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Council: Dungog 

Delegate: Ian Tiley 

Venue: Dungog Memorial Bowling Club 

Date: 9 February 2016 

Time: 9am 

 

Facilitator: Good morning and a very warm welcome.  My name is Mariana 

Zafeirakopoulos but I know my surname’s a bit of a mouthful so I’m 

more than happy to be addressed as Mariana.  I am the Facilitator for 

this public inquiry this morning.  I can see that there’s still some people 5 

coming in so please do ensure that you’ve registered and when you’re 

ready, feel free to take a seat but I’ll just cover off on a couple of 

administrative or housekeeping matters before we formally open the 

inquiry in two minutes. 

 The bathrooms for the gentlemen are to the back and to the left past the 10 

bar.  The ladies are to my left just behind this fridge.  In terms of 

emergency exits, we’ve got the doors opened right behind you.  There’s 

the door immediately to my right and then another right behind that, also 

to my right.  In the case of a medical emergency or should you require 

any personal assistance or support, we’ve got our two helpful 15 

welcomers at the front.  Please feel comfortable to go out and see them 

and they will assist you with any enquiries or any problems that you 

might have.  I will now hand over to the Delegate, Ian Tiley, who will 

formally open this public inquiry.  Thank you. 

Ian: Thank you Mariana.  Good morning everybody and welcome to this 20 

session of the Dungog Gloucester merger proposal.  I’m the Delegate 

appointed by the Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government to 

examine and report on the Minister for Local Government’s proposal to 

merge these two Councils and I hold an instrument of delegation under 

Section 745 of the Local Government Act for that purpose.  I welcome 25 

Mayor Harold, I don’t know whether Mayor John’s here, and Councillors 

and Council staff and especially all members of the public to this public 

inquiry which is part of the examination and reporting process into this 

merger proposal.  I look forward to your constructive contributions this 

morning.  I would like to acknowledge the Worimi and Wonnarua 30 

peoples who are the traditional custodians of this land and pay respects 

to elders past and present of the Gringai nation and extend that respect 

to any other Aboriginal people present.   

 This public inquiry is being conducted under the Local Government Act 

1993 and my role is to examine and report on a proposal by the Minister 35 

under Section 218E(1) of the Local Government Act for the merger of 

Dungog and Gloucester Local Government Areas.  The merger 
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proposal document sets out the purported impacts, benefits and 

opportunities of creating a new Council.  I will provide a report and 

recommendations to the Minister and to the Local Government 

Boundaries Commission.  I’d like to stress that my role is as an impartial 

person.  I’m not an advocate either way for this proposal.  I will conduct 5 

a genuine assessment in a fair, impartial and proper examination and 

review of the proposal.   

 Section 263 of the Local Government Act requires me to hold the 

inquiry, the purpose of which is to provide you, the public, the 

opportunity to express your opinions on the proposal directly to me.  I’m 10 
required to prepare a report as I said with due regards to the factors 

under Section 263 of the Local Government Act and it’s important that I 

read those to you so you know the template if you like of my report to 

the Minister and the Boundaries Commission.  Those factors are: 

 (a) the financial advantages or disadvantages of the proposal to the 15 

residents and ratepayers of the area concerned 

 (b) the community of interest and geographic cohesion in the 

existing areas and in any proposed new area 

   (c)  the existing historical and traditional values in the existing areas 

and the impact of change on them 20 

 (d)  the attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the areas 

concerned 

 (e)  the requirements of the area concerned in relation to elected 

representation for residents and ratepayers at the local level, the 

desirable and appropriate relationship between elected 25 

representatives and ratepayers and residents and such other 

matters as are considered relevant in relation to the past and 

future patterns of elected representation in the area.   

 That’s a mouthful but it means what sort of elected representation 

should any new Council if indeed there is to be a new Council. 30 

 (e1)  the impact of any relevant proposal on the ability of the Council 

to provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and 

facilities 

 (e2)  the impact of any relevant proposal on the employment of the 

staff by the Council 35 

 (e3)  the impact of the proposal on any rural communities in the 

resulting area 

 (e4)  the desirability or otherwise of dividing the resulting area into 

wards 
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  (e5)  the need to ensure that the opinions of each of the diverse 

communities of the resulting area or areas are effectively 

represented 

 The last part of Section 263 is a catchall clause, which goes to: 

 (f)  any other matters relevant to the provision of efficient and 5 

effective Local Government in the existing or proposed new 

areas 

  At the conclusion of the examination process which of course includes 

all the submissions.  Submissions, Mariana will talk to you about later 

but they can still be lodged until the 28th of February.  The 10 
Commissioner will review and comment on the report before providing it 

to the Minister for Local Government.  The Minister considers together 

with any comments from the Commission and may or may not 

recommend to the Government that the proposed merger be 

implemented. 15 

  Our Facilitator today is Mariana Zafeirakopoulos.  Other members of my 

team today are Paul Spink, my Executive Officer.  Paul’s standing at the 

back of the room waving at you and we have another Department of 

Premier and Cabinet Officer Kristen McPherson here as well to assist.  

My duty is to listen to all presentations and to consider them along with 20 

other material gathered through the course of the examination and 

submissions process.  I do not have the power to resolve any specific 

issues or identify solutions to any particular complaints that an individual 

or organisation may have about the proposal or the Local Government 

reform process to date.  I’m not here to answer questions.  I’m looking 25 

for facts that address the matters in Section 263 because they are the 

factors I must report on.  I’ll leave it there and I’ll hand you back to our 

Facilitator, Mariana and I look forward to your contributions.   

Facilitator:  As Ian mentioned, I’ve got a couple of procedural things just to run 

through before we commence.  If we can all just take a moment to 30 

double check, triple check our mobile phones.  Are they on silent or are 

they switched off? Let’s all do that.  Thank you.  As Ian mentioned, this 

is an opportunity for you all to share your views in this public inquiry, 

which means that we’ll be operating under the principles of mutual 

respect.  You all have a right to be heard here.  The speakers, you have 35 

a right to come up and ensure that you are uninterrupted by your peers 

and by your friends in the attendees, in the audience and similarly our 

Delegate has the right to be respected in how we address him.  So, we 

encourage throughout this process that we listen with open minds and 

open ears to one another and engage as much as we can with the 40 

opportunity to share our views.   

  Procedurally, in terms of how we will run this, for those who are 

registered speakers you’ll have a number.  We’ll run through the list 

numerically.  For Councillors you’ll have up to 15 minutes and for 

registered speakers you’ll have five minutes to speak.  I have a bell on 45 
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my table.  I will give you a one-minute warning when your time is up and 

I’ll also give you a bell notification when your time has expired. 

  When I call upon registered speakers to come up the front, we’ve got 

some spots here.  We’ve got three seats and another three at the front, 

so we’ll call up six people to come up to the front.  That way we can run 5 

through the proceedings in an efficient and effective manner.   

  At the conclusion of our registered speakers, if there are others in 

attendance here who would like to say something, if there is time 

available we will open the floor to call for those submissions.  If we are 

unable to get through the speakers from the floor, as Ian mentioned we 10 
strongly encourage written submissions.  Just to give you some 

information about the fact that this public inquiry will be audio recorded 

and what that means is that your voice will be recorded.  The purposes 

for which the information is being collected in this inquiry are the 

purposes for which the information will be used including subsequent 15 

review by the Delegate.  A transcript or audio will be accessible on the 

Council Boundary Review website after the proceedings have been 

completed and the intended recipients of this information is the public in 

general.  So basically all individuals have a right to access and for those 

of you who will be making a submission, you also have the right to 20 

correct that information if necessary. 

  All submissions will be held by the Department of Premier and Cabinet.  

They’re located 52 Martin Place, Sydney.  We also ask that the 

speakers, when you come up the front, we ask that you ensure you 

speak into the microphone.  You’ll note we don’t have a microphone 25 

stand so we encourage you, if you’ve got notes, please ensure that you 

speak into the microphone.  State your name, the Council that you are 

from or alternatively the organisation that you represent.  We also 

encourage to avoid repetition so if you’ve heard someone else who has 

made your point, please consider focussing your response on new 30 

information or additional information that may assist the Delegate.   

  I think that’s all from me Delegate, if there’s anything else that you need 

to double check.  In that case, what we will do is open up to our first 

speaker and I will ask speakers 2 to 5 to also make your way to the front 

in preparation.  I’ll now call for speaker 1 please. 35 

Harold:  Good morning Dr Tiley, Harold Johnston, Mayor of Dungog Shire.  

Dr Tiley, Council submission to your inquiry will be presented by our 

General Manager, Mr Craig Deasey.  Dungog Council stands by our 

motion of the 16th of November 2015 which states that to support any 

merger proposal we need demonstrated evidence that it is in the best 40 

interests of our community.  The State Government purports that it 

developed its merger proposal based on studies conducted by a 

financial organisation named KPMG.  The government is currently 

refusing to release these studies in full but for this Council to consult in 

a meaningful and informed manner with our community, it is only fair 45 
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that we have that information.  Without the KPMG report and with the 

standard of an incorrect documentation contained within the Dungog 

Gloucester merger proposal, our conclusion is that this proposal is 

without benefit to the Dungog community.  Council therefore rejects the 

Dungog Gloucester merger proposal.  Now our General Manager will 5 

now detail how we came to that conclusion.  General Manager. 

Craig:  Thank you.  Delegate, Ian Tiley, in the context of this, Council will state 

that the merger proposal which has been presented by the New South 

Wales Government is poorly researched, was released with factual 

errors and appears to be based on a generic template and was being 10 
worked on before New South Wales Government 18th of November 

2015 deadline.  Furthermore, it is not consistent with the independent 

review panel’s recommendations and findings and is rejected by 

Council.  In the context of financial advantages and disadvantages, the 

local economy is predominantly agriculture.  It comprises 16.6% of total 15 

output from available government area and accounts for $93 million 

annually in the context of the local economy.  The total economy value 

is estimated at $563 million.   

 What the statistics don’t tell us is the one resource that is exported daily 

from the shire, and that is the value of water.  The Dungog Maitland 20 

merger highlighted that the rates of Dungog Shire residents would 

increase significantly in the revised business case of November 2015.  

Two options were looked at by Morrison Low.  Firstly, the increase in 

rates at Dungog LGA to Maitland rate in the dollar which would have 

required a one off increase of 66% or over three years of 29%, 23% and 25 

18%.  Council’s improvement plan highlighted that general rates would 

increase by 13% per annum for 13 years, 108% cumulative to meet the 

Government’s benchmark.  The proposed Dungog Gloucester model 

will still result in rates being increased in Dungog Shire past the four 

year moratorium on the rating path that is being imposed on the newly 30 

established entities if the merger proceeds. 

 If we look at the 2015/2016 financial year, with Gloucester, from my 

understanding it’s the first time they’ve increased their rates above the 

permissible limit, which was a 13% increase.  Assuming land value 

parody between the two shires, Dungog residential rate is 29% lower 35 

than Gloucester.  The rural is 32% lower, farmland is 27% lower and 

Dungog business is 28.8% lower.  Gloucester has a further two years of 

13% increase to pass on to their community.  Dungog Shire residents 

will have the rate at 1.8% next year.  If you looked at the harmonisation 

of the rates between the two LGAs, which a new Council would have to 40 

do, based on 2015/16 figures alone, you would need to raise the rate in 

Dungog Shire overall by an additional $2.2 million or approximately a 

42% increase on its current rating yield.  Assuming a new entity is to 

comply with the State Government’s moratorium by 2019/20 it will be in 

the order of $4.3 million or 74%.   45 
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 At the 30th of June 2015, we’ll use current figures here, the combined 

infrastructure backlog of both Councils totals $40.4 million, of which 

roads accounted for $34.3 million.  The regional road network is the 

highest road classification in both LGAs, a total of 230km combined.  

The only state fund is the Regional Road Block Grant and 5 

Supplementary Grant and that equates to around $9,000 a kilometre.  

However, there is a gap of 37km between both LGAs in driving on the 

highest order road available to residents of both LGAs.  You’ll have a 

half an hour trip at least in Great Lake Shire.  The distance between the 

principle centres pose a series of challenges from a management 10 
perspective, let alone a cost efficiency perspective.   

 Whilst KPMG have stated that there would be certain savings in 

procurement, they have not recognised the level of joint purchasing that 

already exists throughout the Hunter Council through participating bulk 

tenders.  Regional procurement has confirmed that the Council in the 15 

past year spent $3.2 million on Hunter Council contracts alone.  We are 

party to some 20 agreements.  This is aside from the bulk purchase 

agreements with Local Government procurement and New South Wales 

Government contracts and Procurement Australia.   

 Council’s other major outlay annually relates to plant hire as the 20 

Council’s heavy fleet operation is minimal with annual tenders called for 

the plant hire for both wet and dry hourly rates are provided from a pool 

of some 30 odd companies.  In relation to the financial assistance grant, 

there already is disparity of $110 per resident between the Gloucester 

and Dungog Shire.  Obviously factors such as land values and distance 25 

from major regional centre account for a component that influences the 

disability factors.  However, the underlying principles of Federal 

Government need to be maintained as regards to horizontal 

equalisation and effort neutrality as the national principles.  With the 

New South Wales Government to look at the grants, I just wonder how a 30 

merged entity is going to fare in relation to that. 

 At the end of the 2019/20 financial year, if the new entity does not meet 

Fit for the Future benchmarks, then what happens to the fit status that 

the New South Wales Government proposes at day one? Do the 

opportunities that exist to partner with government continue? Will we 35 

have a more streamlined special rate variation process with IPART? 

They’re questions, which will remain unanswered.   

 In relation to community of interest and geographic cohesion, the 

argument for is that there is the potential for the merged entity to be 

able to better harness the potential of the Barrington’s from a tourism 40 

perspective.  However, there is no direct road access into the Barrington 

Tops from the Dungog LGA.  There is no geographic cohesion between 

the two LGAs now.  From a communities of interest perspective, the 

majority of the ties to Dungog Shire residents are to the south.  If you 

look at sporting affiliations and linkages, they predominate with the 45 
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Lower Hunter and Newcastle regions.  The differences relate to the 

structure of the LGAs, in terms of the urban hierarchy.   

 Gloucester is the principle rural centre because it is the commercial hub 

as regards to the provision of retail and consumer services.  The town 

can generally service the needs of most.  This is reflected in the local 5 

jobs compared to their usual place of residence which for Gloucester is 

78% of the Gloucester Shire employ residents whereas Dungog 

township maybe the principle centre in terms of infrastructure such as 

the hospital, aged care facility, high school.  There are several other 

distinct communities in the shire – Gresford, Clarence Town and 10 
Paterson with different services available in each community.  From an 

urban hierarchy perspective, the urban centres of the Dungog LGA 

would be defined as lower order, urban centres which means that they 

provide a limited range of goods and services to local residents in 

surrounding rural areas. 15 

 The proximity of the Dungog LGA to the lower [indecipherable] labour 

markets and retail centres was highlighted in the 2004 report on the 

economic leakage from the shire.  As previously alerted to you, the 

merger proposal report as published incorrectly reports the number of 

local jobs on page 13.  The real perspective is that Dungog Shire is a 20 

net exporter of jobs.  That is the data that’s been provided by 

REMPLAN extracted from the 2011 census statistics identifies that 

3,721 of the shire’s residents are employed.  Accordingly, 56% of these 

people leave the shire for work every day, the majority, 67% into the 

Lower Hunter. 25 

 From an historical perspective, the shire’s population in 1966 was 

5,950.  Today the estimated residential population is 9,108 and is 

growing.  We have a bit of concern with New South Wales Planning.  

Their 2013 population projections for the shire to 2031 was 9,800 which 

related to a 15.3% change.  In the last 12 months, it’s been changed 30 

down by 1,800 reflecting only a 2.8% change.  Since the 2011 census, 

there’s been an additional 254 new dwellings constructed in the Dungog 

Shire.   

 In the context of attitudes of the ratepayers and residents of the shire, 

the decision of government to put forward this merger proposal near 35 

Christmas and provide Council very little opportunity to inform our 

communities and gather their opinions is a very poor reflection on 

consultation.  The attitudes of people differ.  The merger proposal is 

misleading and is not quantifiable.  Some believe that Dungog Shire 

should stand-alone.  Some see Gloucester as a rural Council 40 

[indecipherable] instead of Dungog Shire being swallowed up by 

Maitland.  Others wanted to split the shire into what could be a 

disastrous economic outcome for the Dungog township, however 

without a proper business case that can inform the community of all the 

information and facts, the true attitude of residents is unknown.  45 
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Gloucester Council’s made it clear they do not want Dungog Shire as a 

merger partner. 

 In the context of local representation for residents and ratepayers, 

clearly local representation of the communities of both shires is a better 

outcome than the options of the two LGAs with much larger populations, 5 

Maitland and Great Lakes, that at least there would be a local voice. 

 In the context of impacts of the merger, I will just lay a couple of the 

elements, which are going to compound things.  This relates to 

emergency management as much as anything.  Dungog Shire from a 

policing perspective is already in the hands of Port Stephens and 10 
Central Hunter Area Commands.  You add Gloucester into it, you end 

up with a third local area police command.  Dungog Shire is part of the 

Lower Hunter bushfire zone, which comprises Port Stephens, Maitland 

and Cessnock.  Gloucester’s in a different world up there.  I’m not too 

sure what their affiliation is but all you’re going to be starting to do is 15 

create more and more duplication. 

 Then we talk about water and sewerage and the different levies 

applicable to the two areas.  You look at Dungog Shire with Hunter 

Water being the provider and then you look at Gloucester with Mid 

Coast.  Both these entities have different charging structures and 20 

regimes in the context of developer levies.  It will make planning even 

more complicated because Dungog Shire currently is predominantly 

within a water catchment.   

 From a staffing perspective, Dungog has 66 staff on board.  In the 

context of the staffing, this announcement has shot the morale to pieces 25 

to be blunt.  What needs to be understood from the staffing level is that 

the technical and professional positions in Dungog Shire have been 

difficult to fill for a number of years.  We’ve had to embrace the concept 

of the commuting population, which is very predominant in the Lower 

Hunter in a number of the Councils.  At the moment, of the 17 30 

professional and specialist staff in the organisation and that includes 

part-time positions, 14 of those commute into the Dungog Shire on a 

daily basis.  They come from Singleton, Tanilba Bay, Boorolong, Hinton, 

Tahlee, Raworth, Medowie, from everywhere.   

 In relation to diverse communities, the [indecipherable] population of the 35 

shire comprises only 4.5% of the population.  5.4% of the population 

was born overseas, predominantly with Anglo-European backgrounds. 

 In conclusion, the Councillors previously stated to stand alone which the 

Council firmly stands behind by their decision of the 16th of November 

2015.  The merger proposal, as submitted by the Government, is flawed 40 

and has been prepared by someone who has no appreciation for the 

community of Dungog and Gloucester Shires and Council rejects the 

New South Wales Government’s merger proposal.  Thank you. 
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Lisa: Dr Tiley, my name is Lisa [indecipherable].  I live just outside the 

Dungog township and I’m opposed to the merger proposal between 

Dungog and Gloucester.  I speak not only on my own behalf but on 

behalf of the over 500 people whose signatures appear in that 

document that I’ve just handed to you.  A loose group of citizens 5 

collected those signatures last week to object to the merger proposal.  

They all live either in Dungog or immediately surrounding Dungog.  We 

decided when we were doing this that it would be very negative just to 

say that we object to the merger proposal.  What we put out in a flyer 

that was circulated in the area was that we needed an alternative and 10 
we recognise that Dungog is in such a state financially with its huge 

infrastructure backlog, that it really isn’t viable to go on the way we are 

and even with the 108% rate increase which has just been mentioned 

by the General Manager, it still isn’t doable if you look at the General 

Manager’s report to the Council in August. 15 

 So what we did is instead of a petition, we’ve done a proposal which will 

be put to the Minister for Local Government either later this week or 

next week suggesting that the Williams Valley which includes Dungog 

town and Clarence Town, asking that there be a boundary adjustment to 

take the Williams Valley into the Port Stephens Local Government Area.  20 

We did this, because we wanted to be positive.  We didn’t just want to 

say no to the merger with Gloucester.  We wanted to show that there 

are other options and that may not be the only one.   

 The second thing that I’d like to talk about is the geography and if I 

could ask you to look at what I’ve just handed you, on page 4 there is a 25 

map.  Yes, the map, the blue map.  I’ve called it map 1 and that shows 

the two LGAs of Gloucester and Dungog.  I have highlighted in red the 

route that needs to be travelled between the two shires.  It’s a poor 

road, a winding road and no doubt you’ll be travelling it later today and 

indeed I understand you know it anyway.  It looks as though there’s a 30 

big area where the two shires are joined but unless you’re a very hardy 

bushwalker, it’s not really an option for most people.  On the next page, 

I have a second map.  This is taken from the New South Wales 

Electoral Commission website.  It’s not a perfect map but edged in red 

is the Dungog Shire.  What it does show is the makeup of the Dungog 35 

Shire.  It’s basically two river valleys.  On the right or sort of east is the 

Williams River which you can see starts in the Barrington Tops and 

goes down through Dungog, Clarence Town and then into the Port 

Stephens LGA where it then joins the Hunter River at Raymond 

Terrace.   40 

 Then on the other side of the shire we have the Paterson River.  It 

doesn’t show the Allyn unfortunately but the Allyn runs into the Paterson 

anyway and that river runs down through the townships of Gresford, 

Vacy and Paterson and then into the Maitland LGA where it joins the 

Hunter River just outside Maitland near Morpeth.   45 
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 In between those two river valleys is a small – I’m not sure whether it’s a 

mountain range or a range of hills but those two parts of the shire are 

very distinct and different.  The Williams Valley, Dungog and Clarence 

Town, they look south as does the Paterson Valley.  We look to 

Maitland, we look to Port Stephens.  I think the General Manager’s 5 

mentioned some of that already – the services, the policing, medical 

services, shopping.  We look south for everything.  In the north, Dungog 

is a bit like a big backyard.  At the back, we’ve got the Barrington Tops.  

You can’t really go within – I mean unless you want to go for a bushwalk 

or camp, you can’t really drive through it so you’ve got that at the back 10 
and you’ve also got the fact that not only do we look south to those 

LGAs, but they’re also moving up the two river valleys.  We’ve got a lot 

of development around Clarence Town.  We’ve got a lot of development 

north of Paterson, around Vacy and those southern parts of our shire 

are dormitory suburbs for those shires that are below us.  That’s where 15 

all our links are.  We don’t have any links with Gloucester.  Gloucester’s 

links are all to the coast.  Thank you. 

John: Thank you Dr Tiley.  My name is John Connors.  I’m a resident of the 

Dungog Shire living about 10km outside the town of Dungog.  So there 

is insufficient time today to deal with all of the 11 matters listed in 20 

Section 263(3) to which you referred earlier.  They’re matters of course 

that you have to have regard to and I’ll deal with all of them in my 

subsequent written submission but some of them very briefly today.  

The Dungog Local Government Area must be the subject of an 

amalgamation of boundary adjustment.  Of this the evidence is clear 25 

and it has been for many years.  The General Manager, despite what he 

said on behalf of the Council today, has repeated reported that the 

situation is unsustainable.  Unfortunately, eight of the nine Councillors 

do not appear to accept this advice or the evidence from Council’s 

annual audited reports.   30 

 Those that propose that the Dungog Local Government Area should 

stand-alone do so on the basis that the Government provides sufficient 

money for this to occur.  This appears to be in complete conflict with the 

stated aims of the current process of amalgamation to provide more 

effective and sustainable Local Government in New South Wales as you 35 

sir said in your submission to the parliamentary inquiry into Local 

Government last year.  The Local Government New South Wales’ catch 

cry of fix the funding first could be argued as seeking to sideline the vital 

importance of more appropriate and modern Local Government 

structures for the future.  Clearly the need for structural change is 40 

paramount.  Handing out buckets of money is not a solution to the 

problem.   

 The belated proposal apparently promoted by the Member for Upper 

Hunter Michael Johnsen, is clearly a political solution and not a 

considered and economically substantiated proposal.  The proposed 45 

amalgamation of these two Local Government areas fits nicely within his 

electorate but it does little else.   
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 As I have said in the time available I will look very briefly at some of the 

matters to which you have to have regard.  Firstly, the financial 

advantages of the proposal – even with the information that the 

Government has made available, it is obvious that there is no financial 

advantage in this proposal.  Accepting the Government figures, the 5 

benefit is only $4 million over 20 years.  The chance of that being 

achieved, as I’m sure you appreciate, is not high and the benefit of a 

mere $200,000 per year is not a real advantage.  However, the 

amended page 8 of the January report, released without any fanfare, 

reduces the alleged back office and administrative savings from $7 10 
million to $3 million, thus removing $4 million.  The government in that 

report left the total savings still the same. 

 The second heading, the community of interest and geographic 

cohesion – you’ve already heard of the lack of geographic cohesion and 

you will I’m sure hear repeatedly today of the lack of any community of 15 

interest between the two LGAs.  Gloucester, as you know, looks to 

Great Lakes and Taree, Dungog to Port Stephens, Maitland and 

perhaps Singleton to a lesser degree.   

 The existing historical and traditional values in the existing areas and 

the impact of change on them – change is inevitable.  Modern transport 20 

and technology mean that the need for small Local Government areas is 

long past.  Amalgamations have been occurring for decades.  Historic 

and traditional values need not be eroded by amalgamation and you are 

well aware of obvious examples from your experience in the Upper 

Hunter and the Clarence Valley.   25 

 The attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the area – regrettably the 

Dungog Shire Council has refused to consult with the local community 

to ascertain their attitude towards amalgamation, generally or 

specifically towards this proposal.  As you have heard, a number of 

signatures, 500 odd have been gained in the last few days in Dungog 30 

and a similar number I am told in Clarence Town.  Your instrument of 

delegation requires you to examine and report on the proposed 

amalgamation of these two LGAs.  You are also required to exercise 

any function that is incidental to that function.  This clearly obliges you 

to consider that there are alternates to the proposed amalgamation of 35 

Dungog and Gloucester or for Dungog to stand-alone.  Dungog in its 

present form must cease to exist.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: I’ll now call upon the next speaker and if you’re number 5 to 10, you can 

also start to make your way up to the front.  Thank you. 

Brian: Dr Tiley and Mariana, thank you for the opportunity to speak.  My name 40 

is Brian [indecipherable] and I live at Stroud.  My request is simple.  It 

concerns the Stroud and Karuah Valley, what is to me the dividing gap 

in this amalgamation proposal.  If you do decide to recommend Dungog 

and Gloucester Shires be amalgamated, then I ask you to please 

include the dividing gap into that amalgamated shire.  Re support of 45 
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opposition to this suggestion, I am sure that you will not be surprised to 

find both views from people of the Stroud Valley.  Inclusion of the 

dividing gap is logical in terms of physical geography and control of 

lands and roads that day by day join the two current shires, cultural 

geography by combining two homogenous inland agricultural cultures 5 

and social geography by removing the sense of separation and division 

that will forever dog attempts at cohesive administration if the dividing 

gap remains.   

 While different vested interests will argue both ways on financial 

grounds, which is historically common with cost benefit analysis 10 
concerning the public good, it is clear that there will significant economic 

benefits for the people of the Karuah Valley in having their shire 

headquarters markedly closer.  My experience in cost benefit analysis 

suggests that cogent cases can be constructed to demonstrate that 

items (a), (b), (c), (e1), (e2) and (e3) of Section 263(3) are all more than 15 

satisfied by the inclusion of the dividing gap to holistically amalgamate 

Dungog and Gloucester Shires.   

 Specifically may I suggest that the inclusion of the dividing gap is logical 

in terms of the community of interest and geographical cohesion of the 

existing areas and the existing historical and traditional values of an 20 

agricultural community that has operated as naturally connected inland 

valleys since the arrival in 1826 of the Australian Agricultural Company 

and probably well before that time for our original inhabitants.  This is 

just if you decide to recommend amalgamation. 

 There is another way but it may be outside your terms of reference.  I’ve 25 

been a bit disappointed that the reaction to the Government’s attempt to 

bring shires up to viable population sizes appears to be largely 

defensive.  I would have hoped that alongside clever but defensive 

strategies, local shires would have developed and negotiated 

progressive plan Bs but to take hold of the Government population 30 

objectives and show how those objectives could be best made to apply 

to our local communities.  Big thinking can do plan Bs for populations 

greater than 100,000 could have been built upon local knowledge to 

construct deals amalgamating Taree, Great Lakes and Gloucester 

Shires as a Manning Valley Shire.  Maitland, Cessnock and Dungog 35 

Shires along with the Karuah Valley as a shire for valleys south of the 

Barrington Tops.   

 Dr Tiley, to conclude, my significant concern is that amalgamating 

Dungog and Gloucester Shires now without the dividing gap will trigger 

a significant risk that the new still too small shire would then fall off the 40 

political radar.  Without inclusion of the dividing gap the new Council will 

struggle to achieve the sense of cohesiveness between two proud 

towns as they strive to become fit for the future.  If you recommend 

amalgamation, please include the dividing gap.  Thank you. 
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Male: Excuse me Brian, the distance from Stroud to Gloucester and Stroud to 

Forster? 

Brian: Stroud to Gloucester is about 20 minutes, 25 minutes.  Stroud to Forster 

is about 1 hour and a quarter, 1 hour and a half. 

Facilitator: Thank you next speaker, we’re ready for you. 5 

Bob: My name’s Bob Doyle.  I’m a 6th generation of the Paterson/Williams 

Valley and we currently have our 8th generation living in this valley.  We 

have a number of businesses, which employs or contracts over 10 

people equivalents from this shire.  I’m going to commence this just by 

first of all thanking for the opportunity to present here today.  It was 10 
good to have the facts from our General Manager and I am a bit on all 

the facts.  I really struggle to get my head around some of that.  I am 

very supportive of John and Lisa and their position and I just commence 

this by making five points which summarises our family position on this 

process.   15 

 The current Council is economically unsustainable so standalone is not 

a solution.  We need to merge with one or be split and merge with a 

number of Councils.  Our family’s not opposed to the idea of one Hunter 

Super Council.  Merging with Gloucester is not a long-term solution and 

finally I think our rates need to rise to continue to provide the services 20 

that we require to make this a viable shire. 

 So I’m very passionate about creating an opportunity in agriculture for 

future generations and to make a career for people working in this shire.  

We heard our General Manager talk about how many people work away 

from the shire but we have a lot of land resources that are going to 25 

waste and I’m part of a group that is trying to establish a whole new 

industry in this shire and using this shire as a base for that and that’s 

the setting up of an industrial hemp processing mill.  So I do consider I 

have a bit of credibility to have a say on these issues.  We are 

ratepayers in Vacy, Dungog, Wallarobba and Stroud Road so I take 30 

note of the comments of the last speaker.   

 Our shire has been very poorly consulted in this whole merger process 

and this goes back to Fit for the Future as well and in particular with the 

Gloucester merger and from my perspective, we’ve been very poorly 

represented by our Councillors.  It absolutely infuriates me that in the 35 

Chronicle last week I read this desire by our Mayor to continue to stand 

alone written as being representative of this shire.  As John and Lisa 

pointed out, they’ve gone to the trouble to get signatures of people who 

are looking at alternative options.  The people of Clarence Town have 

done the same.  There are people in Paterson doing the same and now 40 

because of this continual push in the media that we are interested in 

standalone, there is a group in Gresford doing the same as well. 

 Standalone is not the answer.  The reality is our current Council 

structure is inefficient and unless we’re going to be subsidised to some 
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huge extent, the shire is incapable of providing the services to allow to 

run a business competitive with other Council areas.  Now I’m not 

saying that our Council and our General Manager is a poor financial 

manager.  I think it comes down purely to economies of scale.  There is 

just not enough money available in this shire to provide the services we 5 

need.  I actually think that the General Manager does a good job 

managing the business with the resources he has.   

 The savings talked about, $4 million over 20 years, forget the $15 

million handout, is just a nonsense.  That goes nowhere.  We have to 

look a lot bigger than this.  I’ll be going through a fair bit of detail in a 10 
written submission and I consider it important I just make these critical 

points.  The one other thing I would like to say is that I believe that this 

whole process of the merger with Gloucester has been politically driven.  

I can see no other reason for it.  I think the politics of bagging out the 

Maitland Council when that was on was actually disgraceful politics to 15 

try and force this standalone position and was completely 

unrepresentative of the desire of residents in this shire.  Now I know 

there are people want a standalone but equally there are a lot of people 

who don’t.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Could we have the next speaker please.  Speaker 8, 20 

speaker 9, thank you. 

Brian: Good morning.  My name is Brian Farmer.  I’m the President of the 

Clarence Town and District Progress Association and a resident of the 

Dungog Shire.  I have to say that we’re not against amalgamations.  

We’re in favour of them.  I’d also make a passing comment that we have 25 

never believed that the do nothing option is a viable option.  Originally 

the suggestion was made that Dungog, Maitland and Port Stephens 

Council might combine to become a Lower Hunter Council but that’s 

probably just passing information and not the subject for today.   

 The current amalgamation of Dungog and Gloucester Shires fails 30 

government’s own tests of critical mass, communities of interest, it will 

lack scale and capacity.  It does not make a financially sustainable 

Council, it does not make an operationally sustainable Council.  The two 

Council areas are geographically disconnected and lack any cohesion.  

The unfunded infrastructure backlogs will remain unfunded and the 35 

projected savings are minimal even on the Government’s own 

projections. 

 Adding two unfit Councils does not make a fit Council any more than 

taking a one legged duck and adding another one legged duck makes 

two legged ducks, it just doesn’t happen.  Two hundred Gloucester 40 

Shire residents recently resolved to oppose the current proposed 

amalgamation and for good reason, it won’t work.  What will work and 

what Gloucester residents have proposed is that their Council 

amalgamate with either Taree or Great Lakes Council, more probably 

Taree but that’s their decision to make.  Dungog Shire residents are 45 



 15 

voting with their feet rather than be subject to a dysfunctional, forced 

marriage of two incompatible and unfit Councils.   

 Both the wider Clarence Town and Dungog town areas have already 

resolved to ask the Minister for a boundary change to allow them to be 

included in the Port Stephens Council area.  Their request to be now 5 

taken out of the Dungog Council area is clear evidence of their 

dissatisfaction with the proposed amalgamation.  Our wider Clarence 

Town community has some 450 written advices from enrolled electors 

to complement those from the Dungog town area.  Port Stephens 

Council has already indicated its support for such a boundary change to 10 
incorporate the Williams River Valley area.  The Paterson River Valley 

towns of Paterson and Gresford are following this approach with their 

adjoining Councils.  If successful, this approach will also satisfy a prime 

government objective of reducing Council numbers in this state and it 

will result in a solution that will work and reflect community preferences 15 

as to their Local Government futures. 

 Dr Tiley, as part of your role you are to seek community views.  I hope 

that you’ve got the message that the residents of Dungog and 

Gloucester are not happy.  The approach currently developing in both 

Council areas will work.  The current proposal will not.  The approach 20 

developing in the Council areas will pass government’s test of critical 

mass, communities of interest, scale and capacity.  It will make 

financially sustainable Councils, it will make operationally sustainable 

Councils, it will provide geographical cohesion.  Unfunded infrastructure 

backlogs will be funded and projected savings will be more substantial 25 

and it will have community support. 

 Let us have amalgamations but not as currently proposed.  What I 

would like you to do Dr Tiley is to report a way forward to government 

that incorporates the elements of both, to give both the community and 

the Government the better workable outcomes they each deserve.  30 

Thank you. 

Facilitator: Can we have the next speaker please.  Do we have speaker 12 and can 

I just call up on speakers up to 15 if you haven’t come up to the front 

already or 15 to 20, if you’d also like to make your way up to the front.  

Thank you. 35 

Tim: Thank you for the opportunity to be able to speak here this morning.  My 

name is Tim Hughes.  I’ve lived in the Dungog Shire for nearly 13 years.  

I’ve come from a suburban area north of Sydney.  I’ve got a submission 

along the lines of the previous speakers.  I have a number of questions.  

I have 21 in all.  I don’t expect to have an answer to those 21 questions 40 

at this meeting but I have formulated my questions on three principles 

that I try to live by and that is informed people make informed decisions.  

I’m afraid that in this last submission from the Councils and from the 

State Government, I don’t think I’ve been informed.  Well I know I’m not 
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informed.  I’ve tried to look at the big picture of both Dungog and 

Gloucester to see if it’s going to benefit the whole area. 

 My questions are framed that way and I’ve tried to take the approach of 

being positive.  Somebody in the ivory towers of Sydney have come up 

with this idea.  They’ve changed their thoughts so many times, that’s the 5 

only thing.  Anyhow, I go along using the Section 263.  My first question 

is the funding of the amalgamation – as I understand it, $10 million, is 

that for each Council area that’s in the amalgamation or is that for the 

whole amalgamation? I don’t think the $10 million is enough.  Will the 

new Council as stated, will the administration office be in Gloucester or 10 
will it be in Dungog? The Works Depot, the same question, will it be 

located in Gloucester? Will it be located in Dungog? Somewhere in the 

back of my mind I’m thinking we’re going to have two works Councils 

and two administration areas.  The $10 million is not going to go very 

far. 15 

 The new Council, has it got a name? Will it be called Dungog Council, 

will it be called Gloucester Council? In the new Council, with the current 

CEO of Gloucester be the CEO of the new Council and conversely will 

the current CEO of Dungog be the CEO of the new Council? Also, will 

the State Government increase the funding if it’s exhausted in viewing 20 

the amalgamation as we know? Is the proposal at the moment, is it set 

in stone? Will it be changed? Can it be changed or are we just hitting 

our head against the wall saying that it’s going to happen and we’ve got 

to fit into it, put the square peg into the round hole. 

 With this amalgamation, will the savings be achieved within two years of 25 

the commencement of the amalgamation?  Will there be any voluntary 

redundancy for the staff? Where will the funding be for any 

redundancies of the staff? Will that come out of the – thank you.  Finally 

I will just say will there be another meeting like this one today for those 

folk who were unable to come to a meeting at 9 o ‘clock on a Tuesday? 30 

Thank you. 

Facilitator: Before we call on the next speaker I just wanted to confirm do we have 

speakers 10 or 11 present? In that case, I’ll invite speaker 13 to come 

up. 

Tom: Tom [indecipherable], I’m a resident of the district long term.  My family 35 

have been here since 1853 and it breaks my heart to think that Dungog 

might have to be broken up but I think we don’t have a lot of choice.  It’s 

totally inconceivable that Dungog could stand-alone and I’m sorry, sorry, 

sorry to have to say that but I think it’s true.  I cannot see that Dungog 

and Gloucester is any sort of a fit at all.  I think it’s absurd even to have 40 

thought of it and I think probably the previous speaker who said that it’s 

a political idea, probably to save Michael Johnsen’s skin, I think that’s 

probably pretty accurate and if he continued to go on the way he did at 

the RSL Club the other day then I think he’s in dire peril of having to 

look for a new job.   45 
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 Dungog Council cops a lot of flak and some of it’s deserved, there’s no 

doubt about that and some of it’s not.  The Council’s our whipping boy.  

Every time something goes wrong it’s that bloody Council.  Well 

sometimes it is, sometimes it’s not but I’ve got to say that I think the only 

solution is to split three ways and as I say, I’m really sorry to think that 5 

that will happen but there you go.   

 Finally, could I say because most of the speakers have pinched stuff 

that I had on this bit of paper here in my pocket anyway, I live on the 

Dungog Clarence Town Road.  They just recently upgraded it from a 

pretty terrible road to a pretty good road.  They’ve spent $20 million.  It’s 10 
not finished and all the money’s spent.  The government are talking 

about perhaps giving us $20 million as a sweetener to amalgamate - 

$20 million when a road from Dungog to Raymond Terrace is all they 

could do with $20 million.  It doesn’t make sense.  It won’t last and 

further, if this amalgamation takes place, you’ll be back here in five 15 

years’ time to untangle the mess that you’re making this time and 

sometimes I’m glad I’m as old as I am. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Next speaker, 14. 

John: Thank you.  My name is John Connor.  I’m not a resident of this area 

but I have been a ratepayer here for almost 50 years.  I have a cattle 20 

property which is predominantly in Dungog but part of it is in Great 

Lakes Shire and most of what I was going to say has been said already.  

I am putting in a written submission which will summarise what I really 

want to say but I’ll touch on one or two points.  The first is, as with a 

number of other speakers, the prospect of Dungog standing alone is 25 

fanciful.  It’s not going to be able to do it in the modern world.  Second, 

the nature of Dungog Shire is changing irretrievably in a great many 

ways, particularly in its southern section and it’s becoming increasingly 

a dormitory urban or semi-urban adjunct of Newcastle and the Hunter 

area.  That’s going to continue more and more. 30 

 Neither of these characteristics are shared with Gloucester.  Gloucester 

Shire effectively, as has been pointed out by a number of speakers, only 

abuts Dungog Shire by way of Barrington Tops.  There is no road 

across that common boundary.  The only effective road between here 

and Gloucester is the road I travelled on this morning and the road that 35 

Dr Tiley will be taking on his way to Gloucester.  At peak hour this 

morning, I passed four cars going the other way.  It’s obviously a centre 

of commerce between the two centres.  I think I was lucky to hit the four.  

I was counting because on previous occasions there’s been no more 

than two and I actually once had to overtake a car.  To think that these 40 

two are in any way geographically, in any sensible way form a 

geographic community is nonsense and equally to say that they form a 

community of interest is nonsense because if there was a community of 

interest, one thing would be certain.  That road would be busy and it 

never is and nor should it be.  It was only sealed a few years ago.   45 
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 I spent part of the weekend having a careful look at the merger proposal 

document that was put out.  I won’t go through that in detail now but 

suffice to say that I found more than a dozen completely inaccurate 

statements and illogical statements within its confines.  There are 

simple things like the population of Dungog and Gloucester Shire is 5 

falling.  I don’t know who they consulted but that’s not what the census 

says.  There are a whole number of other factors including that both are 

in the Hunter catchment area.  I think the last time the Almighty had a 

seat in this sort of thing was with the Red Sea.  I don’t think he’s here to 

turn the Manning into the Hunter but maybe I could be wrong.  It might 10 
have happened in the last 10 minutes.   

 It’s obvious that it’s been cobbled together in a great hurry between 

November and January.  It’s used a couple of templates.  One is 

suburban.  It talks about people conducting trades across the 

boundaries of the two shires which with the exception of a courier 15 

company I doubt happens more than once in a blue moon.  Therefore 

the importance of having [indecipherable] standards is really totally 

irrelevant.  There are a number of other things of that type which just 

make no sense whatsoever and some of them are just plain factually 

wrong.   20 

 One thing I would like to say therefore is that, or the main thing is that 

clearly Dungog can’t continue to subsist in my view as a separate shire.  

It’s got to merge with someone else.  Gloucester is the wrong choice.  

Now whether it’s split into several parts and various parts go with other 

shires – whether the southern parts of Dungog Shire which are 25 

essentially urban or semi-urban are put with Maitland or Port Stephens 

or Port Stephens/Newcastle is not for me to say.  One or other of those 

is perfectly logical.  The present proposition is not.  I think the final point 

I’d like to make which I hadn’t expected to have to make until it 

fortuitously met its proponent this morning, is the concept the Stroud 30 

should form part of this merger.  As someone who straddles Dungog 

and Great Lakes, I would violently oppose any such proposition.  It’s 

bad enough being on the edge of Dungog.  At least I get service from 

Great Lakes in terms of roads and other facilities.  The thought of being 

part of an impoverished Dungog Gloucester Shire leaves me totally 35 

cold.  Thank you. 

Ian: John, in relation to those several errors that you found in the proposal, 

would you in your submission refer to those please? 

John: I have. 

Ian: Good.  In your written submission.  Thank you. 40 

Facilitator: We’ll now call upon speaker 15. 

John: My name’s John [indecipherable].  I’m here as a private resident.  We’ve 

got five generations in what is now the Dungog Shire.  I think with 

everything that’s been said this morning without having to repeat 
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anything, I haven’t heard that there ought to be an approach by the 

State Government to the Federal Government about where the fuel 

excise has finished up.  It still exists, it’s still being collected and when it 

was introduced we had a federal politician visit this area.  I went to 

Maitland to listen to him and the excise collected from fuel was going to 5 

be returned to the areas from which it was collected and I believe there 

is so much traffic within the Dungog Shire that if we received that excise 

back into the shire, then that could go a long way to making us viable.  

Thank you all the speakers.  I believe Dr, did you say you’re not here to 

answer questions? 10 

Ian: Correct. 

John: I believe this is really typical of what Macquarie Street has done to 

country areas all my lifetime.  I’m now over 80 and the one thing that 

upsets me more than anything is that politicians today have to represent 

the parliament.  They don’t represent the people.  They now represent 15 

the parliament to the people instead of the people to the parliament and 

I would like to see something done about looking at where the money 

that is actually raised in this area goes to.  That fuel excise, is there any 

chance of getting it back because I think it could be the difference 

between viability and non-viability.  Thank you very much. 20 

Facilitator: Thank you.  We’ll now invite speaker 16. 

Andrew: Thank you, Andrew [indecipherable] from the United Services Union or 

number 16.  Good morning Delegate and ladies and gentlemen.  The 

New South Wales Local Government Clerical, Administrative, Energy, 

Airlines and Utility Union or the USU as we’re easily known as, is the 25 

largest Local Government employee organisation in New South Wales 

with over 25,000 members working in the industry and over 50 

members here at Dungog Shire Council.  The USU is opposed to forced 

Council amalgamations.  We believe that Local Government is the level 

of government most capable of reflecting the unique differences and 30 

character of communities across the state and that any decision to 

merge local Councils should be driven by and with the consent of the 

local community.  That’s driven by and with the consent of the local 

community.   

 To this end, we ask that where the Minister’s merger proposal is at odds 35 

with the views of the community in the area affected, that the Delegate 

conducts a formal poll of ratepayers of the community.  While we know 

the Delegate is not required to conduct a poll, we strongly urge you to 

exercise your discretion under Section 218F, subsection 3(b) of the 

Local Government Act of 1993 and take this important step in order to 40 

understand the views of the community affected by these proposals. 

 So with respect to the impact of the proposal on the staff, if 

amalgamation does occur, maintenance and growth and employment in 

Local Government should be afforded the highest priority.  Employment 

in Local Government provides stable, well-paying jobs for local 45 
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residents while also providing vital services to the community.  It is 

therefore imperative that any merger complies with the employment 

protections contained in the Local Government Act including the no 

forced redundancy provisions for three years after the merger.   

 The USU is also opposed rather to larger merged Councils becoming a 5 

vehicle for the wholesale outsourcing of Council services.  Ensuring that 

Council services continue to be provided and managed by local 

communities is the only way to ensure stable, well-paying jobs and the 

provision of high quality services to ratepayers.  If we are to address 

systemic issues such as high youth unemployment, we need to at the 10 
very least ensure local jobs stay that way.  In the event of 

amalgamation, the new Council should commence discussions with the 

USU and other industry unions, including DEPA and the LGA as soon 

as possible and no later than one week after the Council is constituted 

by proclamation.   15 

 This is best facilitated by establishing a working party between 

management of the new Council and delegates of the abovementioned 

industry unions.  This working party would commence the process of 

identifying above award conditions and assist in the negotiation of a 

new salary system, employment policies and other relevant workplace 20 

documents to be implemented at the new Council. 

 The working party mentioned above should commence no later than 

one week after the Council is constituted by proclamation but can 

commence earlier where a merger of two or more areas are supported 

by all parties.   25 

 We are of the view that if amalgamation does occur, this should be done 

by the way of wholesale mergers of two or more areas as opposed to 

dividing up and splitting of Council areas.  The splitting of Council areas 

negatively impacts on staff morale and greatly complicates the issue of 

staffing of the new Council.  This is especially true in regional areas 30 

where the splitting of Councils could see employees required to travel 

hundreds of kilometres for employment in the new Council and 

potentially creating a situation where Section 354 of the Local 

Government Act is breached. 

 We also have concerns regarding the protection of small rural 35 

communities affected by the merger proposal and we do not want to see 

a repeat of what occurred in the former Nundle Shire where job 

numbers decreased by 90% after the 2004 amalgamation of the 

Tamworth Regional Council.   

 We ask that during the examination reporting on merger proposals 40 

affecting small rural communities that maintaining employment number 

in those communities in line with the intent of Section 218C(a) of the Act 

is given significant consideration.  This is particularly important given the 

devastating effect that the loss of Local Government employment can 

have on those communities.   45 
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 We wish to restate the position that has been adopted through this 

process, that the primary concern is ensuring security of employment 

and good paying conditions for its members and if amalgamations are to 

occur, the USU wishes to be an active participant in the process in order 

to ensure that its members and interests are protected.  Thank you. 5 

Facilitator: Thank you [indecipherable].  I will now invite speaker 17, Mr Bob 

[indecipherable].  Speaker 18.   

Linda: My name is Linda Bowden.  I am a member of Dungog Council but this 

morning I’m speaking as a resident and I’ll be speaking against the 

Dungog Gloucester merger and will be briefly addressing factors 1, 2, 4, 10 
5, 6, 7 and Section 263 of the Local Government Act.  The first point I’d 

like to make is the available evidence suggests a merger would place 

both Councils at financial risk.  Any government recommended 

amalgamation should be based on evidence to demonstrate that it will 

work.  Our Council did the right thing by commissioning Morrison Low to 15 

do a business case on the Government recommended Dungog Maitland 

Councils merger to determine the best way forward for our community.  

The result was that both Councils would be, amongst other things, at 

financial risk if a merger was to proceed.   

 Council has a standing motion that decisions regarding any merger with 20 

another Council has to be based on a business case and evidence to 

ensure there is no financial or any other risk to our community.  Existing 

financial information points to a merger between Dungog and 

Gloucester as being unsuccessful.  Both Councils were deemed unfit 

under IPART’s criteria.  Two unfits don’t make a fit, we’ve already heard 25 

that. 

 There has been general recognition from the Dungog community that 

there needs to be a rate rise to become viable.  However, the merged 

entity would have a restricted capacity to increase rates for four years.  

The government’s offer of $15 million funding package including 30 

$5 million for merger costs for the newly merged Council would also not 

address Council’s infrastructure back on $40 million. 

 The government’s modelling for the Council and amalgamation is based 

on a report by financial organisation KPMG which states that there will 

be a total financial benefit of $19 million over 20 years to the new entity.  35 

This includes a $15 million grant from the New South Wales 

government which artificially inflates the benefit and is paid for by the 

taxpayer.  The saving component is $4 million and would mainly be 

achieved through job cuts to staff which we know from our previous 

financial report that these can be grossly underestimated.  The 40 

government is presently refusing to release the full KPMG report.  

Without this report, it is impossible for our Council to make a full 

submission on the Government’s financial case for this merger.   

 We know that almost all existing academic literature, literature in the US 

and case studies in Australia find amalgamations do not meet 45 
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expectations and amalgamations invariably are badly underestimated.  

Amalgamation advocates claim bigger is better, bigger is cheaper, 

bigger means better services.  This is not necessarily the case.  It is 

therefore imperative that government release the full KPMG report 

before Council submissions are due and allow our Council the time to 5 

pursue an independent financial analysis.   

 The second point I’d like to talk on is the timeline of the merger 

announcement has meant a denial of natural justice for our residents.  

The Dungog Gloucester merger was announced on the 18th of 

December 2015 when Council staff, Councillors, community members 10 
and business organisations were entering the Christmas break and 

therefore had little time to respond.  This is a common strategy of 

government when major policy changes are underway.  Throughout the 

Fit for the Future process, Councils have difficulty getting information to 

the community, providing appropriate community consultation and 15 

procuring evidence based advice due to the timeline set by government. 

 The Dungog Gloucester merger proposal is a denial of natural justice 

because Council has been unable to ensure that the opinions of each of 

our local communities have been able to be effectively represented.  

Our residents haven’t had sufficient time to understand the ramification 20 

and impacts of the merger proposal and because of this, they have 

been unable to adequately express their attitude about potential 

change. 

 Service levels will be difficult to manage.  We’ve already heard from our 

General Manager about service levels.  This merger isn’t about 25 

improvements in services.  It’s stated in the Government’s merger 

proposal.  It’s about cost cutting, job losses and erosions to service 

delivery.  Both Councils are in distinctly different catchments and 

provide services in different ways.  An analysis of the health, police and 

water sewerage operations for example demonstrated potential difficulty 30 

in delivering these services.   

 Job losses will mean impacts on quality of service.  There are around 65 

staff, 66 who run out of the Dungog Shire Chambers.  Retention of staff 

is critical to the efficient, effective function of any organisation.  With any 

merger, there is generally loss of quality staff including valued 35 

managers under contract.  We are told that staff reductions are 

assumed to occur gradually.  Is that it? Okay.  I’d just like to just say in 

conclusion that I’d be very careful about the notion of splitting our shire.  

This would result in the loss of our rural identity, voice in Local 

Government and impact the business as we so depend on.  This is not 40 

about splitting the shire.  It’s about dissolving our shire. 

Noel: Good morning everybody.  Noel Brown is my name and I live on the 

Allyn River and run a cattle property up there.  I’ve listened today that 

Dungog is sort of a marriage of three valleys or three rivers in the two 
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valleys and I know what it’s like to be served by divorce papers because 

I think they’ve just flicked the Allyn Valley from the Dungog Shire.   

 Secondly, I’d like to say that Dungog cannot exist on its own.  It can’t be 

standalone.  So I ask the question why are we here? Prior to the 

election, Mike Baird still there in front of everybody and said there’d be 5 

no forced elections.  Last year, at the end of last year Michael Johnsen 

stood before myself and eight other people and stated outright there’d 

be no forced amalgamation, so what’s the point?  

 Three months ago, it was all about Maitland.  It was all about the 

benefits.  Everything was positive about the Maitland amalgamation.  10 
Now it’s about Gloucester.  Why such a rush to change? What’s it all 

about? Well I think we’ve all come to the conclusion that it’s purely 

political.  It’s about the re-election process for Michael Johnsen and as 

someone alerted before, I believe he should have looked carefully 

behind him because there’ll be someone coming up there very quickly. 15 

 Now the Government provides us no reason, no business case, no 

financial plan for reducing debt or building the infrastructure which has 

absolutely decayed.  There’s no social benefit plan so what is it all about 

and how can they expect us to rationally and proactively discuss the 

proposal when they can’t even provide the information to do so? As I 20 

said, it’s purely political and we have to look at it in that vein.   

 Now a Dungog Gloucester amalgamation, it does not make sense.  

There is no common boundary.  There is no commercial interface.  

There is no social, health or education interface.  The only common 

interest is the local land services area which does include Dungog and 25 

the Lower Hunter.  To drive from Vacy to Gloucester is one and a half 

hours.  There is no public transport from Vacy to Gloucester.  You 

cannot travel by public transport to Gloucester to carry on business or 

work and return the same day.  You can’t do it.   

 Both Councils have large infrastructure backlogs and the hypothetical 30 

$20 million in 20 years equates to about 300 metres of road prepare 

every year which you might as well go back to gravel roads, grade it 

once a year and use the horse and cart. 

 Dungog residents will have their average debt increased as they take on 

that of Gloucester.  That is unfair.  The idea of this merger does not 35 

even fall into the guidelines put forward in the Fit for the Future that 

large Councils are better.  There’s no economies of scale, there’s no 

commercial development synergy, there’s no expenditure savings and 

there’s no great plan.  It does not make sense.   

 Mr Tiley, I understand you’re a learned and experienced man and you 40 

operate with Local Government and amalgamation.  With your 

knowledge and understanding you must surely see the flaws in this 

proposal and no doubt will look deeply in reviewing it.  There is no 

economies of scale, there’s no savings, there’s no social benefit. 
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 I believe your writings over the years and the papers delivered do not 

coincide with this proposal and to me the Government and your own 

criteria – the Government should not be looking at combining 14,000 

people into a small Council and then looking at doing it again in future 

years but looking at a larger amalgamation of two, three, four, five 5 

Councils with combined populous of 50/80/100,000 people which will 

meet the argument of big is better.  So please don’t waste our time.  

Don’t insult the local population.  Come up with a rational, well 

documented and transparent plan for a new larger amalgamation where 

the new Council will be fit for the future, not as with a Dungog 10 
Gloucester amalgamation fit for failure.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you Mr Brown.  We’ll invite speaker 20 and can I also invite 

speakers 20 to 25 to start to make your way up the front as well. 

Mr Price: Dr Tiley, ladies and gentlemen, I stand here at some risk.  I was the 

former local member when this was part of Maitland.  I certainly had my 15 

difficulties with Dungog Shire but they’re good people.  I worry about 

several things and a lot of the stuff I wanted to talk about has been 

canvassed so I won’t waste people’s time.  Staff employment is a 

problem.  Staff employment helps keep this town alive.  If you start 

splitting too quickly and too deeply, you don’t just take away one wage 20 

per person, you usually take two so it’s a significant problem for the 

viability of the town itself and they’ve had enough punishment here.  

Last April’s flood really devastated the place and I don’t think they need 

much more punishment in the short term.   

 I’m a relative newcomer.  I’ve only been here for 20 years.  I don’t even 25 

rate for a passport but at least I have a point of view and I have had 

experience with government, both local and state.  So if I could just 

briefly talk about the Council, why do we have so many Councillors and 

why are we concerned that we must have wards? They’re some of the 

topics that I believe were raised.   30 

 I was on the Newcastle City Council for seven years until we were 

sacked by the Government that I was a member of which was an 

interesting experience.  I was in a ward that had three representatives 

and we represented 14,000 people at that stage.  That same ward I 

think now has two representatives and the population must be very 35 

close to 18,000, so I think people shouldn’t be concerned about having 

local representation.  You don’t need it round the corner.  Anyone who’s 

an alderman will come from anywhere in the shire to fix up your 

problem, otherwise they won’t be there next year, I can assure you.  So 

wards are not necessary but the size of the Council is a worry.  A 40 

Council of this size should only have five representatives but that’s a 

decision for another day by other people. 

 Several things do worry me.  The standalone and Fit for the Future, well 

Dungog sadly doesn’t seem to have ever been fit for the past.  As an 

election promise, I got $1 million to fix a road.  It was a line item in the 45 
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budget which was most unusual and the first year came and no 

expenditure.  So I had to go back to the treasurer and plead, “Can you 

carry that over for 12 months?” I did that the next year.  Before the third 

year came around the treasurer sent me a message to say there would 

be no carry over.  So the Mayor and the General Manager of the day 5 

visited me at my home and the first question was, “Why did you get that 

money?” I said, “Well it was an election promise and most people get 

criticised if they don’t deliver on election promises.” Their answer to me 

was, “Well we didn’t ask for it.  It’s a problem to us to spend it.” Hello.   

 Within six months the local federal member had rung me and said, “I’ve 10 
got $3.5 million to spend on Clarence Town Road, federal funding and I 

can’t get Dungog Council to move an inch.” I said, “Well welcome to the 

club, that’s the way it goes.” So there have been problems and I think 

it’s not because of the will of the Council officers or the Councillors to 

actually do the job.  It’s the sheer capacity of the Council and its scale to 15 

in fact comply with reasonable requirements which you would expect in 

any other Council area. 

 So in conclusion, I would just say I worry about the combined debt 

proposed for the two shires.  I don’t think a combined Council could 

sustain the repayments or manage that money.  If you’re worried about 20 

increasing your residences, just think about the planning approval that’s 

been given to rural land in spite of the criticism by the Department of 

Agriculture when those subdivisions have been approved.  You haven’t 

got much revenue out of it and you’re really not doing very much for the 

community at all.   25 

Facilitator: Thank you Mr Price.  We’ll now call upon speaker 21. 

Brian: My name is Brian Smith.  I’m a local resident.  I retired and shifted here 

25 years ago and the reasons I retired here and not somewhere else 

was the quality of life and the attitude of the people and I’ve enjoyed 

every moment of it.  I’ve never been a Councillor but what I observe is 30 

that we are now looking at treating the symptoms.  I have not heard 

anyone talk about what caused the problem.  Unfortunately I had to be 

away over the Christmas break and I didn’t get a chance to talk to the 

Mayor and other people and I would very much like to do that before I 

put a submission in.   35 

 I did however contact one of the Councillors that was involved at the 

time when the cause really became evident and that was that the 

Council was being raped and stripped and prevented from raising their 

rates to a level which would allow them to be economic, to be viable.  I 

asked the question how much would we have to have increased the 40 

rates? He said, “If we had had the rate rises we asked for when we 

asked for them, we would still be viable.” There was one other catch, 

one other little gift the Government gave us that put the icing on the 

cake.  That was they gave us a heap of roads and infrastructure 

property promising a maintenance allowance to take that expenditure off 45 
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the State Government.  That allowance was later reneged on and the 

Council simply doesn’t have the resources to be able to collect sufficient 

rates to make up for the massive amount of backlog that exists.   

 I had a lot of other things that I was going to talk about but they have 

already been well and truly canvassed, in particular the amalgamation 5 

with Dungog.  We would be idiots to take on a Council area and 

amalgamate with a Council whose average debt per person is almost 10 

times our own.  We’d have to be idiots.   

 I want to conclude by looking at what has created the culture that is in 

Dungog people.  Tom [indecipherable] mentioned that his family has 10 
been here continuously since 1856 or 57, I just forget which.  There are 

many people and many families that have been here since the early 

1800s and they had to rely on each other to develop and to exist 

because Dungog was cut off.  They only had the river to get to 

Newcastle or Maitland.  Consequently the family became important.   15 

 Our Premier, when he was here in April last year, commented on the 

resilience of the people, how everyone got in to help everyone else.  

That is what worries me about the future of Dungog.  The future of 

Dungog is the people.  It’s a quality of life.  We make for ourselves but 

even more importantly, it’s the quality of life that we can pass on to our 20 

kids and the next generation. 

Facilitator: We’ll now invite speaker 22. 

Sally: Thank you Dr Tiley for this opportunity to speak and I’d like to 

acknowledge the Worimi people as the traditional custodians of this land 

on which we meet.  I’m Sally Corbet.  I’m a ratepayer and resident in 25 

Dungog.  I’m here to say I don’t support the amalgamation of Dungog 

with Gloucester.  The reasons have been very clearly stated by the 

General Manager.  I’m also here to say I don’t support boundary 

change.  I don’t support the idea that we in Dungog could possibly 

merge with either Port Stephens if we split the shire in two.  I see that as 30 

a disillusion of Dungog Shire Council.  I do not support that.  There are 

plenty of other ways of Dungog Shire retaining its local identity as well 

as being part of a bigger area and those areas are generally called joint 

Council organisations which were particularly mentioned in the 

parliamentary inquiry.  It think it’s very important that we look at 35 

alternatives and I think it’s very important that we recognise Dungog has 

unique geographical, historical identity and I think it’s extremely 

important to keep that and therefore the dissolution of Dungog Shire 

would not maintain that unique identity which I think is really, really, 

really important.   40 

 So because we’ve heard many details about why the merger with 

Dungog and Gloucester would not work I just want to mention a couple 

of things in general about amalgamations and what I’ve read.  There 

has been many state and national public inquiries into mergers.  In 

general, they found that mergers have not met expectations in terms of 45 
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efficiency gains and cost savings.  Now this would also apply to 

breaking up the shire and amalgamating/merging, whatever word we 

want to use, with Port Stephens.  The Hawker inquiry in 2003 for 

example said the multitude of changes confronting small rural Councils 

often mean that amalgamations are not viable.  It also found merger 5 

was not a panacea for the problems of sustainability.  It also mentioned 

that continual cost shifting, in other words putting costs on to Local 

Government means that it’s very, very – it will not be possible to 

improve sustainability with merger. 

 I want to refer to the parliamentary inquiry into Local Government.  The 10 
report came down in October last year.  If we go to the basics, the 

parliamentary inquiry did suggest that the IPART assessment did not 

cover all of the necessary things we need to look at, in particular local 

identity and the idea of local democracy.  It also found that the Fit for the 

Future assessment was unreliable in many ways and just as an aside 15 

there, I want to reject the notion that Dungog Council did not conduct 

consultation with the locals.  It did.  I was always able to reach my 

Councillors in my ward.  I was always able to talk to them.  I was always 

able to ask them questions about what this merger was about.  I was 

always informed and I think that aspect of Local Government is very, 20 

very important.   

 So if the assessments are not correct, we need to get the assessments 

correct and then we need to look at the possibilities.  The possibilities 

are keeping the unique identity of Dungog.  Look at bigger joint 

organisations.  We also have an example here already, the Hunter 25 

Councils.  We can whinge about some of the things, that doesn’t work 

but that is the answer to me, a local identity, a local Council being part 

of a much bigger joint organisation.  Let’s call it a Hunter joint 

organisation where we share resources, we share expertise but we 

keep our local identity. 30 

Facilitator: Thank you Sally.  I’d now like to invite speaker 24, thank you. 

Graham: Good morning Dr Tiley.  My name is Graham Murphy and I represent 

the Gresford community group and this is our submission.  We all know 

that Dungog Council can never standalone.  A merger is an excellent 

idea.  It’s a great option for the residents of Dungog but with Gloucester 35 

this merger is flawed and it’s also reflected in the merger proposal of 

January 2015.  This merger is not in the best interests of the residents 

of Dungog Shire and as a representative of Gresford, we do not support 

this merger.  The ultimate goal by the New South Wales Government for 

the amalgamations throughout New South Wales is designed to reduce 40 

the number of Councils and bring the numbers in line with both 

Queensland and Victoria. 

 The amalgamation of Council areas not only reduces Council numbers 

but is expected to improve the efficiency of merged Councils.  This 

being the case, eventually the merged Councils will become more 45 
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independent and less reliant on financial support from the State 

Government which would be a great result but it will never happen with 

this merger. 

 The proposal does exactly the opposite of what the Government is 

trying to achieve.  It is disappointing that such a major decision is being 5 

made in a very haphazard process.  We’ve had no community 

consultation, no accurate financial figures presented to substantiate this 

merger and KPMG has presented a very generic proposal that could 

have us merging with any other Council in New South Wales. 

 The whole process is flawed.  The merger proposal is bringing two unfit 10 
Councils together and somehow is expecting it to be fit for the future.  

The amalgamated Council will have a population of just over 14,000 

people and it says in its own words in the merger proposal, the new 

Council will be responsible for infrastructure and service delivery to 

around 13,600 residents by the year 2031.  This reflects the expected 15 

population decline across the region by 0.2% per annum population 

decline with this new merger.  Young people will leave the area and 

head to larger towns and cities looking for better employment.  The 

remaining population is getting older and more reliant on the 

Government, both state and federal.  With population decline, why 20 

would new businesses move into an area when the business is going to 

have less and less people to be able to buy and utilise their goods and 

services.   

 Population decline will affect housing development and construction.  

New infrastructure will not be required and there will be a gradual 25 

decline in this new merger.  We need to increase the population.  We 

need to attract young people and families and give them a brighter 

outlook in the future, a fit for the future Council.  Unfortunately this 

merger is not one of those Councils.   

 This one statement alone would have to be the basis for not merging 30 

these two unfit Councils – the option to succeed does not exist.  

Everything about the merger is designed to fail and without a full 

business plan we cannot come to any other conclusion.  Our proposal is 

slow down the process, give us more time.  Extend the amalgamation 

timeframe to allow for community and political consultation.  While this 35 

process has been happening over the past four years, it was only 

designed to merge Dungog and Gloucester in December 2015.  Present 

the full KPMG financial report.  We’ve not seen anything along those 

lines.   

 Our local member, Michael Johnsen, reported that it would have a 40 

financial windfall for Councils in March after the deadline of the merger 

date.  So we’ve got to go through the merger before Michael’s going to 

give us some more money.  Have this money presented now and not in 

March and obviously they know the sum to be given.  What happens to 
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this windfall if the merger doesn’t happen, so we lose money if we don’t 

go ahead?  

 We need to look at other options besides the one proposed by our local 

member Michael Johnsen, not by IPART but by our local member and 

without any community consultation.  Other options that are more likely 5 

to succeed is the breakup of Dungog Council areas shared amongst our 

large and neighbouring Councils.  These mergers could include Dungog 

Clarence Town to Port Stephens and we’ve heard that already.  

Paterson/Vacy maybe could go to Maitland, Gresford/Vacy, depending 

on how the border lines work, could be looking at Singleton.  Any of 10 
these options are better than what we have now. 

 It’s almost sustainable for smaller geographic areas and populations to 

merge with larger Councils and makes more sense than the current 

merger between Dungog and Gloucester.  Thank you very much. 

Facilitator: Thank you Mr Murphy.  We’ll now invite speaker 25. 15 

Tracy: Hi Dr Tiley.  I’m Tracy Norman.  I’m a Councillor at Dungog Shire and I 

fully support Council’s position articulated by the General Manager here 

today and will do so until I’m presented with evidence that will make me 

change my mind if I think that something’s a better option.  While we’ve 

heard some very passionate things today, we haven’t heard a lot of 20 

evidence.   

 I’m not going to repeat what everyone else has said so I’m going to go 

straight to under the heading of other considerations.  I’d like to point 

out that we in Local Government are very aware that changes need to 

take place in how we operate and how the State Government and Local 25 

Government interact with each other.   

 The independent review panel produced a very thorough report with 65 

recommendations, many of which were fantastic and I fully support it.  

This required a level of commitment from either or both state and Local 

Government and yet everything seems to be ignored mostly, largely 30 

ignored except for the merger.  Everyone’s honed in, well the State 

Government has honed in on mergers.  So without the holistic approach 

to this process and just cherry picking parts of this report, I can’t see 

how anything’s going to change anyway.  I think the speaker before who 

talked about symptoms rather than cause is very apt and if we’re just 35 

treating some of the symptoms and not looking at the overall process, 

then I just can’t see how no matter whom you merge with or don’t merge 

with, how things are going to change for the better for the Local 

Government.  That’s all.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: And speaker 26, I’d like to invite speaker 26.  One moment, sorry.   40 

Tom: Mr Delegate thank you and ladies and gentlemen, good morning.  My 

name is Tom Hammond.  I’m only a resident here and a ratepayer for 

30 years so I really cannot, certainly cannot claim some of the heritage 
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that many people here have.  However, I believe that amalgamation is 

being presented to us as a fait accompli by this coalition government 

and it appears to be ideologically driven by the Liberal party and 

perhaps mainly directed at Sydney, I’m not sure.  We should reject the 

proposal for any amalgamation at this point and demand that we have a 5 

proper say in the process.  My simple message is that we should ask 

the whole electorate through a plebiscite of some sort.  A poll was 

mentioned before.  The process doesn’t concern me too much provided 

everybody who is a ratepayer and a resident gets the chance to actually 

vote on a proposal.   10 

 What I’m suggesting is that the study first of all Mr Delegate should be 

expanded and the terms of reference should be wide enough to allow 

an unrestricted view of all of the issues.  At some point the Government 

should put forward a complete proposal based on the facts and provide 

the people who live in the area a simple yes or no question at a 15 

plebiscite.  For example at the next Local Government election in 

September which if course would require pushing the whole process 

back which I don’t think would be a bad thing, perhaps for 12 months .   

 There should be the possibility of allowing consideration of changes of 

boundaries to reflect current and forecast demographics and logical 20 

groupings of communities which apparently as far as I can read from 

looking at the website, has been ruled out by the coalition and it 

appears as though you either amalgamate on existing boundaries or 

you don’t amalgamate.  There’s no other option apparently.  The Stroud 

option was mentioned and it occurred to me as well that if you look at 25 

the boundaries on the website and you look at Bucketts Way, you could 

see quite a lot of logic with extending Dungog’s boundary to include 

Bucketts Way all the way down to the highway and taking a larger 

population in that way.  Apparently Michael Johnsen suggested 

something similar but he was told by persons he didn’t reveal that Great 30 

Lakes could not be amended.  No reason why.  Who knows? Perhaps 

the members have got their heads together and decided what would 

amalgamate and what wouldn’t.  We don’t know.   

 There are other examples mentioned.  The Paterson/Maitland 

possibility, the Clarence Town/Port Stephens – they make logical sense 35 

to me but I would like to be presented with a logical argument by the 

Government.  What concerns me as well is the processes being 

adopted.  What we’re seeing here is the Government putting up an 

argument and saying to everybody in the local community, “Come up 

with an argument to stop us.” That’s really not the way it should be.  The 40 

way it should be is the Government should be putting up their argument 

to us and asking us for our opinion, do we agree, fine and the only way 

to really find that out is a poll of some sort. 

 I also believe that there be should be support for the Hunter Regional 

Council group concept with some significant funds.  Instead of spending 45 

millions of dollars on stadiums in Sydney, let’s get some money out into 
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the regions and support this concept which is apparently working well 

and could be expanded in the sense of making the whole process work 

better with some decent funds.   

 As a final note, I believe that forced amalgamations were not part of the 

coalition’s public agenda at the most recent state election, so I believe 5 

that therefore puts an obligation on the State Government to allow the 

electorate to decide at a plebiscite, whether in fact an amalgamation is 

appropriate or not.  Just as a quick piece of information for you, I’ve 

been counting the numbers on all the speakers and there was zero 

support for amalgamation so far, for amalgamation with Gloucester.  It’s 10 
about 50/50 whether there should be a split or whether Dungog should 

stand alone, slightly in favour of splitting the Council up. 

 My personal view probably goes towards splitting the region up but I still 

would like to see a proper proposal put and I’d like the chance to 

actually vote on it. 15 

Facilitator: Can I please confirm speakers 1 to 26.  Is there anyone with a number 

in that bracket, 1 to 26, who’s not had an opportunity to speak and 

would like to speak? Would you like to come up to the front? If not, what 

we’ll do before we move to our next lot of speakers, we’ll have a quick 

intermission.  I observed on the left side of the room it might be a little 20 

bit hot.  I’m not sure if you’re getting any of the breeze from the fan so 

we might just have a quick five minute intermission so we can have a bit 

of a stretch, get some water and we’ll recommence with the remaining 

speakers, numbers 27 to 35. 

[BREAK] 25 

Facilitator: We’re going to recommence.  I’ll have the next speakers come to the 

front and just a reminder to ensure that your phones are on silent and 

we’ll afford the next lot of speakers the same courtesy that we already 

have, ensuring that we’re quiet and that we can hear them speak.  

Thank you very much. 30 

Digby: Digby [indecipherable] is my name.  I’m a resident of Clarence Town.  

I’ll be very short because most of the previous speakers have covered 

the areas of my concern but I’ll briefly go over them to reinforce some of 

those points.  Certainly we are told as a group that four years ago after 

extensive consultation, that the proposition was that New South Wales 35 

cannot sustain the 152 Councils that currently exist.  Now if we accept 

that proposition then completely what follows has been an absolute dog 

breakfast, political speak, motherhood statements and just to a simple 

ex chicken farmer, completely illogical to me, how we’ve even got to this 

position and as Noel pointed out earlier, you have to ask yourself what 40 

are we doing here today? It’s absolutely unbelievable.  We’ve just come 

through with all this political speak that we’re going to get something 

that’s fit for the future, a new Council better and able to meet the 

community into the future and all these motherhood statements that 

mean nothing to us.  What’s going on? 45 
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 Then another rabbit out of the hat.  We drop a proposal to merge 

Dungog and Gloucester and there’s no point in me going over all those 

details here.  Everyone else has done it.  It’s completely illogical.  

There’s no sense to do it and the others have given you more financial 

reasons why and covered the Section 263.  Crazy, why are we here? 5 

This is just another political manoeuvre and where are we going with it? 

 If we have the opinion that small Councils are not going to exist and 

Dungog is not going to survive as a standalone and now we’re talking 

about all sorts of mergers and splitting – some go to Port Stephens, 

we’re plucking more rabbits out of the hat.  Other speakers have said 10 
where’s the business plan for all this? There is nothing.  My personal 

view is that once we go away from small Councils we will lose that really 

close community, engagement with the Council that we’ve had.  That 

would seem to be inevitable but how close do we have? It was pointed 

out by the previous member that you don’t need to be that close to have 15 

a solid relationship anyway. 

 The point I wanted to make which has been picked up by Sally and a 

few others, is that we already have the 11 Councils working in Hunter 

Council.  That organisation has been running for 60 years and if you 

have a look at how they’ve worked off each other and how they assist 20 

each other, I really think that we have to be bold enough to do 

something sensible rather than just fiddle around the edges and split 

Dungog off here or split Dungog off there, part go here, part go there.  

Why doesn’t this actual government show some stamina and integrity in 

this and make a decent decision and whether in involves the 11 25 

Councils - Sally suggested the Hunter joint organisation with some sort 

of local representation in it.  I think that they have to be bold enough to 

do that.  The bigger option of the 11 Councils I believe you could fit your 

Section 263 into that with not much manipulation.  If that’s too big a 

mouthful to take, certainly some whole mergers with Dungog, not 30 

splitting Dungog.  I don’t want to see Noel go through another divorce 

as he pointed out, not another one, sorry.  Let’s see what other options 

there are but bigger options, none of this fiddling around the edge.  

Thanks very much. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Now I’d like to invite speaker 30 and can I also ask any 35 

remaining speakers, if you’ve got the number 31 through to 36, if you 

could also make your way up to the front, thank you. 

Graham: Hi, my name’s Graham Holt.  I’m a resident at Wirragulla.  

Coincidentally I live opposite Tom [indecipherable] but I’ve had no 

discussions with him over this matter.  Digby [indecipherable] just said 40 

about everything I was going to add.  Being one of the last speakers of 

course I don’t think I can go through my prepared speech but support 

the comments Digby made because he also supported the comments 

Sally made.  I personally am in favour of the concept of mergers 

because small Councils in this modern age are a little difficult.   45 
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 My view is that we should have a much larger organisation.  Whether 

it’s 11 I don’t know but from my tiny perspective on a frequently flooded 

Wallarobba Creek, I would think that the drainage system is a good start 

and of course the key rivers all end up at Raymond Terrace but 

Raymond Terrace happens to be in Port Stephens Shire but Port 5 

Stephens is supposed to be joining up with Newcastle, so Dungog to 

Newcastle sounds a bit ridiculous but perhaps we should be looking 

more carefully at this concept of the existing 11 Councils that work 

together and then use that as a core and still keep within that large 

set-up the regional centres we have.  It’s been done before, I think on a 10 
slightly smaller scale than the 11 Councils.  The one that you’re familiar 

with Dr Tiley, of course the Clarence River and I notice reading about it 

some of the traumas that you went through to get that together. 

 Well this trauma if you’re putting something together here would only be 

about three or four times as big.  Surely it would be worthwhile in the 15 

end if each little area keeps its identity, which is relatively easy to do 

because it already has it.  It’s not taking anything away but what you’re 

adding is a perhaps more efficient administration, especially in this day 

of computers and more modern ways of building things.  That’s about all 

I want to say.  Thank you. 20 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Now I’ll call upon speaker 31. 

Phillipa: Thank you Dr Tiley for having the opportunity to speak today.  I’ve 

prepared a submission that I’ve tabled and it opposes the amalgamation 

of the Dungog Shire Councils in particular but it doesn’t oppose another 

amalgamation with financial and community benefits to Dungog.  I’ve 25 

based my analysis in an effort to try to come to grips with what all of this 

means and coming late in the day, just recently looking at it.  My name’s 

Philippa Graham.  I live in Fosterton in Dungog.  Thank you for the last 

19 years we’ve had a property there.  Thank you.  In an effort to try to 

come to grips with the financial situation and implications of the merger, 30 

I accessed the boundaries review on their website and looked at all of 

the summary figures for all the rural amalgamations, not just the 

Dungog because I wanted to see what it really meant for Dungog in 

comparison with all the other rural amalgamations that were being 

proposed.  So I prepared financial figures for all of those and in my 35 

submission I’ve highlighted in yellow the line that applies to Dungog.   

 The proposed Dungog Gloucester amalgamation would result in a 

financial benefit of $4 million over 20 years which is insignificant in the 

context if annual expenditure.  The $4 million is amongst the smallest in 

the state.  If one considers the infrastructure backlog per resident and if 40 

you look at table 3, the proposed Dungog Gloucester amalgamation 

would result in each resident carrying a burden towards the provision of 

infrastructure as a result of the merger of $7,287.  Although not all 

residents are ratepayers, additional rate burdens will increase rental 

costs for residents and retail operators.  If one considers in table 4 the 45 

operational financial benefit per resident as a result of the proposed 
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merger of the amalgamation of Dungog and Gloucester and the total 

benefit was $4 million as a result of the merger and then an additional 

$15 million which brought it to $19 million.   

 What I’ve done is I’ve divided that figure, the $4 million by the number of 

residents of the merger and as a result of that proposed amalgamation 5 

of Dungog and Gloucester, the operational financial benefit per resident 

would be $283.  Then while on the low side of the spectrum and it’s not 

extreme and indeed one considers the total financial benefit of $1,357 if 

you take into account the New South Wales Government grant.  That is 

in the middle of the range.   10 

 It’s when the total financial benefit for a resident is taken from the 

infrastructure backlog per resident that the disadvantage is evident and 

that’s in table 4.  I’ve sorted that table so that it’s in the order of each of 

the rural amalgamations in the state and as you can see, while as a 

result of the amalgamation each resident would enjoy a benefit of 15 

$1,300, they would also carry a burden of $7,200.  The total burden 

carried by each resident of the Dungog Gloucester amalgamation would 

be $5,928.  This suggests that the shortfall in funding for a fit for the 

future Dungog Gloucester Shire would be $83 million.  Unless the New 

South Wales Government can address this unacceptable financial 20 

burden on the Dungog Gloucester communities, this proposed 

amalgamation would appear to be immediately unviable.  Thank you. 

Ian: Can I ask you a question? If a portion of all of the purported savings 

including the grants and you also factored the total infrastructure 

backlog and you come with $83 million shortfall over 20 years and that’s 25 

presuming no other activities such as SRVs or borrowings or anything 

like that - - - 

Phillipa: I’ve just based it absolutely on the summary information. 

Ian: It’s very telling where you’re seeing a list of all those that are proposed 

to be merged. 30 

Phillipa: It’s mortifying to see that we are – it’s the bottom of the table but if you 

put it on a graph, you see the significance of the implication of what’s 

being proposed. 

Ian: I congratulate you on doing that.  I’m not aware of anyone else having 

done this anywhere in the state so thank you very much. 35 

Facilitator: Thank you.  We’ll now hear from speaker 33.  We’ll now hear from 

speaker 35.  Next speaker, thank you. 

Joan: Thank you for the invitation to this meeting and thank you Dr Tiley.  My 

name’s Joan Dawson.  I have been for some years very involved in 

endeavouring to save the rail service between Dungog and Newcastle.  40 

That has led me to a great interest in transport and transport provision 

and in that connection I’d like to point out that Dungog is the end of the 
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line for the Sydney rail services.  It doesn’t go to Gloucester.  Dungog 

therefore is connected very well with Maitland and Newcastle and to the 

south as has been pointed out before.   

 Now in that connection, there are grants that come to Councils and one 

of those is a thing called – I think the name of it is the regional transport 5 

infrastructure improvement grant.  Councils can apply for these grants.  

Now if Dungog is attached to any other Council, it will only receive half 

the amount that it currently could apply for because Gloucester grant 

and Dungog grant would become one and they would receive only half. 

 I’ll also point out that these grants that can be applied for are our 10 
money.  The money that’s being expended on this whole program of 

amalgamation, everyone’s referring to it as government grants.  It’s our 

money.  It’s public money that’s being used on this process throughout 

the state.  This is public money, our money and I think that money 

should be better used to provide the infrastructure and not only 15 

infrastructure but projects that are needed in rural areas and areas that 

have been reduced in the capacity by other than Council activity.  For 

example, Dungog lost its dairy industry largely.  We used to have a 

factory down the road here.  That was caused by factors that had 

nothing whatever to do with the run in of the Council.   20 

 Dungog also lost its timber industry, similarly not to do with activities of 

the Council and whether it’s running its affairs correctly.  Those 

industries that have been lost to this area need to have a proactive plan 

for replacement of industries.  We’re talking about employment 

situations and so on and I totally support the hemp mill proposal but the 25 

money that’s going to splitting up communities such as Dungog and 

trying to attach it to somewhere else, should be spent in projects that 

would replace the lost industries and make this area more viable again.  

There is no reason that Dungog, which has a rich rural history, why it 

can’t be a viable Council area still.  I support the standalone prospect of 30 

Dungog Council.  I think that this money that’s being spent should be 

allocated to projects and also bringing people to the areas through 

employment and through other projects. 

 There are 100 ways that we could have more settlement in these 

regional areas.  There just needs to be a concerted effort to improve 35 

that aspect and to improve the infrastructure that connects this 

community with other communities.  Thank you very much. 

Facilitator: Thank you Ms Dawson.  We’ve got the last registered speaker, number 

36. 

Michelle: Hello, lucky last.  My name’s Michelle [indecipherable].  I’m a relative 40 

blow in.  I’ve only been in Dungog for about six years but my family 

moved to Vacy in 1853 so I can claim the family history at least. 

 I’ve only got a few points to make.  The State Government makes all the 

rules about how Councils fund themselves and restricts Council funding 
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for its own political gains – no amalgamation is going to solve the 

problems of Councils being financially viable.  About 15 years ago I was 

working in a policy unit of Newcastle Council and at that time, 80% to 

90% of New South Wales Councils were deemed to be financially 

unviable and it’s to do with the fact that at the time the Council I worked 5 

for was trying to get a rate rise in but the State Government, for their 

political gain, said no.  They wouldn’t do an automatic rate rise.  

Councils would have to request something special so all the political 

opprobrium would devolve upon them rather than on the State 

Government.  To a small extent the Federal Government devolves 10 
responsibilities down to Local Government, shifting the costs downward 

without commensurate changes in funding models for Local 

Government and Local Government’s not going to be viable.  It doesn’t 

matter what you amalgamate, there’s still going to be problems so that’s 

a really huge argument.   15 

 The Hunter Councils is one of the solutions to get better bargaining 

power with the State Government but I don’t have an answer to that.  

I’m just saying that no amalgamation is actually going to resolve the 

problem, that the local Councils are the people, the Councillors are the 

ones that get all of the complaints from the local area.  They’re the first 20 

line of complaint but they have little control over how they raise the 

money and even to a certain extent how they spend it.  All that power 

resides with the State Government. 

 The other thing I wanted to say is to all of the people who are talking 

about splitting Dungog Shire or just amalgamating to Port Stephens or 25 

Maitland, I totally agree amalgamation with Gloucester is just ludicrous.  

There are not logical links apart from the fact that we’re two rural shires 

that nobody else wanted.  That’s the only logical reason for it.   The only 

thing I say to all the people that want to be part of a much larger urban 

conurbation is be careful what you wish for.  Before I moved to Dungog, 30 

I spent 10 years living in Duckenfield, which is only a few minutes’ drive 

from Maitland and part of Maitland Council but the amount of notice that 

was paid to my little area was zilch.  Morpeth, one of the bit tourist 

draws of the Maitland area, the retailers all along the Morpeth main 

street that I got quite friendly with because I went there all the time, they 35 

could never get anything out of Maitland Council.  Maitland Council was 

focussed on the enlargement – basically Maitland, largest growing 

town/city in the state.  That was their focus and I think anybody who 

wants to link up our small rural shire with either the big city of Maitland 

or the development oriented tourist facility of Port Stephens, to me it’s a 40 

recipe of the entire shire being underfunded, the roads turning to gravel, 

the city centre disappearing.  That’s my personal opinion on that.  I just 

think we would be so small that we would be ignored but I think the 

bigger issue is the power is with the State Government.  They control 

funding.  They control all of those models.  That needs to be changed 45 

rather than these amalgamations which are not going to solve any 

problems. 
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Facilitator: I’ve now reached the end of my list.  I just wanted to confirm, anyone 

who hasn’t already spoken between the numbers 1 and 36? Is there 

anyone who has not had the opportunity who hasn’t already spoken? In 

that case, we’ve now completed our list of registered speakers and we 

do have time remaining which means that if there’s someone here in 5 

attendance who hasn’t put their name down, you now have an 

opportunity to pop your hand up and provide a verbal submission if 

you’d like to do so.  I’d just like to remind that according to the protocol 

for this inquiry, if you have spoken once already, unfortunately you are 

unable to speak again but a written submission from you is very 10 
encouraged. 

 So with that in mind I’d now like to open to the floor.  Is there anyone 

who would like to make a verbal submission.  The gentleman here.  

Would you like to come up the front? 

Speaker 37: Thank you Dr Tiley, ladies and gentlemen, good morning, I think it still it.  15 

I have decided not to speak today because I thought as a Councillor 

they needed to very much sit down and hear what the community has to 

say but there is one important thing that has come out this session 

today which nobody has encapsulated or made comment on and that is 

the most tangible link we do have with Gloucester and that is the fact 20 

that neither of has a state road.  Very simply, every road that is 

maintained between Gloucester Shire and Dungog Shire is a regional or 

a local road.  We have no state roads.  There are only two Local 

Government areas in New South Wales in that situation and that is us 

and now they want to put us together.  So to me, that is the fundamental 25 

message that this won’t work.  There are other options.  We need to 

consider those options into the future if we’re going to do it.  Let’s take 

the community for the journey.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Next speaker. 

John: Thank you.  My name’s John Mackey and I’m a long serving employee 30 

on the Council, very long serving.  I’m supposed to be at work and the 

General Manager’s over there shaking his head.  A couple of other 

managers are down the back.  Seriously, I fully support the stand that 

the Council’s taken for what it’s worth.  Most of the employees down 

here – there might be the odd one that doesn’t but I think you’ll find 35 

overall that most of them do.  I’ve taken on board a lot of the comments 

from earlier speakers and I noticed – I don’t know who it was now 

referred to a small town up in the north west of Nundle and how they’ve 

lost employees out of the town.  I have a bit of a connection up there.  

Along with the National Bank down here, I’ve got a bit of a holding up 40 

there and I give them a lot of money every week and they let me go up 

there and work my butt off.   

 I’ve been through amalgamation up there.  Nundle amalgamated with 

Tamworth.  There was Tamworth, Parry, Nundle in the south, Manilla 

and Barraba in the north, all combined to form Tamworth Regional 45 
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Council.  Since that amalgamation I think it was back about 2005, 

somewhere around about then, I noticed a very large rate increase.  

Services are virtually non-existent.  The employees in Nundle which is 

only a small town, I think the last time I looked down there, there was 

only about three employees left at the Council and one of those is part-5 

time I think but probably the biggest issue up there is our 

representation.  I regularly have a drink with the ex Deputy Mayor and 

the representative on the Tamworth Regional, Robert Schofield who’s a 

publican there.  Just after the amalgamation they voted to do away with 

the wards because Tamworth City had five Councils and all the others 10 
only had one so they had the majority.  Now the last two terms, none of 

the other Councils have got any representation there.  I understand the 

whole lot of Councillors come from Tamworth City.  There is another 

candidate from out in one of the smaller areas that have been 

amalgamated but even if everyone votes for him, they haven’t got the 15 

numbers to get him on.  People advocating that we amalgamate – 

representation is a very, very big thing.   

 Employment – I’ve probably got a bit of a self-interest there but I’m at 

the age now where I am going to retire but the other people there in the 

local employment, not only here but we’re talking Gloucester or all the 20 

other places that are in the firing line.  It’s a big thing because one 

person leaves town or a family leaves town which has been the case I 

know in Manilla, of course they take their kids with them.  The schools 

suffer, the other local businesses suffer so that does have a fairly big 

flow on effect.  I’ve probably taken up a bit too much time.  He’s still 25 

shaking his head at me so I better get out and do some work I think. 

Facilitator: Is there anyone else who would like to speak? 

John: Can I make a general comment.  Mine’s just a general comment.  My 

name’s John Rosenbaum and I’m the Mayor of Gloucester Council.  

What I hear today is exactly what we heard at a public meeting with 30 

over 200 people and I’m sure that what’s going to be said this afternoon 

will be very similar.  The gentleman that got up and spoke about the 

workers, yes we are one of the biggest employers and I will be 

concerned about what happens.  They’re a major fabric to our 

community and what goes on in the future.  Thanks very much for giving 35 

me the time. 

Speaker 39: This is not directly linked I suppose but our General Manager and 

Councillor put a lot of work into their submission.  It will be on the 

website in the next day or so.  I think you’ll find a lot of the facts and 

figures that Council has in its documentation is a whole lot more 40 

accurate than some of the facts and figures that are in that merger 

proposal.  So I urge people to have a look at it. 

Facilitator: Anyone else would like to speak? It appears that we’ve come to the 

end.  An observation? I can tell you that your comment and your 

observation is not one that you make in isolation and it’s something that 45 
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we’ve heard in others.  There is no perfect time.  We know that.  People 

have work and family commitments and obligations.  No time is going to 

suit everyone which is why your written submission is particularly 

important and we encourage you to tell your friends, to tell your family 

members that written submissions are a very important part of this 5 

process because we do recognise and acknowledge that no time does 

suit everyone.  Delegate, did you want me to - - - 

Ian: Thank you.  First of all, I would like to sincerely thank each and every 

one of you for coming along today.  I want to thank you for the manner 

in which you’ve conducted yourselves.  You’ve been extremely polite 10 
and respectful and that just goes to show the type of good community 

that you are and I saw this also in Wellington and Dubbo last week, 

people very respectful, people very concerned, somewhat emotional.  I 

also want to specifically thank the 26 speakers today.  You had two less 

than the 40,000 city of Dubbo in terms of speakers so congratulations to 15 

you.  I congratulate you on the quality of your presentations, on the 

sincerity of your presentations and I say to you that I did get a lot out of 

this morning’s session.  We’re going to Gloucester as Mayor John has 

just said from 3.00 to 6.00pm this afternoon.  If there’s any hardy souls 

that would like to go down, you’re most welcome but there’s a long way 20 

to go with this process.  Submissions close at the end of February, on 

the 28th of February.  I really encourage you to make your written 

submissions, flesh out some of the matters or the views that were 

espoused this morning, particularly those other options.  I do see my 

role as at least flagging those options in that other matters segment of 25 

Section 263 if I believe that they are cogent.  So please help me by 

putting in your submissions and getting into that sort of detail.  I really 

value this morning.  I thank you most sincerely for coming and on to 

Gloucester this afternoon.  Thank you.  I’m here until 12.00pm.  I’m not 

going to close this session until 12.00 noon.  If there’s some shy people 30 
among you that want to have a piece of me or whatever, I’m here. 

Facilitator: Also for those who were interested in the written address I do have it in 

front of me if you need that information but I’ll just read it out.  If you’d 

like to post your written submissions to the Council Boundary Review, 

it’s GPO Box 5341, Sydney NSW 2001.  Alternatively you’re very 35 

welcome to go to the Council Boundary Review website and submit 

your submission electronically.  Thank you. 

END TRANSCRIPT 


