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Summary

Summary
The previous Queensland government made an election commitment that it would trial youth
boot camps as part of its Safer Streets Crime Action Plan – Youth Justice. The program
commenced in early 2013 with two boot camps—one at Cairns and one at the Gold Coast—
and is being administered by the Youth Justice division of the Department of Justice and
Attorney-General (DJAG).
Two types of boot camps are being trialled. Early intervention camps target teenagers at risk
of long term offending, and sentenced boot camps are for teenagers who have a history of
offending and are otherwise facing being sentenced to a detention centre. The sentenced
youth boot camp also targets youths guilty of multiple motor vehicle offences under a
mandatory boot camp (motor vehicle) order.
The program was expanded in March 2013 when the Premier and the Attorney-General
jointly announced an open expression of interest (EOI) process to select service providers
for three new locations. Two new early intervention youth boot camps (EIYBC) were
announced for Rockhampton and Fraser Coast, and Townsville was to be added to the
sentenced youth boot camp (SYBC) program. This has since changed, with the Cairns and
Townsville SYBC being combined into a single super SYBC located at Lincoln Springs.
All camps and related services have been outsourced and are being run by non-government
organisations. It is a matter of public record that the then Attorney-General rejected the
advice of his department when awarding two of the three new boot camp service contracts to
organisations who were not the preferred suppliers, as determined by the EOI evaluation
panels.
Because of this, it is timely to assess whether the outsourced boot camp services represent
value for money from a procurement perspective—in particular whether economy of
purchasing can be demonstrated, in as much as service providers of suitable quality have
been selected at the lowest possible cost.

Conclusions
The documentation relating to the Attorney-General’s decisions to award contracts for the
Fraser Coast and the Lincoln Springs boot camps does not demonstrate that economy in
procurement was achieved. The evidence indicates that suitable, lower cost service
providers were available. The lack of any other evidence to support the final position taken
for these boot camps, itself a failure to adhere to the government’s own documentation
standards, serves to weaken accountability for these decisions.
The lack of transparency also weakened program administration as it clouded which party
was responsible for what costs. It also ultimately leaves the process of awarding the two
contracts open to accusations of favouritism, which in the absence of a clear documentation
trail, cannot be readily rebutted.
Actual experience since the two contracts were awarded serves to reinforce our view,
particularly for the sentenced youth boot camp. Contract variations and payments were
made to the service provider in excess of contracted amounts. Capital improvements for,
and payments to, the sublessors of the sentenced boot camp facility were made on very
favourable commercial terms. These all represent value transfers with little certainty that the
state has received equivalent value in exchange.
These extra costs also raise significant doubt about whether the full cost of the program was
understood when it was approved; and whether the state is unnecessarily subsidising the
sentenced boot camp service provider for costs the provider is, or should have been,
contractually bound to absorb.
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Selection of service providers
Figure A provides an overview of the outcomes from the evaluation of potential providers of
boot camp facilities and services.
Figure A
Overview of outcomes of evaluation processes

Source: Queensland Audit Office

We found no issues with the departmental EOI process that would support a conclusion that
it was flawed, or that the recommendations by the panel were defective. This was verified by
the probity adviser who concluded that due process had been followed.
In these circumstances, as set down in the Premier’s Protocols for communication between
ministerial staff members and public service employees issued in August 2012, it is
incumbent on the two key decision makers—the Director-General in not endorsing the
Fraser Coast panel's recommendation; and the Attorney-General in rejecting the panel's
recommendation and the Director-General's endorsement of this for Townsville—to fully
document and substantiate their position and decisions.
Generally, the lack of documentation made available to us to substantiate or otherwise
support the publicly stated rationales for why the two contracts were awarded, means it is
not possible to demonstrate how the differences between the EOIs and the actual evaluation
criteria used were taken into account in arriving at the final decisions.
In awarding the Fraser Coast EIYBC, the Attorney-General rejected the panel’s
recommendation and made his own determination to award the contract to a supplier
deemed unsuitable by the panel. No documentation has been made available to us that
demonstrates how this decision was made.
The Attorney-General rejected the panel recommendations for the Cairns and Townsville
SYBC and made his own decision to combine these camps into a super boot camp. The
super boot camp was not subject to a new EOI process and the Attorney-General advised us
that he awarded the contract based on his own review of original tenders, which were for two
separate boot camps.
Awarding a contract for a single super boot camp using information supplied for another
purpose and based on arrangements either not made express or at variance with the original
EOI is, prima facie, unsafe.
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None of the tenderers for either the Townsville or Cairns camps were given the opportunity
to resubmit offers to run a combined camp. It was also not made clear to prospective
tenderers that the government, as it has now done, was willing to provide and fund a suitable
facility for the SYBC and also to provide Queensland Corrective Services (QCS) staff to
augment security at the facility.
Greater clarity of these factors may have resulted in different EOI outcomes and different
cost implications to the state.

Cost effectiveness of services
The original budget approved for the boot camp trial was $4.9 million. We estimate that the
cost over the two years of the trial will be $12.3 million, an increase of $7.4 million.
The two year full cost of the sentenced boot camp program has now escalated to around
$10 million from the original funding approval of around $3 million. This includes variations to
the contract in favour of the service provider, with no clear rationale. It also includes the need
to invest heavily in supporting infrastructure and security services. Payments have also been
made to service providers which are in excess of amounts contracted and outside the terms
of the respective contracts.
It is clear from experience to date that the project for the extended boot camp trial was not
fully costed, or that the costs were not fully understood by DJAG, prior to its approval.
The most significant increased trial costs are directly associated with the SYBC program.
Capital costs of $4.1 million have been incurred for the provision of the Lincoln Springs
facility, and the state is paying for security services through QCS. These costs should have
been identified and estimated at the outset of the program. It should also have been
established at the outset whether these cost were expected to be incurred by the provider or
by the state.
The state has made payments directly to the sublessors of the Lincoln Springs facility. In
addition to receiving an annual lease payment of $175 000, they have also benefited from
the state paying $240 410 for renovations to their private residence and further payments to
upgrade existing farm infrastructure. The Lincoln Springs SYBC facility occupies only a
portion of the property and the sublessors continue to live on and use the remaining land.
In practical terms, the position adopted by the state toward these costs indicate that the
sentenced youth boot camp service provider either could not meet, or is now not expected to
meet, these aspects of program requirements. There is no indication that the AttorneyGeneral sought or was provided with advice from DJAG of any potential impact on future
program costs at the time of his decision to award the contract for the super SYBC.
The contracts for the Fraser Coast EIYBC and the combined super SYBC do not
demonstrate that best value for money in procurement has been achieved.
For Fraser Coast, the state is paying $2 900 more per participant than for the Rockhampton
EIYBC, and $5 500 more per participant than the evaluation panel’s preferred tenderer.
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For the sentenced youth boot camp at Lincoln Springs:

The capacity for further economies of scale to be achieved from a combined boot camp
were not considered prior to awarding the contract to Beyond Billabong for the same
amount they originally tendered to run two separate boot camps.

The contract issued includes a 15 per cent ‘profit margin’ and initially specified other
costs not clearly related to service delivery.

DJAG introduced a number of contract variations within its first year of operation which
significantly increased the service payments to Beyond Billabong with no clear link to
improved service delivery. Service costs have increased by at least $875 000, before
taking into account the potential for additional incentive payments.

Variations to the Beyond Billabong contract have been based on anticipated
participation rates, which are not supported by actual participation rates.

Beyond Billabong has fulfilled its contract conditions regarding the provision of adequate
security services, however a decision by the Attorney-General to appoint supplementary
security services has led to DJAG incurring significant additional costs not recognised
and included in the approved budget for the program expansion.

Incentive payments are being made to Beyond Billabong to achieve what are
fundamental outcomes of the program.

A significant proportion of costs incurred by the state to establish a boot camp centre on
the Lincoln Springs sublease directly benefit the sublessors with no clear reciprocal
benefit to the state.

Recommendations
It is recommended that DJAG:
1.

ensures that the rationales for decisions which are not consistent with the results
of underlying tender or expression of interest (EOI) processes are fully
documented

2.

advises decision makers of the financial implications of their decisions where
they are not consistent with recommendations arising from a tender or EOI
process

3.

produces complete budgets that incorporate all recurrent and capital costs likely
to be associated with program trials as part of the initial decision making
process, and progressively update these based on actual experience

4.

undertakes an early assessment of the cost effectiveness of the boot camp trial
to minimise any further costs to the state that may arise from any further
extension of the program under current contractual arrangements.

Reference to comments
In accordance with s.64 of the Auditor-General Act 2009, a copy of this report was provided
to the Attorney-General and to the Director-General of the Department of Justice and
Attorney-General with a request for comments. A copy was also provided to the former
Attorney-General, as a person with a special interest in the report, in accordance with
s.64(3), as well as to the service providers and property sublessors.
Where they have made submissions to us, their views have been considered in reaching our
audit conclusions and are represented to the extent relevant and warranted in preparing this
report.
Comments received are in Appendix A of this report, either reproduced in full, or as a fair
summary.
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Context

1.1

Background

The effectiveness of boot camps in reducing recidivism has been widely researched and
trialled in a number of jurisdictions over many years. Much of this research and experience
concludes that boot camps may lead to short term reductions in rates of recidivism, but that
this pattern is not sustained over the longer term.
Against this background, the previous Queensland Government made an election
commitment that it would trial youth boot camps. The trial forms part of the previous
government's Safer Streets Crime Action Plan-Youth Justice and the program is
administered by the Youth Justice division of the Department of Justice and
Attorney-General (DJAG).
Given the diversity of results of research about the outcomes and cost effectiveness of such
programs, DJAG has committed to evaluate the trial to determine if it reduces entry into the
youth justice system and re-offending, before considering whether to implement youth boot
camps in other locations across Queensland.

1.2

Legislative frameworks

1.2.1

Sentenced youth boot camp orders

The Youth Justice Act 1992 was amended with effect from 1 January 2013 to allow the court
to sentence an eligible young person to detention and then immediately suspend the
detention order and make a boot camp order.
The sentenced youth boot camp programs are required by legislation to provide intensive
support to the young offender and access to developmental and mentoring programs.
A boot camp order can be between three and six months in duration. Young offenders must
spend the first month of their order in a boot camp centre (the residential phase) then up to
five months under community supervision (the community supervision phase).
The residential phase is required to be run at a boot camp centre, approved by the
Director-General, a place where the services and facilities necessary for the residential
phase of a boot camp program are located.
The boot camp centre provider is required by Part 8A of the Youth Justice Act to provide for:

the health and wellbeing of children at the centre

the cultural, educational, emotional, intellectual, physical and social development of
children at the centre

security and management of the centre

the safe custody of children at the centre

the maintenance of discipline and good order at the centre.
Only young people living in the trial location are able to be sentenced to a boot camp order.

1.2.2

Program funding

The Community Services Act 2007 (the Act) provides for funding, by way of grants to service
providers, of services that contribute to Queensland's economic, social and environmental
wellbeing.
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The guiding principles set out in s.4 of the Act, which apply from 3 July 2014, include the
requirement that funding should be administered in a way that is efficient and transparent.
The Act requires also that accountability for funded services is upheld to help to maintain
public confidence about the use of public funds.

1.3

Procurement frameworks

The State Procurement Policy, released in 2010, and since replaced from 1 July 2013 by the
Queensland Procurement Policy, is a framework for achieving transparent and accountable
outcomes. The overarching objectives of both the old and new policy are to select the option
that best provides value for money outcomes.
Procurement of boot camp services by way of an open expression of interest (EOI) process
was approved by the Director-General of DJAG and the Attorney-General, under authority of
s.24 of the Act, to which was applied the objectives of the State Procurement Policy then in
place.
In July 2013, at the 2013–14 estimates hearings held by the by the Legal Affairs and
Community Safety Committee, the Attorney-General made the following observations about
the procurement process then underway:
We are in the process now of the tendering process … The tenders have
not come to me yet. We have an independent process in place.
The groups [already running similar programs] have to show that they
have the capabilities, the staff and the knowledge, and it would be helpful
if they have runs on the board.
At the same hearing the Director-General made the following observations:
I have ensured that the selection committees are independent of
government—that is, of executive government in the sense of ministerial
intervention—and that there is probity in place.
I will be personally taking an interest to ensure that the persons who
have been nominated by the selection panel meet one fundamental
criterion—that is, that they have experience in the field …

1.4

Timeline of key events

The first two-year trials commenced in early 2013 in two locations for two types of boot
camps:

An early intervention youth boot camp program (EIYBC) is being trialled on the Gold
Coast. This program targets young people aged between 12 to 16 years who are
assessed as being at high risk of long term involvement in the criminal justice system.

A sentenced youth boot camp program (SYBC) was trialled in Cairns (Kuranda). This
program provided an alternative to young people aged between 13 to 17 years facing a
detention sentence.
In March 2013, the Premier and the Attorney-General jointly announced an expansion of
these two-year trials to three further locations:

two EIYBCs—to be trialled at Rockhampton and Fraser Coast

one further SYBC—to be trialled at Townsville.
In April 2013, the government terminated the contract with the Cairns SYBC provider
following a security incident at the residential facility at Kuranda. Because of this incident, the
government determined that boot camps would no longer be located in residential areas or
near residential areas.
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In May 2013, the Attorney-General approved a procurement process involving EOIs for the
three expansion programs, and to obtain a replacement service provider for the Cairns
program. These EOIs closed on 21 June 2013 for the three expansion programs, and on
14 June 2013 for the Cairns program.
At the same time, an open EOI was issued to identify properties in suitable locations that
were available to lease for the SYBCs in Cairns and Townsville, in the event that properties
identified by any potential service providers in their submissions were assessed by DJAG as
unsuitable. There were no suitable responses to this EOI.
On 21 August 2013, the Attorney-General announced that three providers were awarded
contracts to provide boot camp services:

the Queensland Police-Citizens Youth Welfare Association (QPCYWA)—to run the
EIYBC at Rockhampton

Oz Adventures (trading as Hard Yakka)—to run the EIYBC at Fraser Coast

Beyond Billabong—to run a combined super SYBC for both Cairns and Townsville, later
determined by DJAG to be located at Lincoln Springs.

1.5

Audit rationale

Of the three contracts entered into for the expansion boot camps, only the Rockhampton
EIYBC was awarded to the service provider recommended by the panel undertaking that
EOI tender evaluation process.
This procurement outcome raises questions, prima facie, about the probity and cost
effectiveness of the EOI process—not least because of the time, effort and cost that went
into it.
The process followed by the Attorney-General in making his decision to award the SYBC
contract and the Fraser Coast EIYBC contract needed to demonstrably adhere to the
Protocols for communication between ministerial staff members and public service
employees issued by the Premier in August 2012 and with the general principles of
accountability and transparency enunciated within them. In particular, section 5.14 states:
Formal recordkeeping is particularly important when a Minister or
Ministerial staff member on the Minister's behalf verbally or in writing
provides a direction to departments to implement particular policies or the
Minister makes a final decision that is contrary to, or overrides,
departmental advice.
Regardless of how the service providers were selected, the value for money principles
enshrined in the State Procurement Policy and in the legislative provisions of the Act must
also be able to be clearly demonstrated.
In terms of this program's ultimate cost effectiveness, the value for money question can be
definitively answered only over a longer period of time. This will provide the ability to fully
understand whether any sustained reduction in rates of recidivism has been achieved. It will
also enable understanding of what the cost has been, compared to incarceration and to
other diversion programs.
In the shorter term, and in the context of this procurement audit, the value question is
necessarily reframed as to whether economy of purchasing can be demonstrated—that is,
that the lowest cost was obtained for services that meet appropriate quality standards.
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1.6

Audit objective, method and cost

The overall objective of this audit was to establish whether the three expansion trial boot
camps were procured economically and whether the means by which their services were
procured adhered to expected standards of probity, transparency and accountability.
To form a conclusion against this objective we assessed whether:

the expression of interest process complied with State Procurement Policy and adhered
to expected standards of probity

the subsequent selection process used by the Attorney-General complied with the
expected documentation standards

the contracts awarded represent best value for money.
The audit was carried out in accordance with Australian Auditing and Assurance Standards.
The cost of the audit was $95 000.

1.7

Report structure

The remainder of the report is structured as follows:

Chapter 2—Procurement processes

Chapter 3—Cost effectiveness of services

Appendix A contains responses received

Appendix B contains copies of selected correspondence during the audit with the former
Attorney-General and Minister for Justice and the Director-General.
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Procurement processes

In brief
Background
The Department of Justice and Attorney-General (DJAG) undertook an open expression of interest
(EOI) process to identify suitable service providers to operate boot camps, as part of an expanded
trial.
Evaluation panels were established to assess each EOI and this process was overseen by an
independent probity adviser.
Conclusions
The EOI processes undertaken by departmental staff complied with state procurement policies and
were free from executive government involvement.
The recommendations from the EOI process were not accepted by the Attorney-General who made
his own decisions to award contracts. There is no documentation to evidence that, in doing so, he
appointed the best suited supplier and achieved the best economy in procurement.
Key findings













The number of EOIs received for each boot camp indicated a competitive market response.
Selection criteria and weightings were approved by the Director-General and Attorney-General
prior to the issue of EOIs.
The results of the evaluation process undertaken by the respective panels were consistent
and complied with state procurement policies.
The Director-General noted but did not endorse two of the panel recommendations. No
documentation was provided to explain why he did not support the recommendations of the
EOI panel.
The Attorney-General did not accept the panel’s recommendations for the Fraser Coast early
intervention youth boot camp and made his own decision to award the contract to the 10 th
ranked and most expensive offer.
The Attorney-General did not accept the panel’s recommendations for the Cairns and
Townsville sentenced youth boot camps and instead reviewed existing tenders and
determined an alternative combined boot camp.
Submissions were evaluated by the Attorney-General on the basis of a single combined boot
camp despite submissions being based on two separate stand-alone facilities. Other tenderers
were not provided an opportunity to resubmit a tender for a combined camp. Other tenderers
were not asked to submit proposals that assumed the state provided the facilities and security
services.
The Attorney-General did not provide any documentation to support his decisions or the
analysis undertaken in arriving at those decisions. The absence of documentation breaches
section 5.14 of the Protocols for communication between ministerial staff members and public
service employees issued by the Premier in August 2012.

Recommendations
It is recommended that DJAG:
1.

ensures that the rationales for decisions which are not consistent with the results of
underlying tender or expression of interest (EOI) processes are fully documented.
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2.1

Background

The boot camp services are funded under the Community Services Act 2007 (the Act). As
the Act stood in 2013, it was (and remains) silent on the procurement processes to be
adopted when determining whether and on what terms to provide financial assistance to an
approved service provider.
In any event, the Director-General of the Department of Justice and Attorney-General
(DJAG) and the Attorney-General initially decided that the selection of boot camp providers
would adhere to the principles in the then State Procurement Policy, and determined in this
context that an open expression of interest (EOI) was the most suitable process.
In respect of this process, in accordance with state procurement guidelines, we expected to
find appropriate:

probity arrangements—clearly documented evaluation and probity plans; conflict of
interest, confidentiality and information security protocols; and the use of an
independent advisor or auditor to provide assurance that due process was followed

panel membership—the composition of which demonstrated the level of knowledge,
skill, experience and independence required to perform a reliable assessment free from
bias

evaluation criteria—relevant to the objectives of the service and to the attributes
required of the service provider to achieve the intended outcomes

record keeping—complete, accurate and consistent documentation supporting the
tender processes, panel deliberations and decisions, while maintaining the integrity and
confidentiality of the documentation.
The Director-General delegated responsibility for designing and implementing the EOI
process to the then Assistant Director-General in charge of the Youth Justice division of
DJAG. Four EOIs were issued, one for each boot camp, and four panels were established by
the Assistant Director-General, with each to evaluate one of the four EOIs.
Three of the four panels made recommendations to appoint service providers. These were
for the two early intervention youth boot camp programs (EIYBC) and for the Townsville
sentenced youth boot camp (SYBC). The fourth panel, for the Cairns SYBC, did not
recommend a service provider, but did recommend that the department engage with a
suitable organisation through a targeted initiative to identify a suitable provider.
The Director-General endorsed the panel’s recommendation for the Rockhampton EIYBC.
The panel’s recommendation for the Fraser Coast EIYBC and Townsville SYBC were noted
but not endorsed by the Director-General, without any documentation to support this.
The Attorney-General rejected the service providers recommended by the Fraser Coast
EIYBC panel and by the Townsville SYBC panel. This, and the failure of the Cairns SYBC
panel to recommend a service provider, led the Attorney-General to establish his own
selection process for these three boot camps.
In respect of his process, we expected to find it documented according to the principles of
accountability and transparency espoused in the Protocols for communication between
ministerial staff members and public service employees issued by the Premier in
August 2012, and in particular section 5.14 which states:
Formal recordkeeping is particularly important when a Minister or
Ministerial staff member on the Minister's behalf verbally or in writing
provides a direction to departments to implement particular policies or the
Minister makes a final decision that is contrary to, or overrides,
departmental advice.
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2.2

Conclusions

The four departmental EOI processes conformed to the requirements of the state
procurement guidelines and were free from executive government involvement.
Lack of sufficient and appropriate documentation means that the subsequent processes
followed by the Attorney-General and his staff to award the contracts did not meet the
Premier's principles of accountability and transparency. The lack of documentation means
also that the Attorney-General cannot demonstrate that the two service providers chosen
were the best suited, or the most cost effective.
While all conforming offerers submitted their tenders on the basis that there would be two
separate stand-alone facilities, their submissions were then evaluated by the
Attorney-General on the basis of a single joint facility. The prices tendered by Beyond
Billabong in their submissions were for two camps, not for a joint camp. No other offerers
were afforded the opportunity to submit new offers to run a single joint facility.

2.3

Expression of interest selection process

The four EOI processes exhibited the characteristics of good practice expected of a
procurement process involving the expenditure of significant public funds.

2.3.1

Submissions received

Figure 2A summarises the number of conforming EOIs received by date of EOI close. These
numbers of conforming EOIs indicate a competitive market response.
Figure 2A
Timetable and number of conforming EOIs received
Program

Date of invitation

Date of EOI close

Respondents

EIYBC Rockhampton

14 May 2013

21 June 2013

6

EIYBC Fraser Coast

14 May 2013

21 June 2013

12

SYBC Townsville

14 May 2013

21 June 2013

4

SYBC Cairns

21 May 2013

14 June 2013

6

Source: Queensland Audit Office

All 18 responses for the two EIYBC were assessed as conforming by the respective panels
and proceeded to evaluation.
For the Cairns SYBC, nine offers were received. Beyond Billabong submitted their offer one
week late on 21 June, and accordingly they were excluded from further evaluation as
required under the tender rules in the evaluation plan. Two other offers were assessed as
non-conforming, and as a result only six of the nine offers were evaluated.
For the Townsville SYBC, five offers were received, but one was excluded because it was
submitted three days late. Beyond Billabong submitted an offer for the Townsville SYBC.
This offer was considered conforming because the offer was considered in two parts.
The first part was an assessment against evaluation criteria and the Beyond Billabong offer
conformed in all material respects. The second part was an assessment of costs. In this
response, Beyond Billabong stated a cost to run two boot camps concurrently, citing
‘economies of scale’ as the reason. Costs were not provided for a single location boot camp.
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There is some confusion concerning the Beyond Billabong EOI submission. Ambiguous
language resulted in the panel evaluating Beyond Billabong based on a single camp in the
Townsville region. The language used in Beyond Billabong's Cairns EOI was identical to the
Townsville EOI submission. The panel's understanding was that Beyond Billabong has
tendered for a service in Townsville and one in Cairns. Beyond Billabong contend the
following wording was meant to indicate a single location boot camp drawing participants
from two geographic regions:
"Beyond Billabong Training is submitting EOI's in all 4 areas and have done a budget
inclusive of 2 of the areas of economies of scale but can deliver in whatever or all
combinations that the Government feel is appropriate".

2.3.2

Probity arrangements

The boot camp procurement process commenced when EOI information papers and
evaluation plans were prepared for each of the EIYBC and SYBC. The four EOIs were
released to market in May 2013. The EOI information papers provide clear and explicit
selection criteria and performance requirements.
The information papers and evaluation plans, including weightings to be applied to specific
criteria by the evaluation panels, were reviewed and approved by the Director-General and
Attorney-General prior to their release.
The evaluation process was overseen by an independent probity advisor. An overall probity
plan was prepared. The probity plan clearly states expectations of those involved in the
evaluation process including:

conflicts of interest

communication with offerers

confidentiality.
The probity advisor provided services for the period commencing with the release of EOIs
through the preparation for and conduct of the evaluation process and up to and including
the preparation for and conduct of debriefing offerers.
In his probity report, the probity advisor confirmed he was satisfied the methodology
contained in the evaluation plans was fair and equitable and supported the achievement of
the EOI objections.
The probity advisor confirmed adequate compliance of the EOI process with relevant
procurement policy requirements through:

his active involvement throughout the EOI administration and assessment process

a probity report coinciding with the presentation of the evaluation report recommending
the preferred offerer for each boot camp

a final probity report following conclusion of offerer debriefs.

2.3.3

Panel membership

Separate evaluation panels were appointed for each EOI. These panels were responsible for
assessing, scoring and making recommendations to the Director-General for his
endorsement and to the Attorney-General for his consideration.
The chair of all four EOI evaluation panels was the Assistant Director-General, Youth
Justice, DJAG.
The evaluation panels consisted of experienced regional representatives from DJAG on all
four panels and from other government agencies. There were regional directors from the
Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander and Multicultural Affairs on all four
panels; inspectors from the Queensland Police Service (QPS) for the two EIYBCs; and
officers from the Department of Education, Training and Employment for the two SYBCs.
The Cairns SYBC panel also had an adviser to the Attorney-General.
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The seniority and regional experience of the panel membership across the diverse
government agencies that deal with the youth targeted by these programs was appropriate.
No independence concerns were raised about the representative of the QPS on the
Rockhampton EIYBC evaluation panel, either during the process, in obtaining approval to
appoint the preferred supplier, or subsequent to the appointment of the Queensland
Police-Citizens Youth Welfare Association (QPCYWA) as the provider.
The Director-General raised his concerns about the perception of lack of independence of
the QPS representative on the panel for the Fraser Coast EIYBC after receiving the
recommendation from the panel, which was also to appoint the QPCYWA. However, the
Director-General advised us that in his view there was no actual independence issue.

2.3.4

Evaluation criteria

The EOIs approved by the Director-General and the Attorney-General clearly set out the four
qualitative assessment criteria (AC) to be used and the weighting given to each:

AC 1: Delivery of camp component—33 per cent weighting

AC 2: Delivery of program components—33 per cent weighting

AC 3: Demonstrated ability to partner with government/non-government in delivering
complex programs—17 per cent weighting

AC 4: Demonstrated ability to achieve outcomes for young people with complex
needs—17 per cent weighting.
The approved weightings gave twice as much weight to the first two criteria than the last two,
and the first two were given equal weighting. This is appropriate as each program involves a
combination of short term camps and longer duration community supervision. The
weightings imply that the camp component is as important as the other program
components.
The evaluation panels scored each EOI against the assessment criteria and then undertook
a moderation process to arrive at an overall weighted score.
Figure 2B provides a comparison of evaluation results. The internal consistency observed in
the ratings of the same service provider between the various panels further demonstrates
the rigour of the evaluation panels' processes.
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Figure 2B
Comparison of evaluation results
Offerer

AC1

AC2

AC3

AC4

Total
(weighted)

Rank

Oz Adventures (Hard Yakka)
EIYBC—Fraser Coast

6.6

7.0

3.6

3.8

21.0

10th

QPCYWA
EIYBC—Fraser Coast

22.6

26.8

13.5

14.0

76.9

1st

EIYBC—Rockhampton

24.8

26.4

11.9

14.0

77.1

1st

Beyond Billabong
EIYBC—Fraser Coast

9.8

9.7

6.7

9.9

36.1

9th

EIYBC—Rockhampton

15.7

10.3

8.7

3.2

37.9

5th

SYBC—Townsville

15.4

16.4

8.7

10.4

50.9

2nd

9.9

62.6

1st

5.6

50.3

1st

Unsuccessful offerer A*
SYBC—Townsville

21.7

22.0

9.0

Unsuccessful offerer B*
SYBC—Cairns

17.3

20.2

7.2

* In this report we elected for reasons of natural justice to identify only those offerers who were awarded contracts and are therefore
already known publicly as a tenderer.

Source: DJAG—various evaluation reports

In accordance with recognised good practice, the funding submission components of the
offers were held separately and not made available to the evaluation teams until after they
completed their moderated assessment of all of the non-price criteria.
After this, the weighted scores were analysed against the prices tendered to arrive at a value
for money score. This avoids the perception or possibility that the panel may favour the
lowest-price bidder when assessing the suitability of each provider. It also demonstrates that
the best value for money is obtained, as it will not always be the lowest price that wins the
tender.
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2.3.5

Documentation standards

The evaluation teams performed an assessment of each submitted EOI and their rationale
for each evaluation was clearly articulated and well documented. Specifically, the
documentation maintained demonstrated that:

consistent selection and performance criteria were applied to each offer

assessments were objective and made by independent team members with an
appropriate mix of skill and background

the evaluation reports provide a defensible record of the actions and the decisions taken
by the evaluation teams

there was fairness and impartiality in the selection process and recommendations made
by the evaluation team.

2.3.6

Panel recommendations to the Director-General

The recommendations by the four panels to the Director-General were consistent with their
assessments and their ranking of potential providers:

for the two EIYBCs the two panels recommended that the QPCYWA be appointed in
each area

for the Townsville SYBC the panel recommended the first ranked offerer be appointed

for the Cairns SYBC the panel recommended no appointment, given that their highest
ranked offerer scored only 50.3.
On 10 July 2013, the Director-General endorsed the panel's recommendation to appoint the
QPCYWA for the Rockhampton EIYBC.
On 12 July 2013, the Director-General endorsed the service provider recommended by the
panel that evaluated the Townsville SYBC.
On 22 July 2013, the Director-General 'noted' rather than 'endorsed' the recommendation of
the panel for the Fraser Coast EIYBC. The panel recommendation of 17 July 2013 was
marked urgent and subsequently the Director-General made his decision to only note the
recommendations. There is no documentation of the considerations made over the six day
period which resulted in the Director-General not accepting his department’s
recommendation.
On 21 August 2013, the Director-General, in an email to the Attorney-General's chief of staff,
indicated that while he was satisfied the procurement process was appropriate in that it
followed due process and that guidelines had been complied with, he was not satisfied:

the recommendations flowing from the process were optimal

the successful parties had either the experience in residential boot camp services or the
capacity to provide these services in the locations subject to tender

the selection committees gave sufficient weight and concern to the position that
community safety was paramount.
He noted also in that email that for Townsville and Fraser Coast, the nominated applicant[s]
lacked the requisite experience; and that for Fraser Coast, the panel membership raised
concerns about the appearance of potential [conflict] of interest. However, the
Director-General also advised that he did not regard the members of the panels had any
actual conflict of interest.
His support for the QPCYWA in Rockhampton but not in Fraser Coast, is prima facie
inconsistent. His original endorsement of the recommended provider for the Townsville
SYBC also contradicts the position he adopted in his email.
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The Director-General has provided no documentation or other evidence in support of the
opinions that he later formed about the tender process and the preferred offerers. His
opinions contradict the panels' views in many respects, and in some respects contradict the
criteria and weightings both he and the Attorney-General originally approved as part of the
EOI process.

2.4

Ministerial selection process

The Attorney-General, through his executive power under s.51 of the Constitution of
Queensland 2001, holds the legal authority to enter into service agreement contracts. What
is less clear is with what standards, if any, he must comply in undertaking his own
assessment and determining to whom to award the contracts.
In this regard, and in addition to the guiding principles in s.4 of the Community Services Act
that funding should be administered in a way that is efficient and transparent, the Protocols
for communication between ministerial staff members and public service employees issued
by the Premier in August 2012 include the following requirements:

decisions and actions to be documented in sufficient detail to ensure that the processes
involved are accountable and transparent

formal record keeping is particularly important when a minister makes a final decision
that is contrary to, or overrides, departmental advice.
The Attorney-General accepted the Director-General's and panel's recommendation for the
Rockhampton EIYBC, but rejected the other two panels' recommendations: for Townsville,
which had been endorsed by the Director-General, and for the Fraser Coast camp.
In awarding the contracts for the Fraser Coast EIYBC and the combined super SYBC, the
Attorney-General advised us that he and staff in his office undertook their own assessment
of all applicants who had submitted an EOI.
With regard to Townsville and Cairns, the Attorney-General advised us that he formed the
view that a single super boot camp would provide value for money. He awarded this contract
to Beyond Billabong.
With regard to Fraser Coast, the Attorney-General stated in Hansard on 15 July 2014 that he
had formed the view that the Oz Adventures (Hard Yakka) Boot Camp displayed in their
tender submission:

a greater level of demonstrated emphasis on the camp as a consequence of antisocial
behaviour and an opportunity to instil discipline, structure and respect than any of the
other applicants

a greater level of demonstrated experience in providing opportunities for young people
to gain qualifications through the program, increasing their capacity to find and sustain
employment than the other applicants

a greater depth of demonstrated experience and local support according to letters of
support than the other applicants.
Further, he indicated that Oz Adventures was assessed as being able to commence
operations immediately, as they were an established local provider for camps, and that a
number of local organisations had publicly declared their support for Oz Adventures.
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In a letter to me of 20 November 2014, the Attorney-General advised that the overriding
criteria he adopted to select these two service providers were that they:

must have experience in delivering the camp phase of the program

were able to ensure that community safety was of priority consideration

needed to demonstrate value for money

needed to be able to commence operations quickly.
The Attorney-General also outlined his selection process in the following terms:

on receiving the recommendations from DJAG, my office requested copies of all the
tenders that had been received

we went through each tender individually and discarded those that were unsuitable

for those tenders that remained, we reviewed each of them in detail against the
evaluation reports prepared by DJAG as well as the criteria outlined above.
The Attorney-General further advised that his analysis confirmed his views regarding the
DJAG recommendations that, whilst the process undertaken by each team was rigorous,
there was a fundamental failure to appreciate the importance of demonstrably experienced
providers, particularly in light of the Cairns boot camp incident. He advised that he formed
the view that many of the recommendations were unlikely to fulfil this government's policy
agenda in relation to youth crime.

2.4.1

Documentation standards

No documentary evidence has been provided by the Attorney-General or his staff in support
of the processes outlined above.
As a result it is not clear:

who undertook the evaluation and whether there were any conflicts of interest

the weighting given and method of scoring used to assess against each criteria

which offers were rejected and why

which offers were evaluated, the comparative assessment of their respective
capabilities and the scores used to arrive at the initial ranking of preferred suppliers

what additional sources of information were used, if any, and whether all offerers were
afforded the opportunity to supply or resubmit this information

how a like for like comparison was able to be undertaken of offers tendered on criteria
subsequently weighted differently by the Attorney-General

how the respective cost of each offer was then considered in arriving at an overall
judgement about the best value for money, including what adjustments if any were
made to respective bids for the SYBC when it was determined that a single super boot
camp would be the operating model.
The absence of documentary evidence is a breach of the Protocols for communication
between ministerial staff members and public service employees issued in August 2012 by
the Premier.

2.5

Recommendation

It is recommended that DJAG:
1.

ensures that the rationales for decisions which are not consistent with the results
of underlying tender or expression of interest (EOI) processes are fully
documented.
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Cost effectiveness of services

In brief
Background
In the short term, proper judgements can be made only about whether economy of purchasing has
been achieved, by obtaining an appropriate quality of service for the lowest cost.
Conclusions
Services procured for the expanded boot camp trial do not represent best value. The total cost over
the two year trial period is estimated to be $12.3 million, compared to the initial approved budget of
$4.9 million—an increase of $7.4 million.
Program costs for the sentenced youth boot camp (SYBC) have increased to an estimated
$10.7 million, compared to the initial service contract of $4.4 million–largely for infrastructure costs
and security services which originally were intended to have been provided under the contract.
Key findings
The contract issued to Oz Adventures to operate the Fraser Coast early intervention youth boot
camp (EIYBC) is not best value for money, as the cost per participant is $5 500 higher than the
evaluation panel’s preferred tenderer and $2 900 higher than the service provider for the
Rockhampton EIYBC.
The contract for a combined SYBC awarded to Beyond Billabong also has not procured best value:











The capacity for further economies of scale from a combined boot camp were not considered
prior to awarding the contract to Beyond Billabong for the same amount they originally
tendered to run two separate boot camps.
The contract includes a 15 per cent ‘profit margin’ and other costs not clearly related to service
delivery.
The Department of Justice and the Attorney-General (DJAG) introduced a number of contract
variations within its first year of operation which significantly increased service payments with
no clear link to improved service delivery. Service costs have increased by at least $875 000,
before taking account of potential additional incentive payments.
Variations to the Beyond Billabong contract have been based on anticipated participation rates
which are not supported by actual participation rates.
Beyond Billabong has not been required to fulfil tender specifications relating to the provision
of a suitable property to operate the boot camp or contract conditions regarding the provision
of adequate security services, leading to DJAG incurring significant additional costs not
recognised and included in the approved budget for the program expansion.
Incentive payments are being made to Beyond Billabong to achieve what are fundamental
outcomes of the program.
A significant proportion of costs incurred by the state to establish the boot camp centre on the
Lincoln Springs sublease directly benefit the sublessors with no clear reciprocal benefits.

Recommendations
It is recommended that DJAG:
2.

3.

4.

advises decision makers of the financial implications of their decisions where they are
not consistent with recommendations arising from a tender or expression of interest
(EOI) process
produces complete budgets that incorporate all recurrent and capital costs likely to be
associated with program trials as part of the initial decision making process, and
progressively update these based on actual experience
undertakes an early assessment of the cost effectiveness of the boot camp trial to
minimise any further costs to the state that may arise from any further extension of the
program under current contractual arrangements.
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3.1

Background

Following Cabinet's approval of the trial expansion in March 2013, grant funding of
$4.9 million over two years was approved by the Minister in May 2013 to be provided under
the Community Services Act 2007:

$3.1 million for the Townsville sentenced youth boot camp (SYBC) and
Rockhampton/Fraser Coast early intervention youth boot camps (EIYBC)

$1.8 million for the Cairns SYBC.
It is too soon to judge whether the boot camp program is cost effective. Longer timeframes
are required to establish whether they lead to a sustained reduction in the rate of recidivism
or to other positive social outcomes, and to judge whether the cost of this program is greater
or less than that of other approaches that could be adopted.
At this stage of the two-year trial program, proper judgments can be made only about
whether economy of purchasing has been achieved. In this context, the value for money
equation is about whether services of an appropriate quality have been obtained for the
lowest possible cost.
For the individual services, their actual cost can be compared against costs tendered by
other providers judged as also being of suitable quality. In this latter respect there is always
a judgement to be made about the trade-off between cost and quality—a lower, but suitable,
quality provider may be selected over a higher quality provider if there is a significant cost
differential between the two, such that it is judged that the premium paid for the higher
quality provider is excessive.
This trade-off means that the highest cost provider can be selected if they are of
demonstrably superior quality. It also means that the lowest priced tender may be rejected if
their quality is judged as inadequate.
Another way to gauge whether economy has been achieved overall is to measure the actual
cost of the program, based on the contracts awarded, against the approved budget for the
program.

3.2

Conclusions

The expanded boot camp trial does not provide best value for money for the state as its total
cost over the two year trial period is estimated to be $12.3 million compared to the initial
approved budget of $4.9 million—an increase of $7.4 million.
Program costs for the sentenced youth boot camp have increased to an estimated
$10.7 million, compared to the initial service contract of $4.4 million. This is largely the result
of infrastructure costs and security services which originally were intended to have been
provided under the contract.

3.3

Program costs against approved funding

After contracts were awarded, the contracted funding for a two year period totalled
$5.98 million, which is $1.08 million more than approved. Figure 3A summarises the total
estimated two-year cost of the approved contracts at the time they were awarded to each
provider.
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Figure 3A
Summary of contract funding
Location

Supplier

Contracted

EIYBC—
Rockhampton

Queensland
Police-Citizens
Youth Welfare
Association
(QPCYWA)

$842 640

$35 595
EIYBC—
Fraser Coast

Oz Adventures
(Hard Yakka)

SYBC—
Super boot
camp

Beyond
Billabong

$698 820

$4 400 000

Total

Funding method

Commenced

Approved service provider—
funding assistance to provide
services for a minimum of 60
young people over the funding
term (approx. 30 per annum).
One-off set up costs

October 2013

Approved service provider—
funding assistance to provide
services for a minimum of 40
young people over the funding
term (approx. 20 per annum)

October 2013

Open grant funding—a maximum
of $2.2 million per annum will be
paid under a fee-for-service 'cost
plus' contract for 84 people per
annum.

October 2013

$5 977 055

Note: The contract with Beyond Billabong was amended on 27 October 2014 to increase base funding and introduce certain
incentive payments in return for an anticipated increase in the level of service delivery. These amendments took effect from
25 July 2014 and are not reflected above.

Source: DJAG

3.3.1

Early intervention boot camps—actual costs

Figure 3B shows that there has been a cost escalation in service fees. The extra $24 100
which has been paid relates to CPI increases of 2.5 per cent for payments made from
1 July 2014.
Figure 3B
EIYBC summary of service fees
Service fees

Contracted
$

Actual
$

Difference
$

QPCYWA

842 640

855 840

13 200

Oz Adventures

698 820

709 720

10 900

1 541 460

1 565 560

24 100

EIYBC total
Source: Queensland Audit Office

3.3.2

Sentenced youth boot camp—actual costs

The estimated two-year cost of the SYBC program has increased to $10 728 519, compared
to the $4.4 million for the contracted service fees.
Figure 3C shows that much of the additional costs of around $6.3 million are for the lease of
land and facilities from a private third party where the SYBC is being run, and for security
services at the facility being provided by Queensland Corrective Services (QCS).
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Figure 3C
SYBC summary of estimated costs
Nature of expenditure

Original
approval
$

Beyond Billabong contracted service fees

Actual/est.
$

4 400 000

5 275 000

Other payments to Beyond Billabong

–

18 929

QCS security services

–

830 000

4 400 000

6 123 929

Lincoln Springs facilities and operating budget

–

4 228 000

Lincoln Springs property lease

–

354 550

Other payments to property sublessors

–

22 040

Sub-total facilities

–

4 604 590

4 400 000

10 728 519

Sub-total services

SYBC total service and facilities costs

Note: Excludes amounts in relation to incentive payments to Beyond Billabong which are yet to be determined.

Source: Queensland Audit Office

Security services
Security services are being provided by QCS staff at a cost of $830 000 over the two years
of the program. This is despite the SYBC contract requirements that the service provider
must provide for the safety of the participants and maintain discipline and good order for
community safety. The contract requires that the staff who supervise the participants must
be suitably qualified, trained and experienced to do so.
An article in the Brisbane Times of 21 May 2014 quoted a spokesperson for the
Attorney-General confirming that correctional officers were being supplied to the Lincoln
Springs camp to help with security and establish protocols. He stated it was 'important that it
has highly skilled security staff on site'.
It remains unclear why the state has elected to provide funding for correctional staff to
support a private business selected ostensibly because of their 'proven track record'. The
contract clearly assigns the responsibility to Beyond Billabong to provide suitably qualified
and trained security staff.

Lincoln Springs infrastructure and sublease costs
Since awarding the service contract to Beyond Billabong, the Department of Justice and the
Attorney-General (DJAG) has committed to a capital budget of $4 138 000, and an annual
lease rental of $192 500 (inclusive of GST), for a portion of the Lincoln Springs property to
be provided to Beyond Billabong for its use as the boot camp location. To
31 December 2014, $4 024 936 has been spent on capital infrastructure directly associated
with it.
Under the terms of the expression of interest (EOI) for the SYBCs, each tenderer was
expected to nominate a suitable property from which to operate the boot camps. In
anticipation that a property nominated by any of the successful tenderers proved unsuitable,
DJAG undertook a separate EOI to identify alternative properties in Cairns and Townsville to
be funded by DJAG. Despite this being a likely outcome, DJAG did not establish a fully
costed budget prior to entering into an agreement to sublease Lincoln Springs on
25 October 2013.
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DJAG advised that the property nominated by Beyond Billabong in its June 2013 submission
was no longer available when the Attorney-General awarded the contract to them in
August 2013 to run a combined boot camp. Consequently, DJAG needed to source an
appropriate location for the camp.
DJAG advised that, following an unsuccessful EOI process where no suitable expressions of
interest were received, they conducted a further extensive search before seeking assistance
from a stock and station agent. The agent identified the Lincoln Springs property, facilitated
the meeting with the leaseholders and advised DJAG on the value of the sublease.
On 25 October 2013, DJAG entered into an agreement to sublease a portion of the Lincoln
Springs land on which the SYBC was to be located, with the sublessors retaining possession
of the remainder of the property. The property is Crown land which is being occupied by the
sublessors under a perpetual pastoral lease.
The sublease, which was signed by DJAG on 2 January 2014, is for an initial period of two
years from 18 December 2013 for the annual rental of $192 500 (inclusive of GST) with a
CPI adjustment in the second year.
The sublease also includes an option for DJAG to extend the sublease for a further
two years. DJAG confirmed that to date this option has not been exercised.
While not part of the terms of the sublease, in August 2014, DJAG agreed to pay the
sublessors an amount of $250 per month to maintain the rubbish dump on the property.
These payments commenced with effect from June 2014.
Figure 3D provides a summary of payments made to the sublessors of Lincoln Springs for
the period from the start of the lease, 1 November 2013 to 31 December 2014.
Figure 3D
Payments for Lincoln Springs sublease 1 November 2013 to 31 December 2014
Nature of payment

Lease rental
Maintenance of dump

Amount
$ (GST inc)
241 877
2 250

Contribution for relocation

10 000

Legal costs and disbursements

21 994

Total

276 121

Source: DJAG financial system

A substantial portion of the capital and operating budget expended to set up the boot camp
facility is not related to the establishment of the camp infrastructure and has provided direct
benefit to the sublessors without any reciprocal benefit being provided to the state.
DJAG have spent $240 410 on renovations to the sublessors' residences, upgraded their
grounds and services, contributed approximately $27 000 to the cost of a new hay shed, and
paid them relocation expenses of $10 000, and $22 000 to cover their legal expenses.
The sublessors will benefit from these capital improvements, and improvements made to the
main residence, currently part of the boot camp facility, which under the terms of the lease,
will revert to them at the end of the lease term for no cost.
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The departmental evaluation panel for the Townsville SYBC concluded that their preferred
supplier from the EOI process identified possible sites for the boot camp that were
considered feasible. This preferred supplier, which was endorsed by the Director-General,
was not approved by the Attorney-General. As such it remains unclear whether the
department would have had to invest any capital funds in establishing a sentenced boot
camp had this preferred supplier been selected.

3.4

Service cost comparisons

3.4.1

EIYBC

Rockhampton
The contract for Rockhampton was awarded to QPCYWA for two years from
30 September 2013 to 29 September 2015 for funding assistance to provide services to a
minimum of 60 young persons (over two years) at a total cost of $421 320 per annum.
Funding of $35 595 was provided for once-off capital and set up expenses.
Value for money is demonstrated for Rockhampton, as QPCYWA were both the lowest cost
and highest quality tender.
Three camps for a total 30 young persons are to be held annually. This equates to an annual
cost of $14 857 per participant.
Payments to QPCYWA from 1 July 2014 have been increased by 2.5 per cent to reflect a
CPI increase. The funding over the two year trial is now expected to total $891 435.

Fraser Coast
The contract issued to Oz Adventures (Hard Yakka) to operate the Fraser Coast EIYBC
does not represent best value for money, as the cost per participant is $5 500 higher than
the evaluation panel’s preferred tenderer and $2 900 higher than the service provider for the
Rockhampton EIYBC.
For Fraser Coast, the contract was awarded directly by the Attorney-General to
Oz Adventures for two years from 1 October 2013 to 30 September 2015 for funding
assistance to provide services to a minimum of 40 young persons (over two years) at a cost
of $349 410 per annum. Payments from 1 July 2014 have been increased by 2.5 per cent to
reflect a CPI increase. No funding was provided for once-off capital and set up expenses.
The funding over the two year trial is expected to total $709 720.
Four camps for a total 20 young persons are to be held annually. This equates to an annual
cost of $17 743 per participant.
The best quality service provider recommended by the EOI evaluation panel offered $488
750 per annum, or $12 219 per participant. The evaluation panel ranked the provider above
Oz Adventures in all assessment criteria.
The cost 'premium' paid for Oz Adventures is around $5 500 per participant compared to the
evaluation panel's preferred tenderer and $2 900 per participant compared to the
Rockhampton program. Prima facie this indicates that better economy in purchasing could
have been achieved for Fraser Coast. No documentary evidence was provided by the
Attorney-General to support his view that the Oz Adventures contract provides better value
for money.
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3.4.2

Super SYBC—Townsville and Cairns

Initially a cost plus fee-for-service contract for the SYBC was executed on 30 October 2013
and ran until 27 October 2015. Under this contract Beyond Billabong were to be paid
$2.2 million per annum and were required to provide the following services to 84 young
persons:

residential boot camps

community supervision boot camps

mentoring services.
There are a number of facts that indicate value for money in procurement of these services
is not being achieved:

Beyond Billabong were awarded a profit margin of 15 per cent. The $2.2 million funding
comprises itemised boot camp operating costs plus a 15 per cent margin of $278 525
per annum, described in the contract as 'return on investment'. We are unable to
determine what 'investment' Beyond Billabong has made. Subsequent to awarding the
contract, the state provided the capital costs associated with the program.
In this context, the return on investment takes on the character of a ‘profit margin’. All
other EOI offers for either Cairns SYBC or Townsville SYBC were received from not for
profit organisations. The inference is, that had the contract been awarded to a not for
profit entity, the state would not otherwise have been required to pay this profit margin.

The state is funding start up costs for Beyond Billabong. In a schedule contained in the
original contract, Beyond Billabong itemised their outlays to arrive at the contracted
amount of $2.2 million (less the above profit margin). A number of these costs are of the
character of 'start up' costs, for example recruitment of $88 000. This is despite Beyond
Billabong being chosen for their experience. Some costs are not directly attributable to a
SYBC program, such as the stated cost of office rent of $40 000 and website $5 000.
These type of costs total $162 000.
In addition, Beyond Billabong have requested reimbursement of costs not itemised in
this schedule. We understand that DJAG sought Crown Law advice in respect of these
items and were advised that payment of expense items not included in the schedule or
above the amount stated in the schedule was at the discretion of DJAG. In addition, it
was advised that payments totalling above the annual contract amount of $2 200 000
were also at the discretion of DJAG.
Figure 3E provides a summary of payments to Beyond Billabong from 30 October 2013 to
31 December 2014.
Figure 3E
Payments to Beyond Billabong from 30 October 2013 to 31 December 2014
Nature of payment

Service fees under the contract
Travel and accommodation for Beyond Billabong CEO site visit during construction
Flight and accommodation for Beyond Billabong CEO for Brisbane workshop

Amount
$ (GST inc)
2 854 484
2 876
367

Kilometric allowance for participants' travel to and from boot camp

7 104

Kitchen, laundry and other utensils

2 654

Outfitting of participants

7 820

Total

2 875 305

Source: DJAG financial system
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3.4.3

Variations to Beyond Billabong contract

In awarding the contract for the SYBC to Beyond Billabong, the Attorney-General advised us
that he took into account the fact that they had tendered a budget that was based on running
two camps to achieve economies of scale.
It would be reasonable to assume that there could be potential for further economies of scale
to be achieved from running a combined camp, as opposed to two separate camps, but this
does not appear to have been considered before the Attorney-General awarded the contract
for the full price tendered by Beyond Billabong of $4.4 million over two years.
Achievement of economies of scale is difficult to sustain based on experience to date, given
that less than one year into its two-year term, DJAG considered it necessary to amend the
contract and provide Beyond Billabong with substantial additional funding. The contract was
varied on 27 October 2014 and these variations took effect from 25 July 2014.
DJAG indicated that the funding increase was based on a targeted increase in participant
numbers of 100 young people per annum from the original contracted target of 84 young
people per annum, but this is not supported by actual participation rates between
October 2013 and December 2014 of 42 young people—half the target figure stipulated in
the original contract.
A number of other amendments to the terms and conditions of the contract indicate that the
original contract was poorly constructed. This is supported by the fact that DJAG, after
seeking advice from Crown Law, made a number of payments to Beyond Billabong for items
of expenditure not covered by the original contract.
The deed of variation provides for a comprehensive overhaul of the original contract with the
main amendments to the cost of the program being as follows:

The annual fee has increased from $2.2 million to $2.9 million no matter how many
young people are sentenced to the boot camp program.

An additional output payment of $18 000 is made for each participant commencing the
boot camp program at the boot camp location during a monthly period over and above
seven participants commencing during that monthly period.

A $3 000 phase completion incentive fee is paid per participant who completes the
order between 25 July 2014 and 27 October 2015 and who:
remains involved with the service provider
does not reoffend during the residential phase or community supervision phase.

A $5 000 six month incentive payment is paid per participant who completes the
residential phase and community supervision phase and achieves the following during
the period 25 July 2014 and 27 October 2015:
remains involved with the service provider for the six month period
does not reoffend during the six month period.

A 50 per cent incentive payment (in lieu of the above incentive payments) is available to
the service provider where participants remain involved with the service provider but are
charged with new offences at a reduced rate or reduced seriousness than the most
serious offence for which they were sentenced to the boot camp.

Examples of operating and program costs covered by the fee have been identified but
are no longer limited to specific dollar values. Beyond Billabong could request payment
for a cost not included in this schedule and payment would be at DJAG's discretion.

DJAG is responsible for costs relating to gas, electricity, and water service provided to
the facility and fuel for the on-site generators.

The service provider is responsible for the cost of repairs and maintenance for
accidental or deliberate damage caused by staff or participants.
These amendments increase base funding by $875 000 over the life of the contract.
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The financial impact of the introduction of incentive payments cannot be accurately
determined at this time as they are dependent upon participation numbers and rates of
reoffending.
The boot camp trial was established to identify an alternative but effective solution to reduce
levels of youth criminal and antisocial behaviour and to discourage repeat offenders. If DJAG
are now having to provide further financial incentives to Beyond Billabong to achieve what
are considered to be fundamental program outcomes, this indicates some shortcomings in
the level of services originally contracted. It further supports the view that the contract with
Beyond Billabong does not represent the best value for money that the state could otherwise
have obtained.

3.5

Recommendations

It is recommended that DJAG:
2.

advises decision makers of the financial implications of their decisions where
they are not consistent with recommendations arising from a tender or
expression of interest (EOI) process

3.

produces complete budgets that incorporate all recurrent and capital costs likely
to be associated with program trials as part of the initial decision making
process, and progressively update these based on actual experience

4.

undertakes an early assessment of the cost effectiveness of the boot camp trial
to minimise any further costs to the state that may arise from any further
extension of the program under current contractual arrangements.
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Appendix A—Comments
In accordance with s.64 of the Auditor-General Act 2009, a copy of this report was provided
to the Attorney-General and to the Director-General of the Department of Justice and
Attorney-General with a request for comment. A copy was also provided to the former
Attorney-General, as a person with a special interest in the report, in accordance with
s.64(3), as well as to the service providers and property sub-lessors.
Responsibility for the accuracy, fairness and balance of the comments rests with the head of
these agencies.
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Comments received from Director-General, Department
of Justice and Attorney-General
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Comments received from Director-General, Department of Justice and
Attorney-General
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Comments received from Director-General, Department of Justice and
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Comments received from Director-General, Department of Justice and
Attorney-General
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Comments received from Director-General, Department of Justice and
Attorney-General
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Comments received from Director-General, Department of Justice and
Attorney-General
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Comments received from Director-General, Department of Justice and
Attorney-General

38

Report 13: 2014–15 | Queensland Audit Office

Procurement of youth boot camps
Comments

Comments received from Director-General, Department of Justice and
Attorney-General
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Comments received from Director-General, Department of Justice and
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Auditor-General response
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Auditor-General response
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Comments received from CEO, Beyond Billabong
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Comments received from CEO, Beyond Billabong
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Comments received from Member for Kawana
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Comments received from Member for Kawana
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Comments received from Member for Kawana
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Comments received from Member for Kawana
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Auditor-General response
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Appendix B—Correspondence
Correspondence with Attorney-General and Minister for
Justice
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Correspondence with Attorney-General and Minister for Justice
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Correspondence with Attorney-General and Minister for Justice
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Correspondence with Attorney-General and Minister for Justice
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Correspondence with Director-General, Department of
Justice and Attorney-General
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Correspondence with Director-General, Department of Justice and
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Reports tabled in 2014–15
Number

Title

Date tabled in
Legislative
Assembly

1.

Results of audit: Internal control systems 2013–14

11 July 2014

2.

Hospital infrastructure projects

October 2014

3.

Emergency department performance reporting

October 2014

4.

Results of audit: State public sector entities for 2013–14

November 2014

5.

Results of audit: Hospital and Health Service entities 2013–14

November 2014

6.

Results of audit: Public non-financial corporations

November 2014

7.

Results of audit: Queensland state government financial statements
2013–14

December 2014

8.

Traveltrain renewal: Sunlander 14

December 2014

9.

2018 Commonwealth Games progress

December 2014

10.

Bushfire prevention and preparedness

December 2014

11.

Maintenance of public schools

March 2015

12.

Oversight of recurrent grants to non-state schools

March 2015

13.
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