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Chair’s Foreword 

erformance audit reports by the office of the Auditor General generally include 

recommendations designed to help the audited agency address identified 

shortcomings, thereby facilitating a more efficient use of public money. Yet 

there is no formal requirement for agencies to provide a response to these 

recommendations and the Auditor General has no authority to demand one. 

Consequently, in Western Australia (WA), the Public Accounts Committee (PAC) 

undertakes agency follow-ups, usually after a minimum of twelve months—to find out 

what actions the agency has taken in response to the audit recommendations. 

Depending on the adequacy of these responses, the committee can issue a report with 

its own recommendations requesting further action around issues raised in the audit or 

the follow-up.   

In this, our fourth agency follow-up report since the 2017 State election, we focus on 

Auditor General’s Report No. 20 of 2016, which examined the Ord East-Kimberley 

Development Plan, an infrastructure initiative comprising two key elements - the Ord 

Irrigation Expansion Project (OIEP), and the East Kimberley Development Package 

(EKDP).  

In relation to this agency follow-up and report, I would like to acknowledge the work 

and diligence of my fellow committee members—Deputy Chair, Mr Dean Nalder, 

Member for Bateman; Mrs Lisa O’Malley, Member for Bicton; Mr Simon Millman, 

Member for Mount Lawley; and Mr Vince Catania, Member for North West Central. 

Further, on behalf of the committee, I would like to thank our secretariat: Principal 

Research Officer Mr Timothy Hughes, and Research Officer Dr Sam Hutchinson, for 

their excellent assistance and support. 

The State and Commonwealth governments launched the OEKD Plan in December 2009 

as a co-funded $415 million stimulus package. The OEKD Plan reflected the long-

standing desire of both levels of government to expand the Ord River Irrigation Area, 

which has been operating since the early 1970s. When the State Government in 2009 

initially allocated $220 million for the OIEP, the then Premier, Hon. Colin Barnett MLA, 

and the then Minister for Housing; Racing and Gaming, Hon. Brendon Grylls MLA, said 

the funding was made with a view to doubling the Ord Irrigation Area to 28,000 

hectares (ha) of land for agriculture. As the Auditor General noted, the 2009 OEKD Plan 

also aimed to ‘develop a sustainable and stronger [local] economy and improve the 

socio-economic outcomes for Aboriginal people in the East Kimberley.’  

The Auditor General’s September 2016 audit report assessed how effectively the [then] 

Department of Regional Development (DRD) implemented the Ord-East Kimberley 
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Development Plan (OEKD Plan) and whether the intended socio-economic benefits to 

the community were achieved. The Auditor General remarked that the OEKD Plan had 

delivered ‘mixed results.’ Of the eleven key findings in the report, nine were highly 

critical while the other two contained qualified criticisms. 

The Auditor General acknowledged that all infrastructure associated with the Plan was 

now in place. However, the reality was that a two-year $415 million project had taken 

seven years and cost $529 million to complete. While the 27 projects linked to the 

Commonwealth-funded EKDP were delivered to budget, some of these were delayed 

by up to three years.        

The results for the OIEP, funded and administered exclusively by the State, were even 

worse. The audit found that ‘the costs to the State [had] gone up in all areas’ of the 

OIEP component of the Plan and that the irrigation expansion work had taken three 

years longer than expected to finish. The cost increases amounted to an additional 

$114 million for the OIEP. The largest increase in terms of total dollars, was for 

irrigation construction activities ($59 million over budget), while the largest increase in 

percentage terms was for a 250-bed workers’ camp, which cost $24.1 million against an 

original estimate of $10 million. The Auditor General attributed these cost and time 

overruns to a ‘lack of detailed planning’ and an ‘underestimation’ of the complexity of 

the irrigation construction work and the land development. 

The fact there was ‘no specific business case or detailed costings undertaken for the 

entire project’ also contributed to the overruns. Nor did the former DRD prepare a 

revised budget or costings when it sought the $91 million of additional funding in 2011 

to cover the higher than expected construction costs. 

The Auditor General’s 2016 audit report made four recommendations to the (then) 

Department of Regional Development to implement by December 2016. During debate 

in Parliament on 7 September after the tabling of the audit report, the then Minister 

for Regional Development, Hon. Terry Redman, MLA, gave the following undertaking 

regarding the audit report recommendations: ‘… we will put those four 

recommendations in place. There is no doubt that we will respond to this; it is very 

important that we do’. 

Unfortunately, the former Minister’s undertaking has not been fully realised. There has 

been mixed results around the Department of Primary Industry and Regional 

Development’s (DPIRD) subsequent response to the audit recommendations. We feel 

that while the Department has taken some actions against each recommendation, it 

has fully satisfied the requirements of only one of them, which called for the 

development lease at Goomig to be finalised. Even here, the Department completed 

the required actions almost a year later than the timeframe put forward by the Auditor 

General. 



In its initial response to the audit report, the former Department of Regional 

Development made some ambitious forecasts around the potential area of land under 

irrigation by 2021 (up to 30,000 hectares). Given the delays in establishing commercial 

arrangements at Goomig, and the failure as yet to finalise development leases on five 

other major landholdings, these forecasts appear increasingly speculative. 

The Auditor General’s second recommendation called for improved reporting 

processes around the status of key aspects of residual projects linked to the OEKD Plan. 

We recommend that DPIRD ensure its new reporting tool applies to all outstanding 

aspects of the OEKD Plan, and that it promptly advises the Minister of any further 

variations to timelines and costs.  

We are concerned with DPIRD’s response to the Auditor General’s third 

recommendation, which was to review the State’s objectives and role for the future 

development of the Ord, and to make recommendations to the Government around 

future governance arrangements. We were disappointed to observe DPRID’s failure to 

properly address either of this recommendation’s component parts. The Department 

must address this recommendation as a matter of urgency. 

The Auditor General’s fourth recommendation sought the establishment of key 

performance indicators and measures of success for projects arising from the OEKD 

Plan, or any future government investment in the Ord region, including a formal review 

and reporting framework. It is encouraging to see the work DPIRD has put in to 

developing a Monitoring and Evaluation Framework to apply to future investments, 

although we have recommended some refinements to provide a more meaningful 

evaluation regime. 

Unfortunately, opportunities to assess the overall impact of the OEKD Plan appear far 

more limited. There is a paucity of data around the socio-economic benefits from the 

OEKD Plan, largely due to a failure to establish baselines for relevant criteria when the 

Plan was launched. In addition, DPIRD was unable to provide the latest crop yield data 

from the Goomig landholding due to commercial-in-confidence issues within the 

development lease. While little can be done regarding the failure to establish baseline 

data, it is incumbent on DPIRD to ensure current data associated with any project of 

such magnitude is available when requested by the Parliament or its committees.    

In conclusion, I make the following comments.  

The OEKD Plan is a laudable and ambitious undertaking but to a large extent it has been 

a ten-year failure. The performance of the relevant agency and the promised 

undertakings of responsible Ministers in the previous government has been wanting in 

many aspects. However, there are some positive responses to 2016 recommendations 

from the Auditor General, but much more needs to be done. Concerns still remain. 
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Executive Summary 

he Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan (OEKD Plan) is a laudable but 

ambitious undertaking, the outcomes of which are yet to match the rhetoric that 

accompanied the Plan’s launch in December 2009. 

The OEKD Plan started out as a $415 million stimulus package co-funded by the State 

and the Commonwealth governments. The Western Australian Government initially 

allocated $220 million for the Ord Irrigation Expansion Project, an infrastructure 

initiative designed to double the amount of farmable land in the Ord Irrigation Area to 

28,000 hectares. A total of $195 million in Commonwealth funding was committed to 

27 social infrastructure projects collectively referred to as the East Kimberley 

Development Package. The former Department of Regional Development oversaw the 

Ord Irrigation Expansion Project, while the Department of State Development 

coordinated the majority of the Commonwealth-funded activities.  

In 2016, the Auditor General conducted a performance audit of the OEKD Plan. The 

audit assessed how effectively the responsible State agencies implemented the OEKD 

Plan. The audit also considered whether the OEKD Plan had delivered its intended 

socio-economic benefits to the local community.  

In a highly critical report, the Auditor General noted significant delays in the delivery of 

key infrastructure and cost blowouts. As a result, what was initially promoted as a two-

year $415 million enterprise took seven years and cost $529 million to complete. The 

$114 million increase was entirely attributable to the Ord Irrigation Expansion Project, 

which saw costs exceed budget in all areas. These added costs were borne exclusively 

by the State, and delays on delivering the irrigation infrastructure had affected the 

timely development and subdivision of a key landholding at Goomig. 

The Auditor General described the OEKD Plan’s governance structures as ‘detailed’ but 

‘complicated’, and lacking the level of oversight the audit team were expecting. 

Significantly, the audit concluded that the OEKD Plan had not yet delivered the 

sustained socio-economic benefits originally intended. Nor did there appear to be any 

processes in place to monitor and measure these benefits going forward. 

The Auditor General directed four recommendations to the Department of Regional 

Development for improving the governance arrangements and outcomes of the OEKD 

Plan, and the future development of the Ord. The Department, and the responsible 

Minister at the time, publicly committed to implementing the recommendations, all of 

which had an implementation deadline of December 2016. 

We resolved to follow this audit report up via a public hearing with the Department of 

Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD), which had succeeded the 
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Department of Regional Development under the Machinery of Government changes of 

mid-2017. Following the hearing, held on 20 June 2018, we sent DPIRD a series of 

further written questions. 

Ultimately, we feel that while DPIRD has taken some actions against each of the four 

recommendations, it has only fully implemented the first, which called for the 

development lease at Goomig to be finalised. Yet even this took 11 months longer than 

the timeframe agreed to by the former Department of Regional Development and the 

Auditor General.  

In its initial response to the audit report, the former Department of Regional 

Development made some ambitious forecasts around the potential area of land under 

irrigation by 2021 (up to 30,000 hectares). Given the delays in establishing commercial 

arrangements at Goomig, and the failure as yet to finalise development leases on five 

other major landholdings, these forecasts appear increasingly speculative. 

The Auditor General’s second recommendation called for improved reporting 

processes around the status of key aspects of residual projects linked to the OEKD Plan. 

While DPIRD has now established a quarterly dashboard-reporting tool, some 

ambiguity remains as to whether the Department will apply it to projects linked to the 

OEKD Plan, or only to future unrelated projects. Accordingly, we have recommended 

DPIRD ensure its new reporting tool applies to all outstanding aspects of the OEKD 

Plan, and that the Department promptly advises the Minister of any further variations 

to timelines and costs.  

We remain most troubled by DPIRD’s response to the Auditor General’s third 

recommendation, which was to review the State’s objectives and role for the future 

development of the Ord, and to make recommendations to the Government around 

future governance arrangements. We were disappointed to observe DPRID’s failure to 

properly address either of this recommendation’s component parts. In particular, we 

feel DPIRD has had ample time to develop an informed strategy outlining its ongoing 

objectives for the OEKD Plan and the likely return on the State’s investment. The failure 

to do so raises the question ‘where to from here?’ for a $529 million initiative that has 

already absorbed $334 million of Western Australian taxpayers’ money. We have 

recommended DPIRD address this issue as a matter of priority. 

The Auditor General also recommended the establishment of key performance 

indicators and measures of success for projects arising from the OEKD Plan, or any 

future government investment in the Ord region. Here, it was encouraging to see the 

work DPIRD has put in to developing a Monitoring and Evaluation Framework to apply 

to future investments. While this framework should prove to be a useful resource, we 

have nonetheless suggested some refinements we believe will lead to a more 

meaningful evaluation regime moving forward.  
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Unfortunately, opportunities to assess the overall impact of the OEKD Plan appear far 

more limited. There is a paucity of data around the socio-economic benefits from the 

OEKD Plan, largely due to a failure to establish baselines for relevant criteria when the 

Plan was launched. In addition, DPIRD was unable to provide the latest crop yield data 

from the Goomig landholding due to commercial-in-confidence issues within the 

development lease. While little can be done regarding the failure to establish baseline 

data, it is incumbent on DPIRD to ensure current data associated with any project of 

such magnitude is available when requested by the Parliament or its committees.             
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Ministerial Response 

In accordance with Standing Order 277(1) of the Standing Orders of the Legislative 

Assembly, the Public Accounts Committee directs that the Minister representing the 

Minister for Regional Development report to the Assembly as to the action, if any, 

proposed to be taken by the Government with respect to the recommendations of the 

Committee. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 1 Page 8 

The Auditor General’s 2016 report Ord-East Kimberley Development directed four 

recommendations to the former Department of Regional Development (now the 

Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development). While the Department 

has taken some actions against each recommendation, it has fully satisfied the 

requirements of only one of them: the requirement to finalise and execute the Goomig 

Development Lease. All other recommendations remain incomplete, despite a 2016 

undertaking from the former Minister for Regional Development that all 

recommendations would be implemented.    

Finding 2 Page 9 

The Director General of the Department of Primary Industries of Regional Development 

confirmed that an unwieldy governance structure involving too many agencies 

contributed to the delay in finalising and executing the Goomig Development Lease. 

While the Department now has a simplified governance structure in place, the 

effectiveness of this structure remains somewhat untested with Goomig the only 

landholding linked to the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan to progress to the 

development lease stage.  

Finding 3 Page 11 

In September 2016, the former Department for Regional Development advised the 

Auditor General that the total land under irrigation in the Ord-East Kimberley area 

would double from 15,000ha in 2011 to at least 30,000ha by 2021. We find it difficult 

to see how this target will be realised. While a development lease has been signed 

covering 6,665ha of the Goomig landholding, only 2,200ha of this land is under 

irrigation. Development leases are yet to be finalised for five other major landholdings 

representing over 11,000ha of irrigable land.   

Finding 4 Page 11 

The late delivery of key road and irrigation infrastructure, coupled with the current 

inability to finalise development leases on at least five major landholdings, has delayed 

the realisation of the sustainable economic benefits from agricultural development 

originally envisaged in the 2009 Ord-East Kimberly Development Plan. 

Finding 5 Page 14 

The Director General’s Steering Committee established to oversee the implementation 

of the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan has been disbanded. In its place, an Ord 

Responsible Agencies Group (ORA Group) has been formed comprising senior officers 

from the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development; the 
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Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage; and the Department of the Premier and 

Cabinet. The ORA Group’s role is to ensure there remains appropriate consultation and 

collaboration across Government relating to the residual aspects of the Ord-East 

Kimberley Development Plan. 

Finding 6 Page 14 

Following criticisms from the Auditor General regarding the quality of project reporting 

that went to the former Director General’s Steering Committee, the Department of 

Primary Industries and Regional Development has created a quarterly dashboard to 

monitor financial and performance targets on future projects managed by the 

Department. While this is a positive development, it remains unclear as to whether 

quarterly dashboard reporting will apply to the residual aspects of projects associated 

with the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan. 

Recommendation 1 Page 14 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development implement a regime 

whereby it prepares quarterly dashboard reports on all outstanding matters relating to 

the Ord East-Kimberley Development Plan for consideration by the Ord Responsible 

Agencies Group at its bi-monthly meetings. Any confirmed variations to project costs or 

key timelines should be promptly and directly reported to the Minister for Regional 

Development by way of written and verbal briefing. 

 

Finding 7 Page 17 

In response to one of the Auditor General’s recommendations, the Department of 

Primary Industries and Regional Development has taken some steps to improve 

governance processes around projects linked to the Ord-East Kimberley Development 

Plan. These include establishing the Ord Responsible Agencies Group as a smaller 

oversight body, and committing to ensure all future infrastructure projects are subject 

to business cases.     

Finding 8 Page 17 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development is yet to formally 

review or confirm the State’s objectives for the future development of the Ord, despite 

the Auditor General recommending the Department do this by December 2016.  

Recommendation 2 Page 17 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development compile and provide 

to Parliament a detailed list of the State’s specific objectives and clarification of its role 

for the future development of the Ord region within the next six months. 
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Recommendation 3 Page 18 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development improve its 

governance arrangements by ensuring its officers adhere to all elements of the 

Department of Treasury’s Strategic Asset Management Framework, in particular the 

requirement for business cases, and that all infrastructure projects over $100 million in 

value are subject to Gateway Reviews. 

 

Finding 9 Page 19 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development is not aware of any 

significant review or evaluation undertaken by either the Commonwealth Government 

or the former Department of State Development, to assess the ongoing socio-economic 

benefits arising from the 27 projects linked to the $195 million Commonwealth-funded 

component of the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan.  

Finding 10 Page 20 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development was unable to 

provide data on crop yields for the 2,200 hectares of land currently being farmed by 

Kimberley Agricultural Investments PTY Ltd (KAI) at Goomig. Instead, the Department 

advised us that the data was ‘best sourced direct from KAI if required’ due to the 

‘commercial nature’ of the information. We find it highly concerning a parliamentary 

committee cannot obtain such key data from the responsible department when it 

relates to a $334 million investment of State money. 

Recommendation 4 Page 20 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development ensure that 

commercial-in-confidence issues within lease agreements related to the Ord-East 

Kimberley Development Plan do not preclude relevant public sector agencies from 

being able to provide accurate data on crop yields, or any other performance indicator, 

when requested by the Parliament in future. 

 

Recommendation 5 Page 22 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development finalise its 

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework within the next six months and have it ready to 

apply to all future investments of public money overseen by the Department. The 

finalised version of the Framework should address the following shortcomings 

observed in the current draft version: 

 No apparent breakdown of construction and ongoing jobs across local, 

Aboriginal, interstate, and overseas worker cohorts.  

 No requirement upon the current developer of the Goomig landholding to 

report or record Aboriginal participation in its workforce numbers. 
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 No indication that health and well-being indicators (especially relating to the 

local Aboriginal population) will be taken into account. 

 

Recommendation 6 Page 22 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development commit to regularly 

publishing the results of its Monitoring and Evaluation Framework on all new major 

infrastructure investments it oversees. 
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Chapter 1 

Audit finds Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan 

has delivered mixed results 

Success will mean a better future for us all and open the door for future prosperity. 

Teddy Carlton, Chair, MG Corporation (2009)1 

1.1 In this report, we examine the actions taken by the Department of Primary Industries 

and Regional Development (DPIRD) in response to the Auditor General’s 2016 

performance audit report, Ord-East Kimberley Development. 

Scope of audit report: implementation of the Ord-East Kimberley 

Development Plan 

1.2 The Auditor General’s 2016 audit report assessed how effectively the [then] 

Department of Regional Development (DRD) ‘implemented the Ord-East Kimberley 

Development Plan (OEKD Plan) and whether the intended socio-economic benefits to 

the community were achieved.’2  

1.3 The State and Commonwealth governments launched the OEKD Plan in December 2009 

as a co-funded $415 million stimulus package. The OEKD Plan reflected the long-

standing desire of both levels of government to expand the Ord River Irrigation Area, 

which had been operating since the early 1970s (see Figure 1 on the following page). 

The audit report noted that the 2009 Plan aimed to ‘develop a sustainable and stronger 

[local] economy and improve the socio-economic outcomes for Aboriginal people in the 

East Kimberley.’3 

1.4 The OEKD Plan comprised two key elements: the Ord Irrigation Expansion Project 

(OIEP), and the East Kimberley Development Package (EKDP) (see Figure 2 on page 3). 

1.5 The State Government initially allocated $220 million for the OIEP with a view to 

doubling the Ord Irrigation Area to 28,000 hectares (ha) of land for agriculture.4 The 

OIEP involved the delivery of water and infrastructure to service 8,000ha of the Goomig 

                                                             
1  Department of Regional Development, Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan, 3 December 2009, 

p. 4. 
2  Office of the Auditor General, Ord-East Kimberley Development, 7 September 2016, p. 5. 
3  ibid., p. 14. 
4  Hon. Colin Barnett MLA, (Premier), Hon Brendon. Grylls MLA, (Minister for Housing; Racing and 

Gaming), National Agreement complements State’s vision for Ord and East Kimberley, media 
release, 3 July 2009. 
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1.13 Other critical findings centred on the governance arrangements for the OEKD Plan, 

which were ‘not always effective and were not adjusted for changing circumstances 

and risk.’18 The governance structure that was in place, while ‘detailed’, was 

nonetheless ‘complicated’, and did not deliver the level of oversight the audit team 

staff were expecting.19 Notably, the OEKD Plan Steering Committee had not received 

‘detailed or consistent updates on financial or contractor performance’ during the 

construction phase of the OIEP.20 In this respect, it appeared to be functioning ‘more as 

an information-sharing body than as a decision-maker.’21 

1.14 Finally, the audit concluded that the ‘sustained social and economic benefits 

underpinning the decision to proceed’ with the overarching OEKD Plan ‘had not been 

realised.’22 Nor was any plan in place to track and assess these benefits into the future. 

Audit recommendations target improved management and 

outcomes  

1.15 The Auditor General directed four recommendations to DRD aimed at improving both 

the outcomes from the OEKD Plan and the future development of the Ord. The Auditor 

General recommended DRD ‘coordinate by December 2016: 

1. finalisation and execution of the Development Lease for Goomig 

2. development of formal progress reporting requirements to ensure the 

Steering Committee is fully appraised of project status, including appropriate 

project closure processes following the completion of the Goomig 

Development Lease 

3. a review of the State’s objectives and role for the future development of the 

Ord, and make recommendations to Government including future 

governance arrangements 

4. establishment of key indicators and measures of success for the OEKD Plan 

and any future Government investment in development of the Ord, including 

a formal review and reporting framework.’23 

                                                             
18  Office of the Auditor General, Ord-East Kimberley Development, 7 September 2016, p. 8. 
19  ibid., p. 9. 
20  ibid., p. 22. 
21  ibid. 
22  ibid., p. 6.  
23  ibid., p. 10. 
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Chapter 2 

Committee follow-up of agency response 

The agricultural expansion has been long-awaited but this project is more than just 

farming new irrigation land – it is the opportunity of a lifetime to build the 

community of Kununurra into a model where there is prosperity for all. 

Hon Brendan Grylls MLA, Minister for Regional Development (2009)24 

2.1 Upon tabling the audit report, the Auditor General said ‘there are a number of lessons 

the government can learn from this project and any future investment.’25 Two years on, 

we were interested in finding out the extent to which the responsible department had 

heeded these lessons. By the time of our follow-up, DRD has been subsumed into the 

new Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD) following 

the 2017 machinery of government changes. 

2.2 Accordingly, we requested DPIRD to appear at a public hearing on 20 June 2018 to 

discuss the actions it had taken in response to the audit report recommendations. In 

the lead up to the hearing, DPIRD provided us with a brief written submission. This 

submission is included in Appendix Two and the transcript of the hearing follows in 

Appendix Three. After the hearing, we sent a series of further questions, which the 

Department responded to on 18 July 2018. A copy of that response in provided in 

Appendix Four. 

2.3 In conducting our analysis of DPIRD’s response, we have not sought to question the 

merit of the OEKD Plan, which was a prerogative of the previous government. Indeed, 

the aspirations behind the Plan seem laudable. However, one of our core functions is to 

‘consider whether the objectives of public expenditure are being achieved.’26 This role 

is especially important when vast sums of public money are spent. It is in the context of 

this function that we articulate several ongoing concerns around the DPIRD’s response 

to audit recommendations that were aiming to improve financial administration and 

oversight of this, and other, major projects.     

                                                             
24  Department of Regional Development, Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan, 3 December 2009, 

p. 4. 
25  Office of the Auditor General, Mixed results for $500 million Ord-East Kimberley, media release, 

7 September 2016. 
26  Standing Order 286(4) Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 

Australia, 30 November 2017.  
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Department delivers a mixed response to audit recommendations 

2.4 On the day the audit report was tabled, it was the subject of an extensive debate in the 

Legislative Assembly. During that debate, the then Minister for Regional Development, 

Hon Terry Redman, MLA, gave the following undertaking regarding the audit report 

recommendations: 

… we will put those four recommendations in place. There is no doubt 

that we will respond to this; it is very important that we do.27  

2.5 Notwithstanding the intent of the former Minister, we, like the Auditor General before 

us, have noted mixed results around DPIRD’s subsequent response to the audit 

recommendations. We feel that while the Department has taken some actions against 

each recommendation, it has fully satisfied the requirements of only one of them. Even 

here, the Department completed the required actions almost a year later than the 

timeframe put forward by the Auditor General. 

Finding 1 

The Auditor General’s 2016 report Ord-East Kimberley Development directed four 

recommendations to the former Department of Regional Development (now the 

Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development). While the Department 

has taken some actions against each recommendation, it has fully satisfied the 

requirements of only one of them: the requirement to finalise and execute the Goomig 

Development Lease. All other recommendations remain incomplete, despite a 2016 

undertaking from the former Minister for Regional Development that all 

recommendations would be implemented.    

Goomig Development Lease finalised and executed eleven months 

later than anticipated 

2.6 Recommendation 1 in the audit report called on the former DRD to finalise and execute 

the Goomig Development Lease with KAI by December 2016. The parties ultimately 

executed the lease on 2 November 2017, thereby allowing KAI to develop and farm 

6,665ha of the 8,000ha Goomig landholding.28  

                                                             
27  Hon. Terry Redman MLA, Minister for Regional Development, Legislative Assembly, Hansard, 

7 September 2016, pp. 5569c-5578a. 
28  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att. 1, p. 1. Note the 8,000 ha Goomig landholding includes 419 ha for ‘KAI 
Deferred Clearing Lots’ and 368 ha for a ‘KAI Vegetation Management Lot.’ The draft lease was 
not executed for these allotments. There is also another 675 ha which, when developed, will be 
transferred freehold to MG Corporation—who represent the interests of the Miriuwung and 
Gajerrong native title holders—under the terms of the Ord Final Agreement. 
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2.7 The Goomig Development Lease was executed 11 months later than the timeframe put 

forward by DRD in its initial response to the audit report29, and almost five years after a 

heads of agreement was signed with KAI.30 The Director General of DPIRD advised that 

lease negotiations were protracted and that there had been ‘high degrees of 

frustration about the time it was taking to resolve the issues.’31 However, he 

acknowledged his judgement in putting forward the late-2016 timeframe to the 

Auditor General during the audit was ultimately ‘not correct.’32  

2.8 We asked the Director General what lessons he had taken from the negotiations with 

KAI. While qualifying that he commenced his role quite late in the negotiation process, 

his view was that the ‘development agreement was perhaps unduly complex and 

onerous.’33 He also felt that the State ‘had too many agencies involved’ when 

communicating with KAI.34 This ‘unwieldy’ governance structure meant that ‘too many 

ducks had to be got in a line before you could make a decision to move forward on an 

issue.’35 He advised that this issue ‘has subsequently been resolved in a couple of 

steps’, namely the July 2017 machinery of government changes and the transfer of 

environmental management responsibilities from the former Department of State 

Development over to DPIRD.36 

2.9 It is hoped this simplified governance structure will improve the quality and speed of 

communications with other prospective proponents, thereby reducing the time taken 

to finalise future lease agreements. For the moment, however, the effectiveness of the 

revised governance arrangements remains somewhat untested, with Goomig the only 

landholding to progress to the development lease stage. 

Finding 2 

The Director General of the Department of Primary Industries of Regional Development 

confirmed that an unwieldy governance structure involving too many agencies 

contributed to the delay in finalising and executing the Goomig Development Lease. 

While the Department now has a simplified governance structure in place, the 

effectiveness of this structure remains somewhat untested with Goomig the only 

landholding linked to the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan to progress to the 

development lease stage.  

                                                             
29  Office of the Auditor General, Ord-East Kimberley Development, 7 September 2016, p. 11. 
30  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 3. 
31  ibid. 
32  ibid. 
33  ibid. Note that Mr Addis assumed the role of Director General of the former Department for 

Regional Development on 11 November 2014. 
34  ibid. 
35  ibid, p. 4. 
36  ibid., pp. 3-4. 
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2.10 It is noteworthy in this respect that in a pre-hearing written submission, DPIRD advised 

us that ‘developers had been appointed to develop and farm over 18,000 hectares’ 

across the Goomig, Knox Creek, Mantinea, Ord East Bank, Ord West Bank, and 

Packsaddle landholdings.37 This statement proved to be inconsistent with subsequent 

testimony. In response to follow-up questioning, DPIRD confirmed that only 2,200ha of 

developed land in Goomig is actually under crop. The other five landholdings are only 

in the ‘planning and approvals stage of development.’38 Moreover, the prospective 

proponents for Knox Creek, Mantinea, and Ord West Bank, have only signed three-year 

options to develop the landholdings, all of which expire towards the end of 2019.39 

There is no guarantee that these developments will proceed. 

Level of agricultural development yet to reach the scale originally envisaged in 

the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan  

2.11 The 2009 OEKD Plan outlined aspirations for sustained economic growth from 

agricultural development.40 The fulfilment of these aspirations was initially undermined 

by the delayed delivery of essential road and irrigation infrastructure under the Ord 

Irrigation Expansion Project (OIEP) component of the Plan. Yet even with this 

infrastructure now in place, many of the anticipated economic benefits will remain 

elusive without finalised development leases on the five other major landholdings.  

Already, DPIRD has confirmed that Goomig crop yields have not met the ‘scale 

anticipated’ in the OEKD Plan ‘due to [the amount of] land available for and in 

production.’41 With no other development leases currently signed, the extent to which 

agricultural development will flourish across the East Kimberley appears largely 

speculative. 

2.12 We note that in the 2016 audit report, the former DRD provided a reasonably 

optimistic updated forecast around the short to medium-term prospects for 

development: 

With the current progress, it can be expected that the East Kimberley 

will benefit from ongoing farm development for 10-15 years, that the 

                                                             
37  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 13 June 2018, p. 1. 
38  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att 1, p. 2.  
39  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, pp. 6-7. 
40  Department of Regional Development, Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan, 3 December 2009, 

p. 12 and Appendix 2. 
41  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att 1, p. 1. 
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total area under irrigation will have expanded from 15,000 ha in 2011 

to at least 30,000 ha by 2021.42  

2.13 We are not privy to the former Department’s rationale behind this earlier forecast so 

we are not in a position to question its veracity. However, we had trouble reconciling 

the optimism in the 2016 forecast against the information we obtained during our 

follow-up, so we asked DPIRD whether it remained a realistic estimate. We were not 

surprised when DPIRD subsequently advised that ‘[t]he expectation in 2016 regarding 

timeframes for development has been moderated over the past two years’ in light of 

KAI’s experiences in achieving environmental approvals on another nearby parcel of 

land at Carlton Hill.43 While retaining the view that 30,000 ha under irrigation is ‘still 

achievable’, DPIRD conceded ‘it will potentially not be met by 2021 unless there are 

significant changes in approvals timelines’.44 As it stands, 2,200ha of crops on the 

Goomig landholding represents the only new land under irrigation in the East 

Kimberley.45 We therefore find it difficult to believe the Department will meet its 2021 

target for land under irrigation. 

Finding 3 

In September 2016, the former Department for Regional Development advised the 

Auditor General that the total land under irrigation in the Ord-East Kimberley area 

would double from 15,000ha in 2011 to at least 30,000ha by 2021. We find it difficult 

to see how this target will be realised. While a development lease has been signed 

covering 6,665ha of the Goomig landholding, only 2,200ha of this land is under 

irrigation. Development leases are yet to be finalised for five other major landholdings 

representing over 11,000ha of irrigable land.   

Finding 4 

The late delivery of key road and irrigation infrastructure, coupled with the current 

inability to finalise development leases on at least five major landholdings, has delayed 

the realisation of the sustainable economic benefits from agricultural development 

originally envisaged in the 2009 Ord-East Kimberly Development Plan. 

Some steps taken to improve project reporting 

2.14 Recommendation 2 in the audit report required the Department to develop ‘formal 

progress reporting requirements’ so that the OEKD Plan Steering Committee could be 

‘fully appraised’ of the status of key aspects of the overarching project.46 These 

                                                             
42  Office of the Auditor General, Ord-East Kimberley Development, 7 September 2016, p. 11.  
43  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att 1, p. 3. 
44  ibid. 
45  ibid. 
46  Office of the Auditor General, Ord-East Kimberley Development, 7 September 2016, p. 10. 
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included project closure processes following the finalisation of the Goomig 

Development Lease. 

2.15 This recommendation came about after the Auditor General found the Steering 

Committee did not receive key financial and contract performance information during 

the main construction phase of the OIEP. Of particular concern to us was the finding 

that the former DRD ‘could not provide a clear breakdown of project expenditure to 

budget’ for reporting to the Steering Committee.47  

2.16 We asked the Director General of DPIRD why the Steering Committee did not receive 

detailed and consistent updates on financial and contract performance throughout this 

period. Importantly, the Director General did not seem to dispute the critical findings of 

the audit report when he responded that the ‘[c]omments relating to regular reporting 

of financial and contract performance are noted.’48 In his explanation, he clarified that 

‘Landcorp was appointed as project manager of the infrastructure and land release 

requirements’ and there was ‘an approved budget apportionment’ between Landcorp 

and the former DRD.49 The Steering Committee ‘reviewed the funding allocations and 

disbursements’ that went to both agencies.50 

2.17 Critically, there were ‘no formalised reporting requirements’ beyond the project team’s 

obligation to report ‘financial and project milestone information’ each quarter against 

Royalties for Regions funding.51 It appears that this reporting did not reach the Steering 

Committee, remaining instead within the former DRD.    

2.18 The Director General advised us that the Steering Committee no longer operates, 

having largely completed its ‘primary role … to get the project up, delivered, the 

construction works completed, and the commercial arrangements around it in place.’52 

In its place, an Ord Responsible Agencies (ORA) Group now exists to ‘ensure there 

remains appropriate consultation and collaboration across government relating to the 

residual aspects of the Ord-East Kimberley Expansion Project.’53 The group, which 

reports to the Director General of DPIRD, comprises senior officers from DPIRD, the 

Department of the Premier and Cabinet, and the Department of Planning, Lands and 

Heritage.54 The Director General advised us the ORA Group meets bi-monthly ‘…just to 

                                                             
47  Office of the Auditor General, Ord-East Kimberley Development, 7 September 2016, p. 23. 
48  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att 1, p. 3. 
49  ibid. 
50  ibid. 
51  ibid, p. 4. 
52  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 4. 
53  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 13 June 2018, p. 2. 
54  ibid; Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional 

Development, Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 4. 
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make sure we have a clear register of the outstanding issues, who is doing what about 

it and by when, and we keep pushing forward.’55 

2.19 To improve its project reporting capabilities, DPIRD has established a quarterly 

dashboard report, which monitors financial and performance targets. However, we 

remain unsure as to which projects the dashboard will apply. The Director General 

advised us that the dashboard will provide ‘a template for reporting on future projects 

that are project managed within DPIRD’.56 This differs from the description of the 

quarterly dashboard as articulated by the Government’s Special Inquirer, Mr John 

Langoulant. In his final report of the Special Inquiry into Government Programs and 

Projects, Mr Langoulant indicated that the dashboard might have wider application. 

Based on the evidence he gathered, Mr Langoulant formed the view that the 

dashboard will: 

… identif[y] the current status of State Government dealings with 

Kimberley Agricultural Investment and other key agriculture land 

activities, to which the Government is party in the region.57  

2.20 In addition, he suggested that the dashboard would be ‘regularly reviewed, updated 

and actioned by relevant agencies—including the Department of Planning, Lands and 

Heritage—and ‘reported to Ministers as part of the [Ord River Irrigation Expansion] 

project update briefing process.’58          

Despite these changes, ongoing rigour and greater transparency in reporting is 

required 

2.21 While construction of the road and irrigation infrastructure may be complete, matters 

relating to setting up the commercial arrangements with KAI and several other 

prospective land developers under the OEKD Plan are ongoing. Given the lax and 

insular reporting that has existed throughout much of the life of this substantial 

financial undertaking, we think it is critical to ensure the Government has clear and 

comprehensive access to the status of all ongoing matters relating to the OEKD Plan. 

The ORA Group bi-monthly meetings and DPIRD’s new quarterly dashboard reports 

appear to be useful tools that can assist in this process, although some ambiguity 

currently surrounds the scope to which the dashboard reporting will apply.  

                                                             
55  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 4. 
56  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att 1, p. 4. 
57  Government of Western Australia, Special Inquiry into Government Programs and Projects: Final 

Report (Volume 2), February 2018, p. 335. 
58  ibid. 
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2.22 To resolve any such ambiguity, DPIRD should implement a regime whereby quarterly 

dashboard reports on all outstanding matters relating to the OEKD Plan are prepared 

for formal consideration by the Director General and the ORA Group as a standing item 

at the Group’s bi-monthly meetings. Following these meetings, the Minister for 

Regional Development should receive prompt advice of any confirmed variations to 

project budgets or key commercial negotiations with prospective developers. 

Finding 5 

The Director General’s Steering Committee established to oversee the implementation 

of the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan has been disbanded. In its place, an Ord 

Responsible Agencies Group (ORA Group) has been formed comprising senior officers 

from the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development; the 

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage; and the Department of the Premier and 

Cabinet. The ORA Group’s role is to ensure there remains appropriate consultation and 

collaboration across Government relating to the residual aspects of the Ord-East 

Kimberley Development Plan. 

Finding 6 

Following criticisms from the Auditor General regarding the quality of project reporting 

that went to the former Director General’s Steering Committee, the Department of 

Primary Industries and Regional Development has created a quarterly dashboard to 

monitor financial and performance targets on future projects managed by the 

Department. While this is a positive development, it remains unclear as to whether 

quarterly dashboard reporting will apply to the residual aspects of projects associated 

with the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan. 

 
Recommendation 1 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development implement a regime 

whereby it prepares quarterly dashboard reports on all outstanding matters relating to 

the Ord East-Kimberley Development Plan for consideration by the Ord Responsible 

Agencies Group at its bi-monthly meetings. Any confirmed variations to project costs or 

key timelines should be promptly and directly reported to the Minister for Regional 

Development by way of written and verbal briefing. 

 

Future objectives and governance arrangements remain unclear  

2.23 The Auditor General’s third recommendation called on the Department to coordinate a 

‘review of the State’s objectives and role for the future development of the Ord and to 

make recommendations to Government including future governance arrangements.’59 

We believe this was a logical and appropriate recommendation, particularly given the 

                                                             
59  Office of the Auditor General, Ord-East Kimberley Development, 7 September 2016, p. 10. 
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magnitude of the State’s overspend on the OEKD Plan against its original budgeted 

cost. We were therefore disappointed to observe a lack of progress by the Department 

in addressing either of the recommendation’s component parts.   

2.24 When he appeared before us, we asked the Director General for an update on the 

progress against this recommendation. He advised that the Department’s main priority 

had been around finalising the Goomig arrangements between KAI and the 

representatives of the native title holders, the MG Corporation, rather than 

determining strategic objectives linked to the broader OEKD Plan. However, the 

Director General did indicate that within the ‘next two to three months’ when the work 

around the Goomig Development Lease was complete: 

… we will be in a good position to step back and take stock of where 

things are at and [consider] what are the next most important 

priorities.60   

2.25 We followed this up with a written question asking the Department to confirm whether 

it had formally articulated any objectives for the future development of the Ord. The 

Department’s response did not directly address our question. Instead it advised: 

While the construction of infrastructure in the Goomig Development 

and land releases at Mantinea, Ord West Bank, Ord East Bank and 

Packsaddle is complete, there remains a focus within DPIRD on ensuring 

these lands in the hands of developers continue to progress to 

development and productivity and that the State obligations relating to 

native title benefits contained in the OFA [Ord Final Agreement] are 

met.61  

2.26 The Department did add that the ‘future development of the Ord … will be considered 

in the context’ of a broader strategic assessment of land and water assets across the 

State.62  

2.27 In terms of making recommendations to the Government on future governance 

arrangements, progress again appears to be limited. In its initial correspondence, 

DPIRD advised that ‘appropriate governance arrangements’ would be considered as 

part of its planned strategic assessment of land and water assets, but it offered no 

                                                             
60  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 2. 
61  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att 1, p. 5. 
62  ibid; Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional 

Development, Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 2. 
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timeframe for when this assessment would take place.63 However, DPIRD did provide 

an undertaking that: 

Any future State Government investment in the Ord, like all new 

projects, will be subject to a business case that will require consultation 

across government and development of project milestones and 

reporting, including key indicators and measures of success.64  

2.28 This is a critical development in light of the numerous governance failings identified 

firstly by the Auditor General, and later by the Special Inquirer, Mr John Langoulant. 

These included the failure to prepare business cases or detailed costings in support of 

the State’s original allocation of $220 million for the OIEP and the $91 million in 

additional funding when project costs blew out in 2011. The Special Inquirer also noted 

that the OIEP did not adhere to the required elements of the Department of Treasury’s 

Strategic Asset Management Framework. Nor was it subject to the Department of 

Finance’s Gateway Review regime that is now mandatory for public sector 

infrastructure projects valued in excess of $100 million.65 

2.29 It is arguable that such poor planning and ongoing lack of oversight contributed to 

some extremely disappointing outcomes linked to this project. Foremost among these 

is the 250-bed workers camp, delivered at a cost of $24.1 million against an original 

budget of $10 million, only to remain unused since its completion in 2013. Plans for the 

future use of this camp remain uncertain, with the Director General of DPIRD 

confirming the State is likely to recoup only ‘a small portion’ of its outlay if it tries to 

liquidate this asset.66    

The Department needs to be more strategic and less reactive 

2.30 Throughout this follow-up we have increasingly formed the view that the Department 

has adopted a reactive, rather than strategic, approach to the future development of 

the Ord. We found this comment from the Director General particularly illustrative of 

this point: 

 At this stage the requirements of what we are doing in this project at 

the moment are pretty constrained; pretty focused on getting this first 

piece [the Goomig Development Lease] closed out, done and dusted, 

and then we will take stock and say, “What now?” If “what now” is 

                                                             
63  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 13 June 2018, p. 2. 
64  ibid. 
65  Government of Western Australia, Special Inquiry into Government Programs and Projects: Final 

Report (Volume 2), February 2018, p. 335. 
66  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 5. 
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something of significance, I think we would need to get our governance 

arrangements well defined.67 

2.31 We acknowledge that DPIRD has taken some steps to improve its governance 

processes around projects linked to the overarching OEKD Plan. These steps include the 

establishment of a smaller oversight body, the ORA Group, and a commitment to 

ensuring all future infrastructure projects are subject to business cases. 

2.32 Notwithstanding these initiatives, we feel DPIRD should have done a lot more by now 

to address the Auditor General’s third recommendation regarding both governance 

arrangements and strategic planning for future development opportunities around the 

Ord. The reality is that we are now more than two years on from the Auditor General’s 

December 2016 deadline for implementing all four recommendations—

recommendations the former Minister for Regional Development committed his 

department to actioning. Given the significant amount of money the State ultimately 

committed to this project, we think DPIRD should already have articulated an informed 

strategy outlining its ongoing objectives for the OEKD Plan and the likely return on 

investment. We also expected to see a greater amount of work done on establishing 

the sort of robust governance structures that will ensure there is no repeat of the 

management and oversight problems that beset this project in its early years. 

Finding 7 

In response to one of the Auditor General’s recommendations, the Department of 

Primary Industries and Regional Development has taken some steps to improve 

governance processes around projects linked to the Ord-East Kimberley Development 

Plan. These include establishing the Ord Responsible Agencies Group as a smaller 

oversight body, and committing to ensure all future infrastructure projects are subject 

to business cases.     

Finding 8 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development is yet to formally 

review or confirm the State’s objectives for the future development of the Ord, despite 

the Auditor General recommending the Department do this by December 2016.  

Recommendation 2 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development compile and provide 

to Parliament a detailed list of the State’s specific objectives and clarification of its role 

for the future development of the Ord region within the next six months. 

 
 

                                                             
67  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 12. 
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Recommendation 3 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development improve its 

governance arrangements by ensuring its officers adhere to all elements of the 

Department of Treasury’s Strategic Asset Management Framework, in particular the 

requirement for business cases, and that all infrastructure projects over $100 million in 

value are subject to Gateway Reviews. 

 

Framework to assess benefits of the Plan still not fully developed 

2.33 The Auditor General’s final recommendation called for the ‘establishment of key 

indicators and measures of success for the OEKD Plan, and any future Government 

investment in the development of the Ord.’68 Ideally, these measures will be subject to 

a ‘formal review and reporting framework.’69  

2.34 This recommendation came after the audit report found the former DRD (and the 

Department of State Development (DSD)) ‘ha[d] not measured whether the $529 

million invested in the OEKD Plan has improved socio-economic indicators in the 

region.’70 This is difficult to comprehend given the Plan’s 2009 policy document 

provided forecasts of ‘possible cropping mixes and anticipated returns’ and included a 

broad commitment to ‘deliver sustainable economic growth and generate employment 

opportunities in the East Kimberley Region.’71 We would expect formal mechanisms to 

be in place to measure progress against such projections and undertakings. This would 

be consistent with the fundamental principle outlined in the Department of Treasury’s 

Program Evaluation Guide, that ‘all programs [involving public money] should be 

evaluated on a regular and systematic basis.’72  

2.35 When appearing before us, DPIRD advised there was ‘significant work done and data 

collected on the impacts of the [$334 million Ord Irrigation Expansion] project during 

the course of delivery.’73 They evidenced this with a document showing a summary of 

business, training and employment outcomes for the local Indigenous population. 

Notably, this document—a copy of which is included at Appendix Five—only provides a 

snapshot as at January 2014. While the Director General shared some updated 

                                                             
68  Office of the Auditor General, Ord-East Kimberley Development, 7 September 2016, p. 10. 
69  ibid. 
70  ibid., p. 23. 
71  Department of Regional Development, Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan, 3 December 2009, 

pp. 5 and 49. 
72  Program Evaluation Unit, Evaluation Guide, Department of Treasury (WA), 2015, p. 11. 
73  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 6. 
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numbers on the current size of the workforce employed by KAI, he was unable to 

provide us with any consolidated key indicators of success for the project.74  

2.36 We pursued this issue further with a written follow-up question asking whether 

measures and baselines were established to assess a range of social, economic and 

business outcomes. The Department confirmed that no one collected baseline data 

against such indicators at the outset of the project. Worryingly, it added that: 

While social issues, economic sustainability and business opportunity 

were used as justification for the project, it is difficult to measure what 

the [$334 million Ord Irrigation Expansion] project contributed to these 

as it was not running in a controlled environment and factors outside 

the scope and control of the project will most certainly have impacted 

any such measures.75      

2.37 One major competing factor outside of the former DRD’s responsibility was the $195 

million Commonwealth-funded East Kimberley Development Package, undertaken 

concurrently as part of the overall OEKD Plan. Yet this initiative also appears to have 

gone without a rigorous assessment of its long-term impact. While the 

27 infrastructure projects linked to this package are complete, DPIRD is not aware of 

any ‘significant review or evaluation’ undertaken by either the Commonwealth or DSD 

as to the ongoing socio-economic benefit arising from their construction.76 

Finding 9 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development is not aware of any 

significant review or evaluation undertaken by either the Commonwealth Government 

or the former Department of State Development, to assess the ongoing socio-economic 

benefits arising from the 27 projects linked to the $195 million Commonwealth-funded 

component of the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan.  

2.38 Other forms of performance data, such as crop yields, are more objectively 

quantifiable. We therefore thought these would be easier to obtain and monitor. 

Unfortunately, this was not the case. When we asked DPIRD for the latest yields from 

the 2,200ha of Goomig land now under crop, the Department replied: 

                                                             
74  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 6. 
75  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att 1, p. 4. 
76  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 6. 
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DPIRD understands crop yields are good however given the commercial 

nature of this information, it is best sourced direct from KAI if required.77 

2.39 It is highly concerning that the department responsible for overseeing the OIEP could 

not provide such basic data to a parliamentary committee examining a $334 million 

investment of State taxpayer’s money. Accordingly, we call on DPIRD to address any 

commercial confidentiality issues with KAI to ensure that such information can be 

accessed when sought by Parliament in future.  

Finding 10 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development was unable to 

provide data on crop yields for the 2,200 hectares of land currently being farmed by 

Kimberley Agricultural Investments PTY Ltd (KAI) at Goomig. Instead, the Department 

advised us that the data was ‘best sourced direct from KAI if required’ due to the 

‘commercial nature’ of the information. We find it highly concerning a parliamentary 

committee cannot obtain such key data from the responsible department when it 

relates to a $334 million investment of State money. 

Recommendation 4 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development ensure that 

commercial-in-confidence issues within lease agreements related to the Ord-East 

Kimberley Development Plan do not preclude relevant public sector agencies from 

being able to provide accurate data on crop yields, or any other performance indicator, 

when requested by the Parliament in future. 

 

The Department has focused more on ensuring effective performance reporting 

processes for future projects 

2.40 While the paucity of data around the socio-economic benefits emanating from the 

OEKD Plan remains problematic, DPIRD has taken steps to improve the evaluation of 

future government investments in and beyond the Ord region. Key initiatives in this 

respect include the internal quarterly dashboard reporting mechanism (see 2.19 above 

above) and its new Monitoring and Evaluation Framework. 

2.41 The Monitoring and Evaluation Framework is a tabular form document containing 

numerous data sets aimed at measuring and reporting on economic, business, and land 

development outcomes. Some of these indicators include labour force size and 

characteristics (including Aboriginal participation in employment and training), and 

private sector investment in local infrastructure. Other columns in the table assign 

                                                             
77  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 18 July 2018, Att 1, p. 1. 
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responsibility for collecting the various data sets, explain how the data is measured, 

and quantify the ‘[a]chievements where completed.’78   

2.42 DPIRD developed this Framework in response to the Auditor General’s final 

recommendation.79 While the Department has applied a draft version belatedly to the 

OIEP, the reality is that this tool will be predominantly future-focused. The Director 

General acknowledged that ‘in retrospect’ something similar to this Framework should 

have been in place at the start of the OIEP, before expressing his expectation that 

future projects would have such a framework in place from the outset.80 

2.43 Having examined a copy of the draft Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, we believe 

the document represents a serious effort from DPIRD to address that part of the 

Auditor General’s recommendation pertaining to future investment proposals. While 

we support the use of this framework as an evaluative tool for future government 

investments overseen by DPIRD, there are some shortcomings in the draft document 

we believe need addressing.     

2.44 Firstly, the draft Framework only provides bulk figures for the number of jobs created 

during construction and the number of ongoing jobs arising out of a particular 

investment. We believe a target and actuals figure should be broken down across local, 

Aboriginal, interstate, and overseas workers. 

2.45 Secondly, we note that with the Goomig Development Lease, it appears that KAI is not 

required to report on the number of local Aboriginal people participating in its labour 

force.81 We think this should be a mandatory reporting requirement on all 

development leases that have arisen out of the State’s investment in the Ord.   

2.46 Finally, there should be some effort to incorporate health and well-being indicators for 

local populations (Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal) into any evaluation framework for 

investments of this magnitude in remote and regional areas. 

2.47 Governments in all Australian jurisdictions have recognised the importance of 

improving the quality of data currently collected on a range of key health and well-

being indicators for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander populations. Despite efforts 

that have been undertaken since at least 2003, the Productivity Commission has 

recently found that gaps still exist in many categories. These include data on self-

                                                             
78  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Supplementary information provided at public hearing, 20 June 2018, (CLOSED EVIDENCE). 
79  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Letter, 13 June 2018, p. 2. 
80  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Transcript of Evidence, 20 June 2018, p. 13. 
81  Mr Ralph Addis, Director General, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

Supplementary information provided at public hearing, 20 June 2018, (CLOSED EVIDENCE). 
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employment and business opportunities, participation in local decision-making, and 

school engagement.82    

2.48 Such indicators may be more difficult and time-consuming to baseline and assess when 

major projects commence, but we see no reason why these evaluative processes 

cannot be factored into initial project costs and planning processes.    

2.49 In conjunction with the work already done by DPIRD, we think these three measures 

will lead to a more meaningful evaluation regime, the results of which should be 

publicly accessible. 

      

Recommendation 5 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development finalise its 

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework within the next six months and have it ready to 

apply to all future investments of public money overseen by the Department. The 

finalised version of the Framework should address the following shortcomings 

observed in the current draft version: 

 No apparent breakdown of construction and ongoing jobs across local, 

Aboriginal, interstate, and overseas worker cohorts.  

 No requirement upon the current developer of the Goomig landholding to 

report or record Aboriginal participation in its workforce numbers. 

 No indication that health and well-being indicators (especially relating to the 

local Aboriginal population) will be taken into account. 

 

Recommendation 6 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development commit to regularly 

publishing the results of its Monitoring and Evaluation Framework on all new major 

infrastructure investments it oversees. 

 

Departments should give more emphasis to establishing evaluation regimes 

during the planning stages of major projects and programs 

2.50 DPIRD’s responses to the final audit report recommendation suggest that little thought 

went into developing evaluation processes that could assess whether the OEKD Plan 

was meeting its overarching goal of delivering sustainable economic growth and 

employment opportunities. 

2.51 This is consistent with the general observation from the Department of Treasury that 

‘[h]istorically, there has been a limited focus on the evaluation of program delivery and 

                                                             
82  Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision (SCRGSP), Overcoming 

Indigenous Disadvantage: Key Indicators 2016, Productivity Commission, Canberra, 2016, p. 49. 
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results.’83 In its 2015 Program Evaluation Guide, Treasury made the following valid 

point: 

In an environment of constrained public finances, it is essential that 

public funds are spent on activities that provide the greatest economic 

and social return.84     

2.52 The only way to quantify such returns is through structured and robust evaluation 

processes. The State simply cannot afford to have major investments similar in cost and 

scope to the OEKD Plan set up in future without a formal evaluation process in place.  

2.53 Agencies can no longer plead ignorance on the core role of program or project 

evaluation as part of the policy cycle. As a starting point, all agencies should acquaint 

themselves with Treasury’s Program Evaluation Unit and practise the principles 

outlined in that department’s comprehensive Program Evaluation Guide. 

 
DR A.D. BUTI, MLA 

CHAIR 

                                                             
83  Program Evaluation Unit, Evaluation Guide, Department of Treasury (WA), 2015, p. 1. 
84  ibid. 
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Appendix One  

Public Accounts Committee’s role in following up reports from 

the Auditor General 

The Office of the Auditor General plays a key role in public administration by examining 

how effectively public sector agencies implement government policies and programs. 

To perform this task the Auditor General routinely conducts performance audits, which 

can highlight examples of good practice or identify deficiencies in an agency’s 

operations and procedures.  

Performance audit reports generally include recommendations designed to help the 

audited agency address any identified shortcomings, thereby facilitating a more 

efficient use of public money. Yet there is no formal requirement for agencies to 

provide a response to these recommendations and the Auditor General has no 

authority to demand one. 

Consequently, public accounts committees (PACs) across most Commonwealth 

jurisdictions provide some form of support to their audit offices to ensure performance 

audit recommendations receive due consideration. In Western Australia, the PAC has 

undertaken an agency follow-up process since 1996 although the approach has varied 

over the six parliamentary sessions that have ensued.  

We base our approach on a triage methodology that assigns a follow-up rating based 

on five criteria: 

 program or policy cost;  

 public interest;  

 criticality of audit findings;  

 level of urgency; and  

 level of commitment and detail provided by the audited agency in its initial 

response (which is usually included in the audit report). 

In March last year we triaged 25 performance audit reports from 2015 and 2016. 

Out of this process, nine reports fell within our ‘low-priority’ triage range. For these 

reports, we opted to conclude our follow-up while reserving the right to open 

correspondence with the audited agencies should circumstances warrant interrogation 

in future.  

Nine other reports fell within our ‘medium-priority’ range. With one of these reports, 

we chose to conclude our follow-up. For the remaining eight, we sought and received 

written responses from the audited agencies. Having considered these responses, we 
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have now concluded all but one of these follow-ups and will summarise this work in an 

upcoming omnibus report. 

Seven audit reports received a ‘high-priority’ triage score. For one of these, we decided 

to write to the audited agencies, as they appeared to have already addressed the most 

pressing issues identified by the Auditor General. For the other six reports, we thought 

it appropriate to call the audited agencies in for a public hearing where we could 

discuss their response to the audit reports in depth. These hearings were conducted 

over three sitting weeks in June this year and we followed-up each agency with a series 

of further written questions. 

We are in the midst of delivering a series of reports highlighting those follow-ups 

where we retain concern over the adequacy of the agency responses, or where we see 

opportunities to build on some encouraging actions. 

Throughout 2018, we tabled three of these reports. Report No. 6, No (More) Time to 

Waste, examined the audited agencies’ responses to the Auditor General’s 2016 report 

on the Western Australian Waste Strategy. Report No. 7, Further Along the Path, 

looked at how the relevant agencies responded to the 2015 audit report on efforts to 

make cycling a safe and viable method of transport in the Perth metropolitan area. 

Report No. 8, Setting the Stage for Improvement, critiqued the actions taken by the 

Department of Education in response to the Auditor General’s August 2015 

performance audit report Follow-On: Managing Student Attendance in Western 

Australian Public Schools. 

In this report, we evaluate the ongoing work of the Department of Primary Industries 

and Regional Development in responding to the Auditor General’s August 2016 

performance audit of the Ord-East Kimberley Development Plan. 



 

27 

Appendix Two 

Pre-hearing submission from the Department of Primary 

Industries and Regional Development 
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Appendix Three 

Transcript of hearing with the Department of Primary Industries 

and Regional Development 
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Appendix Four 

Department’s response to further questions 
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Appendix Five 

The Ord-East Kimberley Project - Outcomes as at January 2014 
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Appendix Six 

Committee’s functions and powers 

The Public Accounts Committee inquires into and reports to the Legislative Assembly 

on any proposal, matter or thing it considers necessary, connected with the receipt and 

expenditure of public moneys, including moneys allocated under the annual 

Appropriation bills and Loan Fund. Standing Order 286 of the Legislative Assembly 

states that: 

The Committee may - 

1 Examine the financial affairs and accounts of government agencies of the State 

which includes any statutory board, commission, authority, committee, or 

trust established or appointed pursuant to any rule, regulation, by-law, order, 

order in Council, proclamation, ministerial direction or any other like means. 

2 Inquire into and report to the Assembly on any question which - 

a) it deems necessary to investigate; 

b) (Deleted V. & P. p. 225, 18 June 2008); 

c) is referred to it by a Minister; or 

d) is referred to it by the Auditor General. 

3 Consider any papers on public expenditure presented to the Assembly and 

such of the expenditure as it sees fit to examine. 

4 Consider whether the objectives of public expenditure are being achieved, or 

may be achieved more economically. 

5 The Committee will investigate any matter which is referred to it by resolution 

of the Legislative Assembly. 






