fonararde c anycorrespondenceto Fraser coast negionat-corn"ir oi;* #:]lappricant prior to the finar assessment.The only correspondence with applicants during_the assessment process was the::.':ilil: j?:;5,"Fij:ru::i'*,!*gh:ii:,ffi#r"J::,"noteoneof the

However approval was obtained from the Minister (Audit sighted signed approvedbrief) to seek this inrornration prior to 
""v.*t..j^*]l1,lh" organisations. Mr Kraassenyjr'*,rHff5rfl#:#ii'efi"sentative who ;;i; to a, the six-appricants seekins rhe

Ben Klaassen' Director Progra.m Reform and Design, confirmed that staff wereinstructed not to n"uu 
"nyllntact with ,ppri."li. throughout the assessmentprocess.

2.7.8 Ailegation 8
contrary to the guidelines late applications were received and considered.Audit found evidence that 15 late apprications were received in the expressions of#:";',#ffi:: ; :;J::*if "'ii ; ;;;' i,".=,,." iu" o o n tn e I e-xr wo rk i n s d a yappricationr'"0*0,-t!"'.#,:{,r",:iiJ#T:,;1,?,'#j,:::i",'J::"tr;ffi 

,f"r5l?tr;:ffitn"n t"nv applicatiJn. i"Ji*o on time sussesrins it was received
with respect,to the. invitation to-submit an apprication phase, three apprications weref"?ffit :t;:r 

the due oaie. in'arr .".", inJ'Jppilation was received on the next

fl:tff:the 
applications in all.instances were mo.st tikely to be in the post at thein these;.i?;il".31r;:",.:*J:fjuoit viewin"?tn* 

".;";;;;,oiir," apprications

2.7.9 Aflegation g

;l?ffiyn?#iT:'rglil trprovar 
process, not a m6thod or rirst review the

Audit found no substaniive evidence to support this ailegation. successfur stage 1:: : :SSJ:U: ffi?*'J rAU *"#J; Hil#, o n,, n o tr, ".., p p r i ca tio ns ri,e re
This is suppoded. and evidenced by the fact that four.of the forty four organisationsthat were inviied to appl.v,lli'ili r"."iue runcing. bJthese two did not s-uomit,T*T,i,,:H,?,.,:,.Hnil;*tn"i, ,ppr"";;; #,#il",. raired to 'espond to a request

However, the process adopted ,h?rg.n the Eor moderation phase does give theperception that those tr'.,o 
"r"-inuit"o"to ;bi-n'# ffilication ,r" 

".rrr"-d 
of fundino.



Re'i iew cf :he rrtministral icn l i  ihe \4a!cr:aci l i t ies P'r:$ram

inAuci t ,sVieWihereshcu|dnavebeenagreater jversubscr ip i icncfapD| i ( ]ants ;or
S tage2 ,wh ichWou |dha ' reg i venmoreVa | id i i y :o theS tage2processasa t rue
assessment process.

2.g Allegations in relation to the administration of four proiects

2.8.1 Queensland RugbY Union

Audit found that the QRU application was considered outside the normal funding

roundandtheassessment too |wasnotused.Aud i t i sunawareofany imped iment to
prevent tne Minlster from consiOeiini applications for funding at any time and the

assessmenttoo| isanadministrat ivetoolnotamandatedone.

ln the case of the QRU, the former Howard Federal Government had announced in

July 2a07 a grant of $25M to assLt in the funding of the Batlymore Redevelopment

Project, a pr6iect estimated to cost around $60M'

The QRU, on the basis of this announcement and correspondence received from the

Federal Government, had commenced the process of preparing a Development

Application to go to Council to obtain the necessary Council approval to proceed with

the develoPment.

In early 2008 the Rudd Federal Government, in response to the Global Financial

crisis, withdrew the $25M grant' in" OnU approached the State Government for

assistance and it was agreed to fund the QiU for the amount of $4-2M over three

years. This funding *"Jto be made available from the Major Facilities Program'

An application was received from QRU outside the normal round and the QRU was

funded to complete two element" Jtn" overall Ballymore Redevelopment Project'

namely the construction of a s*imming pool and. alhird rugby field on the Ballymore

site. Both of these developmentr *""itne criteria for funding under the Major

Facil it ies Program.

2.8.2 Toowoomba SPorts Ground

Audit found that approval to fund at laQo/oand in advance was recommended to the

Minister and was approved uy tre trlinister on 121121Q7 ' The payment represented

the fulfilment of a 2006 election commitment'

Audit is unaware of any impediment preventing the Minister approving funding at

1QO%or in advance. The Major Facliities Program guidelines are administrative and

designed to manage the appticaiion pio"urs ild distriOute the funds as widely and

equitably as practical, they do not limit the Minister capacity to make decisions

outside the guidelines'

2.8.3 MurraY SPorts ComPlex

Audit found that an advance on approved grant funding, for the Murray sports

complex, cf $5M was made to t[! iownruitt" city council in late June 2007. A note

on fiie dated 2516107 siates that the payment will be made in two days time'

The terms and conditions of the funding agreement are set out in a letter dated 19

April 2007 and signed ny Councit on ri'3fn" 2OO7 -The letter states, per section 7 of

the Terms and conditions of runoing that "The Department may advance, at its
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discretion, a portion.of the approved grant to Council. ,Jouncil will be required to
acquit the advanced grant prior to submitting expenditure claims. The Departrnent willprovide Council with 14 days notice of its inGntion to advance a grant paymeni."
Council advised by emaiton 18 June 2007 its agreement to waive the 14 to days
notice for notification of the advance and the advance was paid nine to ten days later.
There were arnendments to the terms and conditions of the funding agreement whichwere agreed with Council 'in 

March 2OOg. One of the amendmentJwJs that the
Project must be completed by 30 June 2C10.
The full vafue of the grant being made to fund the Murray Sports Complex is $10Mand arose from an election commitment from the gover#ent to fund ine upgrade ofthe Murray Sporls Complex^cver_four years. This commitment is confirmed in a copy
of a letter to the Townsville City Couniil, by the Treasurer, held on file. The letter is
undated and unsigned and appears to l-rav-e been prepared in December 2a06.
An unsigned and undated memo is on file, apparently from the Townsviile City
Council Executive Manager, Community Planning 

"nd 
S"rires, which advises that

$2M was spent at 30 June 2OOg. Please note:- Audit is satisfied that the memo isgenuine.

The memo also advised as follows:-
Provided an update on the status of the project, which advised that elements ofthe project relating to Darts, Hockey, Hoise-Sports, Netball, Rugby League and
Soccer have been completed;
Thetajority of the departmental funds are directed towards the construction of
the Townsville Internationaf Sports Centre (TISC);
The design consultant for: the Tlsc has been engaged and concept designsprepared;

Preferred tenders have been invited to tender on the concept design for the TISC;
Council is on track to issue the construction contract for TISC in September 200g:
To date $2M of the $5M advance has been spent, with the totar cost for theproject to date standing at$4.21gM; and
$8' 18M of the $10M grant has been budgeted to fund the construction of theTrsc.

2.8.4 Kowanyama devefopment for multipurpose shelter facit ity
Audit found t!91 !h." Major Facilities Program initial funding of contribution g 1.5' approved in 2005 has not been increased over the life of i'he project. The escalation
in costs, have been funded from other government agencies botir State and Federal.
ln June 2005 Council was approved $1.5M under the Major Facil it ies progr^am. At thetime the total project cost was estimated at $4.2M.
Subsequent to the approval there was an escalation in the of costs of construction
between 2005 and 20a7 of $1.96M due to buiiding redesign, escalation in materials
and the expansion 9f t le designation of the facil i t i  includiig cornpliance with the
Design GuiCeliries for eld pilblic Circtone Shelters. fhe additional 91 .g6h4 in 2CAT
was fundec cy tne Federal and Staie Gove;'nnnenis, the State Government
conii'ibution through ihe Department of Enrer-gency services.
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Fur.ther delays in the project start up, escalations in oroject inanag. ement' project

design and other costs e.g. turnitui!'anO fit out r"suit"d in an additional estimated

cost overrun of $1'5M' Th; r.""'on for the escalation in costs is attributed to

o The need to redesign the building to comply with the new public cyclone

shelter guidelines and

o The need to install the redesigned footings which took into account the high

ground water and saturated slnd layers, encountered at unforeseen levels

after the contract had been let and ionstruction had commenced'

The shodfall of funding was estimated at
completed.

$1.13M to enable the Project to be

on1212|09' theformerMinisterforMainRoadsandLoca|Government
additional funding of $1.13M under the Local Governing Bodies capital

Subsidy Scheme (LGBCWSS).

approved
Works


