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Foreword: 

The Wide Bay Burnett Environment Council was approached by our members and member groups in early 

2014 and asked to undertake an assessment of expenditure from the FCRC Environmental Levy Fund for 

the period of 2010-2014.  

 WBBEC Manager Emma-Kate Currie met with Fraser Coast Regional Council Mayor Gerard O’Connell and 

CEO Lisa Desmond on 25th February to discuss the concerns raised by our members regarding 

Environmental Levy expenditure on initiatives that were not consistent with the provision of beneficial 

environmental outcomes.  WBBEC conveyed to the Mayor and CEO that expenditure from the Levy Fund 

on initiatives that were not providing environmental outcomes must cease immediately and that a new 

funding proposal would be presented to FCRC for consideration in the 2014/15 Budget to ensure that 

funds raised by the Levy directly benefited the environment in the region. 

The WBBEC Manager contacted FCRC to make an appointment to present a report on the Environmental 

Levy, including a funding proposal, to Councillors and Executive Directors on 4th June 2014 but was 

subsequently denied the opportunity and informed by the CEO’s Executive Assistant that ‘the Mayor and 

CEO have already met to discuss the issue with you and require no further presentation on the matter. They 

have also taken your recommendations into consideration when developing the budget’.  

The 2014/15 Budget was released in June 2014. An assessment of the Budget identifies that the 

Environmental Levy has ceased and has been replaced with an Infrastructure Levy.  

The WBBEC is alarmed and extremely disappointed by the decision made by FCRC to remove the 

Environmental Levy from the Budget, which with some modification and consultation with the 

environmental groups, would have resulted in the provision of beneficial environmental outcomes for the 

region into the future. 
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Executive Summary: 

The WBBEC has produced this report to assess the performance of the Levy for the 2010-2014 period and 

provide a summary as to whether the objective, that the formed the basis of the Environmental Levy 

Policy, had been achieved.  

To produce this report we have undertaken assessments in the following categories: 

 Financial Statistics 

 Environmental Levy Policy and 

 Implementation of initiatives funded by the Levy 

After assessing the above categories we have been able to reach accurate conclusions on the overall 

performance of the Levy for the period.  

In order to produce this report, we have assessed all available material pertaining to the Environmental 

Levy for the period (See Appendix A- References). 

 

Key Findings: 

1. The overarching objective of the Environmental Levy Policy was consistent with the provision of 

beneficial environmental outcomes for the region. However, the inclusion of specific provisions within 

the Policy, including ‘Levy Objectives’ and ‘Levy Implementation Strategies’ that allowed for expenditure 

from the fund on initiatives that would not provide environmental outcomes contradicted the 

overarching objective and ultimately was the most significant contributing factor in the failure of the 

Levy to reach the objective that formed the basis of its introduction. 

2. Of the Total Revenue raised for the period, 66% of Revenue was expended.  

3. Expenditure from the Levy funded initiatives that have been broken into 2 Categories. Category 1 

Initiatives were found to be consistent with the overarching objective of the Policy and equated to 54% 

of total Expenditure. Category 2 Initiatives were found to be inconsistent with the objective (and had 

the potential to result in negative impacts upon the natural environment) and equated to 46% of Total 

Expenditure.  

4. The Environmental Levy has been issued with a performance score of 3.5/10 due to the fact that only 

35% of Total Revenue raised for the period resulted in beneficial environmental outcomes for the 

region. 

5. A calculated Surplus of $2.35M remains as ‘Funds Restricted for Environmental Levy’ which includes 

unexpended funds raised by the Levy between 2010-2014 in addition to funds raised by the former land 

acquisition Levy during the 2008/09 & 2009/10 Financial Years prior to the Levy expansion.  
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Conclusion: 

The Key Findings of this report have clearly demonstrated that the Environmental Levy failed to 

consistently provide beneficial environmental outcomes for the region due to the fact that the Policy 

allowed for the funding of initiatives that did not protect and preserve the natural environment and 

therefore, the Levy failed to meet the overarching objective in which formed the basis of its introduction. 

Recommendations: 

Based upon the findings of this report, we request that FCRC immediately freeze all remaining funds raised 

by the Environmental Levy since 2008 held in reserve as ‘Funds Restricted for Environmental Levy’, an 

estimated $2,356,812 @31st May 2014.  

We request that the freeze remain in place until such time that the following recommendations have been 

implemented: 

1. Establish a ‘Koala Protection Trust’ of $2.35M -funded by the transfer of all remaining funds raised by 

the Environmental Levy held in reserve as ‘Funds Restricted for Environmental Levy’; and  

2. Develop a statutory Koala Protection Trust Policy (The Policy) that includes strict provisions ensuring 

that expenditure from the Trust is allocated only to initiatives that will result exclusively in the 

protection of Phascolarctos cinereus in the Fraser Coast Region including acquisition of 

Environmentally Significant Lands (Mapped Koala Habitat). The Policy is to be developed via direct 

input from local Community Environment Groups through the Koala Consultative Committee and 

released in Draft form for Public Consultation prior to adoption by Council; and 

3. Create a statutory Koala Protection Trust Governance Committee comprising of 8 members including 

4 representatives from Fraser Coast Regional Council (2x Councillors & 2x Environmental Planners) 

and 4 representatives from Community Environment Groups based within the region, to determine 

all expenditure from the Trust consistent with the Policy. 
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1. Introduction: 

The Environmental Levy was originally introduced by the Hervey Bay City Council (HBCC) to fund the 

acquisition (and maintenance thereof) of Environmentally Significant land (ESL). 

Council Amalgamation occurred across Queensland in 2008 and the Fraser Coast Regional Council (FCRC) 

formed as a result.  

FCRC inherited the HBCC Environmental Levy and continued to apply it to all rateable properties in the 

former HBCC area until the end of the 2009/10 Financial Year. All revenue raised from the Levy in the 

2008/09 & 2009/10 Financial Years, in addition to any revenue inherited from HBCC during amalgamation, 

was required to be expended exclusively on the acquisition and maintenance of ESL.  

The FCRC 2010/11 Budget expanded the Levy to apply it to all rateable properties across the Fraser Coast 

at an increased rate of $26.25 PA. The Levy expansion and increase was accompanied by the introduction 

of the FCRC Environmental Levy Policy that allowed for, but was not limited to, the acquisition and 

maintenance of ESL.  

The Levy was decreased to $15.00 in the 2013/14 FY to allow for the introduction of the Disaster 

Management Levy.  

The Environmental Levy was overseen by the FCRC Environmental Advisory Committee, which included 

Councillors, FCRC staff and members of Community Environment Groups until the Local Government 

Elections of 2012 when the incoming Councillors made the decision to dissolve the Committee. All 

decisions regarding expenditure from the Levy Fund have been made by FCRC Executive Staff since May 

2012 without consultation with community.  
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2.  Environmental Levy Policy 

The Environmental Levy Policy #1940184v4 was introduced in 2010 to guide implementation of initiatives 

via expenditure from the Levy Fund.  

The overarching objective of the policy was to: 

 ‘Adapt and respond to the growing impacts of climate change by preserving and protecting the 

environment’.  

The Levy Objective was stated to be: 

To fund initiatives that: 

1. Enhance biodiversity including habitat, bushland, greenspace, waterways, catchments and coast 

ecosystem; 

2. Promote resilience to the growing impacts of climate change by protecting the natural and physical 

environment; and 

3. Promote sustainability by preserving the qualities of life enjoyed by the region.  

 

As assessment of the policy allowed us to conclude that while the overarching objective of the policy 

allowed for the provision of beneficial environmental outcomes for the region via the ‘protection and 

preservation of the natural environment’, the Levy Objectives were phrased in a manner that allowed for 

the Levy to fund initiatives that did not exclusively benefit that natural environment.  

Levy Objective 2 provides a mechanism in which the protection of the natural environment promotes 

resilience to the impacts of climate change. However the inclusion of the term ‘physical environment’ 

within this objective provided a conflict between the protection of the natural and the physical 

environment. In most instances, the ‘protection of the physical environment’ results in a negative impact 

upon the ‘natural environment’ and therefore cannot simultaneously promote resilience to the impacts of 

climate change. We therefore found that Levy Objective 2 undermined the overarching objective of the 

policy via the funding of initiatives that would protect the ‘physical environment’ at the cost of the ‘natural 

environment’. 

We found Levy Objective 3 to be an oxymoron. It is impossible to ‘promote sustainability’ by ‘preserving 

qualities of life’ if those qualities of life enjoyed by the region result in a negative impact to the natural 

environment. The inclusion of this provision within the policy allowed for a situation in which the Levy 

could fund virtually any initiative that the community claimed to be ‘preserving their quality of life’ as 

opposed to providing an environmental outcome. The inclusion of Levy Objective 3 undermined the 
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overarching objective of the policy and subsequently resulted in the funding of initiatives that were not 

consistent with the provision of beneficial environmental outcomes for the region. 

In conclusion, while the overarching objective of the Environmental Levy Policy was consistent with the 

provision of beneficial environmental outcomes for the region, the inclusion of Levy Objectives 2 & 3 

contradicted the intent of the policy by allowing the Levy to fund initiatives that did not result in the 

‘protection and preservation of the natural environment’. The inconsistencies within this policy were the 

most significant contributing factor in the Levy’s failure to exclusively provide beneficial environment 

outcomes for the region.  

 

3. Financial Statistics 

A comprehensive assessment of all available financial documentation was undertaken during the process 

of producing this report. This has allowed us to provide an accurate synopsis of the Revenue, Expenditure 

and Surplus for the period. All figures were sourced directly from FCRC documents and can be found in a 

detailed Revenue and Expenditure Table in Appendix B. 

 

3.1   Revenue, Expenditure and Surplus 2008-2011 (Original Levy- Land Acquisition) 

 

Total revenue of $951,804 was raised by FCRC by the former Levy in the 2008/09 & 2009/10 Financial 

Years.  

The funds raised under the former levy were to be spent exclusively on acquisition of Environmentally 

Significant Lands and the management of such lands.  

Although the former levy ceased at the end of the 2009/10 Financial Year, purchases of Environmentally  

Significant Land were made from these funds in the 2010/11 Financial Year and therefore have been 

included in the total expenditure figure in the above chart.  

Total expenditure from the former levy was $748,590 which included maintenance of Environmental Lands 

to the total of $25,369. 
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  Table 1- Revenue, Expenditure and Surplus 2008-2011 (Original Levy- Land Acquisition) 

 

After the land purchases were made, there was a surplus of $203,214 that does not appear in any financial 

records as having been expended to date on the maintenance of existing or new acquisitions of 

Environmentally Significant Land.  

It is therefore assumed that the surplus funds have been held in reserve and are included in the Actual 

Surplus figure (Restricted Funds) in Table 2.  

 

3.2 Total Revenue, Expenditure and Surplus 2010-2014  

 

Since applying the Environmental Levy to all rateable properties across the Fraser Coast, it raised 

$4,566,1041 for the 2010-2014 period.  

The calculated surplus figure of $1,536,805 was derived from the actual revenue raised minus expenditure 

from the fund between 2010-2014.  

                                                           
1
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Actual Surplus in the Environmental Levy fund was $2,606,102 at the end of the 2012/13 FY. This figure 

was source directly from the 2012/13 Annual Report- General Purpose Financial Statements2 and identifies 

the amount under the category of ‘Funds restricted for Environment Levy’. These funds were held as 

‘Reserves for future capital expenditure’ until 2012 and are now identified as restricted cash.  

The Actual Surplus is greater than Calculated Surplus by a total of $1,069,297 which is likely to include the 

surplus funds from the HBCC Levy (Figure 1) in addition to any expenditure items not acquitted during the 

period. We have not obtained any data relating to any unspent funds that may have been inherited by 

FCRC from HBCC Environment Levy when amalgamation occurred and therefore is outside of the scope of 

this report.  

 

 

         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

           Table 2- Total Revenue, Expenditure and Surplus 2010-2014 

                                                           
2
 Fraser Coast Regional Council- General Purpose Financial Statements for year ending 30 June 2013- Note 11- Cash, cash 
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3.3 Revenue, Expenditure and Surplus per Financial Year 

Expenditure from the Levy Fund has varied from year to year. The chart in Figure one demonstrates the 

variation between revenue and expenditure for the 2010-2014 period.  

Notably, in the 2010/11, 2011/12 and 2012/13 Financial Years, expenditure from the Levy Fund was 

considerably less than the revenue raised by the Levy. However, the budgeted expenditure for the 2013/14 

FY exceeds the revenue raised by $169,290. It is anticipated that this has occurred as a result of new 

expenditure items not included in the 2013/14 Capital Works Budget, due to unforeseen circumstances. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3- Revenue, Expenditure and Surplus per Financial Year 
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3.4 Itemised Summary of Expenditure 2010-2014 

 

Table 4 shows the itemised total expenditure on all initiatives for the 2010-2014 Period. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4- Itemised Expenditure 2010-2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental Initiatives-
$281,431

Mungomery Vine Forest
Reserve- $10,000

Natural Area Restoration-
$1,236,969

Koala Habitat Study- $10,000

Sustainability Initiatives (Carbon
Tracking and Website)- $95,077

Coastal Asset Management
System (CAMS)-$549,675

Coastal Protection-SEMP
Implementation- $666,987

Craignish Cultural and Historical
Assessment- $9,274

Vegetation Management-
$107,285

Mangrove Management-
$62,601
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Table 5 shows the expenditure trends for each itemised initiative for each Financial Year during the Period. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5- Itemised Expenditure and trends per Financial Year for the 2010-2014 Period 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

$0

$50,000

$100,000

$150,000

$200,000

$250,000

$300,000

$350,000

$400,000

$450,000

$500,000

2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14

Env Init

Mungom

Nat Area Rest

Koala Study

Sustain Init

CAMS

CP- SEMP

Craignish

Veg Man

Man Man



 

14 
 

 

4. Environmental Levy Initiatives 2010-2014 

Table 6 details the initiatives funded from the Environmental Levy during the 2010-2014 Period listed in 2 

categories; Protected and Preserved the National Environment and Did not Protect and Preserve the 

Natural Environment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6- Initiatives Categorised 

 

4.1 Category 1 Initiatives 

5 sub-categories of initiatives funded by the Environmental Levy have been identified as being consistent 

with the provision of environmental outcomes for the region via achieving the objective of the policy. 

However, these projects have been listed in a generalised manner and more details for each project are 

required to categorically confirm that they have resulted exclusively in the provision of ecological 

outcomes.  

 

4.2  Category 2 Initiatives  

5 sub-categories of initiatives funded by the Environmental Levy have been identified as being inconsistent 

with the provision of environmental outcomes for the region by failing to meet the overarching objective 

of the policy. 

Category 1 Initiatives- Protected and 

Preserved the Natural Environment 

Category 2 Initiatives- Did not Protect and 

Preserve the Natural Environment 

Environmental Initiatives-Water Quality 

Monitoring & Firebreak Construction 

Coastal Asset Management Systems (CAMS) 

Mungomery Vine Forest Management SEMP Development/Implementation & 

Coastal Protection Works 

Natural Area Restoration Mangrove Management Program 

Koala Habitat Study Vegetation Management 

Sustainability Initiatives- Carbon Footprint 

Tracking & Sustainability Education Website 

Craignish Cultural and Historical Assessment 
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FCRC has argued that these projects are related to the environment and therefore qualify for funding from 

the Levy, however, these projects are exclusively implemented for the protection of public and/or private 

infrastructure, ongoing accessibility to natural assets for recreation and pacification of public concern 

surrounding natural vegetation. 

 

4.2.1 Coastal Assets Management Systems (CAMS) 

The CAMS program includes the ongoing monitoring  and maintenance of Coastal Assets which include 

recreational infrastructure such as jetties/piers, stairs, boat and disability access ramps, rock walls, and 

pedestrian and vehicle access points. The CAMS program also includes coastal monitoring of sand profiles 

to inform coastal protection and sand push works. We will address this item under Coastal Protection 

Works and SEMP Implementation. 

FCRC argued that funding the CAMS program from the Environmental Levy was providing an 

environmental outcome via ensuring appropriate access to and from the foreshore precinct during 

recreational use that prevents fragmentation of the dune systems.  

The Hervey Bay City Council installed fencing across the foreshore precinct over a 20 year period as part of 

a foreshore rehabilitation plan to attempt to protect and preserve the coastal ecosystems via restricting 

access to most areas and allowing access only via designated walkways, stairs, jetties ect.  

However, the implementation of Foreshore Enhancement Plans across the regions coastal precinct has 

resulted in the deconstruction and removal of this coastal fencing that restricted access to the foreshore 

via the dune systems thus negating any benefit that the monitoring and management of designated access 

points via the CAMS program might have provided.  

In addition to the removal of foreshore fencing, the Foreshore Enhancement Program has resulted in the 

fragmentation and removal of the understory of foreshore vegetation which forms part of the essential 

strata layers found in coastal ecosystems that assists in the natural retention of dune systems.  

Therefore, in summary, the monitoring and management of Coastal Assets via the CAMS program did not 

meet the overarching objective of the policy ‘to protect and preserve the natural environment’ due to the 

fact that the implementation of the Foreshore Enhancement Program allowed for a situation in which 

access is not restricted to designated access points and therefore allows the recreational use of the 

majority of the foreshore precinct, resulting in the continued fragmentation of the fragile coastal 

ecosystems.  

Furthermore, the requirement to ‘monitor and upgrade’ coastal assets existed prior to the introduction of 

the Environmental Levy across all rateable properties in the Fraser Coast. The monitoring of Coastal Assets 
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is required to ensure the ongoing access to the Coastal Precinct for recreational purposes only and 

therefore should not been funded from the Environmental Levy.  

 

 

4.2.2 SEMP Development/Implementation & Coastal Protection Works 

 

The Development and Implementation of the Shoreline Erosion Management Plan (SEMP) was included as 

a Levy Implementation Initiative in the policy based upon the assumption that implementation of coastal 

protection and shoreline erosion works could result in an environmental outcome. 

However, in regards to the development and implementation of the SEMP, to date, expenditure from the 

fund for this purpose did not resulted in a beneficial environmental outcome for the region and therefore 

did not meet the overarching objective of the policy.  

First and foremost, it must be noted that the SEMP does not exist.  

FCRC engaged consultants Cardno to produce the SEMP under a 3 staged process. Cardno completed the 

preliminary studies that were to form the basis of the Management Plan and submitted the Gap Analysis 

Report (Stage 1) and the Options Assessment Report (Stage 2) however, their services were disengaged 

prior to the completion of the process and as a result the Shoreline Erosion Management Plan has not 

been produced.  

FCRC has not produced this Management Plan inhouse but has instead chosen to begin implementing 

Shoreline Erosion Management Options that were included in the Stage 2 Report.  

Cardno clearly stipulated in both the Stage 1 and 2 reports that they were produced with the intention of 

informing the final Management Plan and that the Management Options provided required further 

assessment prior to implementation.  

Further information regarding this matter can be found in the SEMP Development and Implementation 

Report produced by WBBEC in Appendix C. 

However, the FCRC continued to allocate funds from the Environmental Levy for the implementation of 

Shoreline Erosion Management Options, under this title in the absence of the completed Management 

Plan.  
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Given that implementation of Foreshore Erosion Management Options was undertaken by FCRC based 

upon the Ranked Management Options3 included in the Cardno Options Assessment Report, we assessed 

implementation of these initiatives based upon that Report.  

The Ranked Management Options include 38 Priority Options based upon the cost: benefit ratio and 

technical feasibility. All Management Options include an assessment of the impact or benefit to 

Environmental and Socio-Economic Criteria with a <+ 0 – > score. Scores including <+> indicate a positive 

benefit and scores including <-> indicate a negative impact to that criteria. 

The highest ranked options (1-5) include planning based options to ensure that the projected impacts of 

Climate Change are incorporated into Council Policy and long term strategic planning in terms of land 

suitability for future development and provisions for proactive disaster management. 

Options 6-38 include physical management options such as seawalls, artificial beach nourishment, sand 

pushes and sandbagging.  

After assessing the ranked management options against the environmental criteria score for each option, 

we found that options 1-5 were the only ranked options that would provide any net benefit to the 

environment. 

Options 6-38 are listed as resulting in a negative impact to the environmental criteria.  

Notably, sand pushing and artificial beach nourishment; soft engineering coastal protection works that are 

often undertaken under the guise of protecting the foreshore ecosystems; are also listed as having a 

negative impact on coastal processes and ecology.  

Since 2011, $666,987 was allocated from the Environmental Levy Fund for Coastal Protection- SEMP 

Implementation. Primarily, these funds were expended on the implementation of ranked options that 

include sand pushing, beach nourishment and upgrades to seawalls. All of these options have been 

identified as having a negative impact on the environmental criteria.  

For example, between 2011-2013 $470,560 was allocated from the Environmental Levy Fund for the 

upgrade of the Seawall between Elizabeth St and the Urangan Pier. This item is identified in the Ranked 

Management Options as Option 3.15 and ranked 13 in the priority list. The description states: 

‘Upgrade the existing 700m rock wall and revetment structure between Elizabeth St and the Urangan Pier 

to a high amenity seawall (eg. Stepped revetment incorporating vegetation)’ 

                                                           
3
 Fraser Coast Shoreline Erosion Management Options Assessment- LJ2907/R2620v5- Cardno- 2012- Appendix J- Management 

Options Ranked 
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Figure 1 shows the upgraded seawall at Urangan. The original rock wall and revetment structure had been 

in place since the 1980’s and was constructed to protect the Esplanade and Private Property adjacent to 

the foreshore.  

Significantly higher than average tides coupled with severe weather events degraded the structures over 

the past 10 years and as a result required an upgrade.  

However, as the images clearly demonstrate, there is a distinct absence of any coastal vegetation or 

foreshore features with the exception of approximately 5 individual trees of which the footpath is built 

around.  
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Figure 1- Images- Urangan Seawall Upgrade  
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As the Options Assessment Report identifies, the implementation of this hard engineering option will result 

in a negative impact to both coastal processes and ecology. In addition to the Cardno assessment of this 

option against the environmental criteria, this area of coastline has been severely fragmented for at least 

30 years and is virtually devoid of any natural foreshore vegetation.  

The recommendation made by Cardno for the implementation of this option was to incorporate vegetation 

into the stepped revetment design however, the only addition of anything that resembles vegetation are 

the ‘coastal plants’ that are depicted in the artwork on the ‘high amenity seawall’.  

It is clear that the implementation of this hard engineering option has not resulted in the provision of an 

environmental outcome. In fact, the implementation of this option will result in a negative impact to the 

coastal processes and ecology of the region resulting in a situation where a project was implemented and 

funded via Environmental Levy Funds where upon no environmental outcome was achieved and a negative 

impact to the environment occurred as a result.  

Coastal erosion has a greater impact upon the socio-economic criteria than upon environmental criteria. 

Coastal erosion is a naturally occurring process and is essential to the ongoing process of transforming 

continent. Whilst our land uses often contribute to an accelerated rate of erosion, in most cases our efforts 

to halt or postpone coastal erosion inevitably results in more significant negative impacts to the coastal 

environment. The reality is that most coastal regions are implementing Shoreline Erosion Management 

Plans to protect the socio-economic needs of the region as opposed to protecting the environment. For the 

long term protection of socio-economic and environmental needs, the implementation of ‘retreatment 

policies’ may in fact be the only feasible option in identified Erosion Prone Areas (EPA’s).  

 

In Summary, Cardno identified that Ranked Options 6-38 have the potential to result in a negative impact 

to environmental criteria including impacts to coastal processes and ecology.  

To date, all implementation of Coastal Protection- SEMP Implementation Works funded from the 

Environmental Levy were based upon options ranked between 6-38 in the Options Assessment Report and 

therefore did not result in a situation that ‘protected and preserved the natural environment’ and should 

not have been funded by the Environmental Levy. 
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4.2.3 Mangrove Management Program 

The Fraser Coast Regional Council- Maryborough Mangrove Management Strategy was developed in 2010 

and endorsed by FCRC in 2011. 

The overarching goal of the Strategy was to improve scenic amenity and recreational access throughout 

the river precinct in Maryborough by removing designated areas of mangroves and the ongoing 

management of some existing areas via pruning and crown lifting. 

Whilst the Strategy includes Mangrove Offset Areas that include a combination of retained species and 

additional riparian revegetation, these offsets were provided exclusively to mitigate the impacts resulting 

from the loss of species in other Mangrove Management areas.  

Offsets are provided as a means to compensate for a significant residual impact from a particular activity. 

Therefore, the intention of an offset is to result in a neutral impact as opposed to providing a conservation 

gain.  

In summary, we have concluded that the implementation of the Mangrove Management Program did not 

protect and preserve the natural environment and therefore should not have been funded from the 

Environmental Levy. 

 

4.2.4 Vegetation Management 

In light of the fact that no details have been provided by FCRC in regards to what defines ‘Vegetation 

Management’, we have significant concerns surrounding the inclusion of this project as an expenditure 

item from the Fund. 

This item has not been identified as ‘Invasive Species Management’ and we therefore conclude that it does 

not fall within this category. FCRC manages invasive plants under a separate portfolio that deals with plant 

and animal pest species.  

This item is listed under ‘Foreshore Restoration and Revegetation’ however all other projects in this section 

are clearly identified as Natural Area Restoration projects. 

‘Vegetation Management’ implies the ‘control’ of vegetation.  

We have therefore reasonably concluded, based upon the above stated information, that ‘Vegetation 

Management’ relates directly to the Foreshore Enhancement Program that has been implemented across 

the Foreshore Precinct in Hervey Bay.  
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Similarly to the implementation of the Mangrove Management Strategy, the overarching goal of the 

Foreshore Enhancement Program has been to improve the scenic amenity of, and recreational access to, 

the foreshore. 

The implementation of the Foreshore Enhancement Program has resulted in the fragmentation of the 

ecological strata found within the coastal ecosystems along the Hervey Bay Foreshore.  

The loss of the essential understory of vegetation in most foreshore areas has resulted in a decrease of the 

ability for this coastal vegetation to provide the ecological function necessary for a healthy and productive 

ecosystem.  

Therefore we have concluded that the expenditure of Environmental Levy Funds for the purpose of 

‘Vegetation Management’ has resulted in a negative impact to the ecology of the Foreshore Precinct as 

opposed to the protection and preservation of the natural environment, and should not have been funded 

via the Environmental Levy.  

 

4.2.5 Craignish Cultural and Historical Assessment 

$9,274 was allocated from the Environmental Levy in the 2010/11 & 2011/12 Financial Years to fund the 

Craignish Cultural and Historical Assessment.  

A Cultural and Historical Assessment relates to the Cultural and Historical Significance of an area and whilst 

that may have particular significance when considering impacts to Cultural Heritage, it does not relate 

directly to provision of a beneficial environmental outcome and therefore should not have been funded by 

the Environmental Levy. 
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5. Environmental Levy Performance- 2010-2014 

For the period 2010-2014, a total of $4,556,104 was raised by the Environmental Levy. During that period, 

a total of $3,029,2994 was expended from the Fund which equates to 66% of the total revenue.  

After assessing the expenditure on Category 1 & 2 Initiatives against the overarching objective of the Policy 

we have been able to draw conclusions regarding the overall performance of the fund and policy for the 

period 2010-2014 that it was in effect. 

 

Table 7 shows Total Expenditure itemised into both categories of Initiatives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7- Total Expenditure- Percentages of Category  1 & 2 Initiatives 

 

 

                                                           
4
 This figure is includes 2013/14 FY figures that were provided as budgeted figures from FCRC. Confirmation of total Revenue 

and Expenditure related to the Levy will be confirmed when the FCRC Annual Report and Audited Financial Statements for the 
2013/14 FY are provided.  

54%

46%
Expenditure-Category 1
Initiatives-Protected and
Preserved Natural Environment

Expenditure- Category 2
Initiatives-Did Not Protect and
Preserve Natural Environment
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Table 8 details itemised expenditure from the fund on Category 1 Initiatives  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8-Itemised Expenditure- Category 1 Initiatives - Protected and Preserved Natural Environment  

Table 9 details itemised expenditure from the fund on Category 2 Initiatives  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Table 9- Itemised Expenditure- Category 2 Initiatives -Did not Protect and Preserve the Natural Environment 

$666,987

$549,675

$107,285
$62,601

$9,274

Coastal Protection-
SEMP

Implementation

CAMS Vegetation
Management

Mangrove
Management

Program

Craignish Cultural
& Historical
Assessment

Expenditure- Category 2 Initiatives

Expenditure-No Environmental Outcome

$1,236,969

$281,431

$95,077
$10,000 $10,000

Natural Area
Restoration

Environmental
Initiatives

Sustainability
Initiatives

Koala Habitat
Study

Mungomery Vine
Forest

Expenditure- Category 1 Initiatives

Expenditure- Environmental Outcome



 

25 
 

 

Table 10 shows total amounts paid per rateable property for the 2010-2014 Period including itemised 

amounts for Category 1 & 2 Initiatives. 

 

 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 TOTAL 

Levy Amount per Rateable Property $26.25 $26.25 $26.25 $15.00 $93.75 

Amount of Levy Expended (66%) $17.33 $17.33 $17.33 $9.90 $61.88 

Amount Expended- Category 1 

Initiatives (54%) $9.36 $9.36 $9.36 $5.35 $33.41 

Amount Expended- Category 2 

Initiatives (46%) $7.97 $7.97 $7.97 $4.55 $28.46 

Table 10- Total amounts per rateable property 

 

 

 

A calculated total of $1,536,805 remains unspent from the Fund which equates to 35% of revenue raised 

by the Levy.  

 

However, at the close of the 2012/13 FY $2,606,102 remained in actual surplus restricted as Funds for 

Environmental Levy. Throughout the 2013/14 FY some funds were transferred from reserves to fund 

additional projects not originally identified in the 2013/14 Capital Works Budget.  

 

The transfers from the Environmental Levy Reserves are detailed in the Table 11. 
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Transfers from Environmental Levy Reserves 2013/14 FY Amount 

Opening Balance @ 1
st

 July 2013 $2,606,102 

Budget ID- 2709- Environmental Initiatives- Fire Management- September 2013 

(identified in Budgeted expenditure for 2013/14 FY) 

$   109,290 

Budget ID- 2713- Koala Habitat Study- October 2013 (not spent- identified in 

Budgeted expenditure for 2013/14 FY) 

   $     10,000 

Budget ID- 2715- Torquay Beach Erosion Control- (Not identified in Budgeted 

Expenditure 2013/14 FY- not represented in total expenditure in this report) 

$   130,000 

Total Transfers from Environmental Levy Reserves 2013/14 FY $   249,240 

Balance of Funds in Environmental Levy Reserve after Transfers $2,356,812     

Table 11-Transfers from Environmental Levy Reserves 2013/14 Financial Year 

 

Based upon the figures represented above, we have calculated the remaining surplus in Funds Restricted 

for Environmental Levy to be $2,356,812 and we estimate that the figure should not change markedly 

before the close of the financial year as we have not identified any additional budget items that have been 

included in Capital Works Budget for the 2013/14 FY or in any monthly Capital Expenditure Reports for the 

period July 2013-May 2014.  

In Summary, for the 2010-2014 period in which the Environmental Levy applied to all rateable properties 

across the Fraser Coast Region, only 54% of funds expended from the Environmental Levy on Category 1 

Initiatives resulted in beneficial environmental outcomes for the region.  

46% of total expenditure was allocated to Category 2 Initiatives that did not protect and preserve the 

natural environment and furthermore, many of these initiatives actually resulted in negative impacts to the 

natural environment of the region.  

For the period of 2010-2014 ratepayers incurred a total Environmental Levy charge of $93.75 per rateable 

property. Only $33.41 resulted in the provision of a beneficial environmental outcome for the region, 

consistent with the overarching objective of the policy ‘to protect and preserve the natural environment’.  
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We have therefore concluded that Environmental Levy received a performance score of 3.5/10 due to the 

fact that of all Revenue raised for the period via the Levy, on 35% of it funded initiatives that resulted in a 

beneficial environmental outcome for the region. 

 

 

6. Conclusion: 

 

After assessing all aspects of the implementation of the Environmental Levy Policy via expenditure from 

the fund on Category 1 & 2 Initiatives, we have been able to reach the conclusion that the Levy failed to 

meet its overarching objective.  

The primary factor in this failure to achieve beneficial environmental outcomes for the region via the Levy 

is due to the fact that the FCRC allowed for the inclusion of provisions within the Policy that were contrary 

to the overarching objective.  

Levy Objectives 2 and 3 allowed for a situation in which the FCRC could justify expenditure from the fund 

on Category 2 Initiative such as CAMS, Coastal Protection-SEMP Implementation, Mangrove and other 

Vegetation Management to pacify the needs of the community in terms of scenic amenity and recreation 

use of the regions natural assets as opposed to the protection and preservation of the natural 

environment.  

The implementation of these Category 2 Initiatives not only failed to result in beneficial environmental 

outcomes but in actual fact resulted in negative impacts to terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity and coastal 

and riverine processes.   

We have concluded that Levy Objectives 2 & 3 were included in the policy to allow for the allocation of 

expenditure on Category 2 Initiatives to would pacify the growing agitation within the community in 

regards to what they perceived to be a ‘messy and overgrown’ foreshore areas and riverbanks ‘over-run’ 

with mangroves. In addition to these perceived ‘problems’ with the natural environment, there has been 

significant concern regarding foreshore erosion, however these concerns are almost entirely based upon 

potential losses of private and public infrastructure.  
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Whilst it is understood that Local Government faces many challenges in ensuring that the needs of a 

community are met, it is simply unacceptable to have prioritised expenditure from an Environment Fund 

towards initiatives that result in negative impacts upon the natural environment.  

In light of the fact that 46% of expenditure from the Fund over the 2010-2014 period did not result in any 

beneficial outcome for the Natural Environment and the Environmental Levy ceased at the close of the 

2013/14 FY, the WBBEC argues that all remaining funds raised by the Levy held in reserve must now be 

allocated to Initiatives that will exclusively Protect and Preserve the Natural Environment. These initiatives 

have been identified in the Recommendations section of this report. 

 

The figures in the Table 13 below have been sourced from the 2014/15 Capital Works Budget categorised 

as Climate Change and Environmental Sustainability: 

Budget # Project ID  Project Description 2014/15 2015/16 2016/14 

2712 8568 Mangrove Mangement Wharf Precinct $50,000 $50,000  

2706 5589 Coastal Asset Management System 

(CAMS) 

$150,000 $150,000 $150,000 

2708 7968 Coastal Protection $2,155,000 $1,095,000 $820,000 

2709 8351 Environmental Initiatives $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 

2228 5588 Mungomery Vine Forest Reserve $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 

730 5587 Natural Area Restoration $424,000 $444,000 $459,000 

Table 12-Projected Expenditure- Climate Change and Environmental Sustainability- Capital Works Budget 2014/15 

It is positive to observe that Natural Area Restoration, Mungomery Vine Forest and Environmental 

Initiatives (provided the initiatives in fact result in environmental outcomes) will continue to be funded 

after the cessation of the Environmental Levy. 

We have noted however, that the amount allocated for Coastal Protection, $2,155,000, in the 2014/15 FY 

is significantly larger than any other item.  

The Infrastructure Levy introduced in the 2014/15 FY is likely to fund ongoing Coastal Protection Works. 

However, the $2,155,000 allocated for the 2014/15 FY closely represents the calculated figure of 

$2,356,812 remaining in reserve restricted as Funds for Environmental Levy.  
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The WBBEC is greatly concerned that the projected budget for Coastal Protection Works in 2014/15 has 

been derived based upon a plan to transfer the remaining Levy Funds from Reserves to fund this item.  

We have clearly established via this report that the previous expenditure on Coastal Protection Works was 

not consistent with the overarching objective of the Environmental Levy Policy and did not result in 

beneficial environmental outcomes for the region. We have therefore concluded that all funds raised by 

the Environmental Levy, held in reserves, cannot be transferred from reserve for expenditure on Coastal 

Protection, CAMS and Mangrove Management.  

 

Recommendations: 

Based upon the findings of this report, we request that the Fraser Coast Regional Council immediately 

freeze all remaining funds raised by the Environmental Levy since 2008 held in reserve as ‘Funds Restricted 

for Environmental Levy’, an estimated $2,356,812 @31st May 2014. 

We request that the freeze remain in place until such time that the following recommendations have been 

implemented: 

1. Establish a ‘Koala Protection Trust’ of $2.35M -funded by the transfer of all remaining funds raised 

by the Environmental Levy held in reserve as ‘Funds Restricted for Environmental Levy’; and  

2. Develop a statutory Koala Protection Trust Policy (The Policy) that includes strict provisions 

ensuring that expenditure from the Trust is allocated only to initiatives that will result exclusively in 

the protection of Phascolarctos cinereus in the Fraser Coast Region including acquisition of 

Environmentally Significant Lands (Mapped Koala Habitat). The Policy is to be developed via direct 

input from local Community Environment Groups through the Koala Consultative Committee and 

released in Draft form for Public Consultation prior to adoption by Council; and 

3. Create a statutory Koala Protection Trust Governance Committee comprising of 8 members 

including 4 representatives from Fraser Coast Regional Council (2x Councillors & 2x Environmental 

Planners) and 4 representatives from Community Environment Groups based within the region, to 

determine all expenditure from the Trust consistent with the Policy. 

 

 
 
The Fraser Coast Regional Council passed a resolution on 17/07/2013; 
‘That a report be provided with options for protecting koala habitat and addressing critically low numbers 
of koalas on the Fraser Coast, including the designation of habitat corridors, improved mapping, planning 
controls, land acquisitions/swaps, dog control in known habitat areas and other measures, and further 
advise on possible eco-tourism and educational opportunities.’ 
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In response to the resolution, FCRC allocated $10,000 from Funds Restricted for Environmental Levy held in 
reserve for the development of a Koala Strategy for the region. Furthermore, in the Petition Response 
Report tabled during the FCRC Ordinary Meeting #22 held on 4/12/2013, Council states:  
‘Seed funding has been provided by Council to develop a Koala Strategy for key urban Koala habitats at 
Tinana and Booral. Council will seek supplementary funding from State and Commonwealth funding 
sources including in kind support to develop a Strategy and more importantly, an action plan that contains 
achievable deliverables for the local Koala populations. 
 
As part of the commitment made by Council to develop the Koala Strategy, a Koala Consultative 
Committee was established comprising of FCRC Councillors and staff and representatives from Community 
Environment Groups. 
 
The Koala Consultative Committee should continue to meet and operate in an advisory capacity to support, 
and engage with, the Koala Protection Trust Governance Committee ensuring that Governance of the Trust 
is undertaken in a transparent and ethical manner at all times.  
 
Whilst the contribution of Seed Funding to the sum of $10,000 from the Environmental Levy Reserves was 
a positive investment in the process to develop a Koala Strategy, the figure is grossly inadequate in terms 
of funding the developing a Strategy let alone implementing an Action Plan that will result in the 
protection of Koalas in the region. 
 
Community Environment Groups across the Fraser Coast agree that the protection of Koalas in this area is 
one of the highest priority issues for the ongoing protection of the environment in the region. Koala 
populations in the SEQ region face almost inevitable extinction if the ‘business as usual’ approach 
continues to be taken. The Fraser Coast is in a positive position to protect our populations into the future if 
we take immediate action now.  
 
The WBBEC believes that the recommendation to establish a $2.35M Koala Protection Trust funded by 
Environmental Levy Reserves, is consistent with the commitment made by Council to develop a Koala 
Strategy and Action Plan and therefore should face no opposition from Council in terms of the 
implementation of the recommendations identified in this report. 
 

Author: 

Emma-Kate Currie 

Manager 

Wide Bay Burnett Environment Council 

24th June 2014. 


