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Council: Gloucester 

Delegate: Ian Tiley 

Venue: Gloucester Soldiers Club (Gloucester) 

Date: 9 February 2016 

Time: 3pm 

  

Facilitator: Good afternoon, everyone.  We’ll be starting formal proceedings in three 

minutes, so if I could ask you to take a seat? I’ve just got a couple of 

housekeeping matters to run you through before we commence.  Good 

afternoon, everyone.  My name is Mariana Zafeirakopoulos.  I’m the Facilitator 5 

this afternoon.  My role is to ensure that this public inquiry runs as smoothly 

and efficiently as possible.  As I mentioned, we’ll be starting formal 

proceedings in just a couple of minutes and in that time I just wanted to use 

the opportunity to run through a couple of housekeeping things, in particular 

emergency exits, that's the main door that you would've entered through at 10 

the back, behind you.  If there’s a particular medical emergency our friendly 

helpers at the front desk are more than happy to give you any assistance that 

you may require.  For the bathrooms, they're to my right and to your left, just 

behind here, both ladies and gentlemen.   

 At this point I just wanted to make a couple of initial points about the 15 

proceedings.  I’ll hand over in just a moment to the delegate but wanted to 

mention that this is a process that’s part of the public inquiry where we look 

forward to listening with open ears and an open mind and we’re functioning on 

the basis of mutual respect.  And, what that basically means is that everyone 

has a right to have their varied views and opinions heard and it means that 20 

the speakers who come up the front, you have the right not to be interrupted 

and, of course, for our Delegate here whose role is to listen to you has the 

right to be respected and, in turn, to be addressed in a courteous manner.  I’ll 

go through some more details in just a moment but we’re just about to 

commence so I’ll hand over to Dr Tiley. 25 

Ian: Thank you very much, Mariana.  Tongue-tied already; isn't that terrible? We’re 

resuming the public inquiry into the proposal for the merger of Dungog and 

Wellington Shire.  We met this morning for three hours.  Sorry.  I'm out on my 

feet.  Let me start all over again.  We had a session this morning in Dungog in 

respect of this merger inquiry and this is the second session for the day in 30 

respect to that inquiry.  I'm the Delegate appointed by the Chief Executive of 

the Office of Local Government to examine the report on the Minister for Local 

Government’s proposal to merge Dungog and Gloucester Councils.  I hold an 

instrument of delegation under Section 745 of the Local Government Act.  I 

welcome Mayors – I don’t think Dungog’s is here – and Councils, Council staff 35 

and especially all the members of the public to this public inquiry which is part 

of the examination and reporting process into the merger proposal and I look 

forward to your constructive contributions.   
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 I’d like to acknowledge the traditional owners of these lands – I understand 

they're the Worimi and Biripi people – and pay our respects to their elders, 

past and present, and I also extend that respect to other Aboriginal people 

who may be present.  This inquiry is being conducted under the Local 

Government Act 1993.  My role as Delegate is to examine and report on a 5 

proposal by the Minister, as I said, under Section 218E of the Local 

Government Act 1993 for this merger.  The merger proposal document sets 

out the reported impacts, benefits and opportunities of creating a new Council.  

I’ll provide a report and recommendations to the Minister and the Boundaries 

Commission.  I’d like to stress that my role is an impartial one.  I’m not an 10 
advocate either way for the proposal.  I will conduct a genuine assessment 

and a fair, impartial and proper examination and review of the proposal. 

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

inquiry.  The purpose of the inquiry is to allow you, members of the public, the 

opportunity to express your opinions on the proposal directly to me.  I am 15 

required to prepare a report on the proposal with due regard to the factors 

under Section 263 and I need to read those to you because that’s the 

template around which my report to the Minister and the Boundaries 

Commission will be predicated.  So, the factors I report on are: 

 The financial advantages or disadvantages of the proposal; 20 

 The community of interest in the geographic cohesion and existing areas 

and in any proposed new area;  

 The existing historical and traditional values in the existing areas and the 

impact of change on them;  

 The attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned;  25 

 The requirements of the area in relation to elected representation;  

 The impact of the proposal and the ability of the new Council to provide 

adequate, equitable and appropriate services and facilities;  

 The impact of the proposal on the employment of the staff by the Council;  

 The impact of the proposal on any rural communities in the resulting area;  30 

 The desirability or otherwise of providing the resulting area into Wards;  

 The need to ensure that the opinions of each of the diverse communities 

of the resulting area or areas are effectively represented;  

 And the final factor which I call a catch-all factor is any other factors 

relevant to the provision of efficient and effective Local Government in 35 

existing or proposed new areas. 

So, at the conclusion of the examination process and after I’ve studied all of 

the submissions which close on the 28th of February, and in respect of which I 
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encourage you, please, to contribute – it’s most important to hear all the views 

– I’ll then send my report and recommendations to the Minister and the 

Boundaries Commission.  The Commission will review and comment on the 

report before providing them to the Minister for Local Government and the 

Minister then considers the report, together with any Boundaries Commission 5 

comments and he may or may not recommend to the Government that the 

proposed merger be implemented.   

Our Facilitator today is Mariana, and other members of the team today are 

Paul Spink who is standing up the back.  Paul is the Executive Officer 

allocated to me for this process and I also have another BPC person in 10 
Kristen McPherson, also up the back of the room helping today.  My duty is to 

listen to all representations and to consider them along with the other material 

gathered throughout the course of the examination.  I do not have the power 

to resolve any specific issues or identify solutions to any particular complaints 

that an individual organisation may have about the proposal or the Local 15 

Government Reform process today.  I am here to listen and I’m not able to 

answer questions.  I’m looking for facts that address the matters in Section 

263 because they are the factors that I must report on.  So, that's about 

enough from me.  I look forward to hearing from you.  I hand you back now to 

our Facilitator.  Thank you. 20 

Facilitator: As our Delegate mentioned I’ve just got a few more procedural matters just to 

run through in terms of how this afternoon will proceed.  As you are probably 

aware, today’s session will conclude at 6:00pm.  The speakers who are 

present this morning, just to be clear, according to the protocol, you will be 

unable to make a verbal submission in this session but if there are – if you're 25 

inspired by some of the contributions that you hear this afternoon, as the 

Delegate mentioned, you are absolutely welcome and encouraged to make a 

written submission.  I will be calling speakers in numerical order.  So, if you're 

registered as a speaker, for Councillors you'll have 15 minutes and for all 

registered speakers you will have up to five minutes.  I have a bell on my 30 

desk.  I will give you a one-minute warning bell and then another bell at the 

conclusion of your speaking time.   

 In regards to the audio-recording of this process, it will be audio-recorded.  

That means that your voice will be recorded and your details as well that you 

submit during the course of this public inquiry.  The purpose for which the 35 

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

information will be used, including subsequent review by the Delegate.  A 

transcript or audio will be accessible on the Council Boundary Review website 

at the conclusion of the process, the entire process, after the 28th of February 

and the intended recipients of that information is the public in general.  So, 40 

that basically means that any individual has the ability to access that 

information.   

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

They're located at 52 Martin Place, Sydney, New South Wales, 2001 and for 

those of you who are looking to make a written submission you're very 45 

welcome to make an electronic submission, either through the Council 
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Boundary Review website or alternatively you can post your written 

submission to GPO Box 5341, Sydney, New South Wales, 2001.  For 

speakers, you'll note that we have a lectern here.  I ask you again to ensure 

that you address the delegate in a courteous way and a respectful manner 

and, indeed, that we all ensure we respect one another here.  I will also call 5 

upon the next three speakers.  There are three chairs.  We’ll make sure there 

are some chairs available at the front here and that way we can ensure that 

the process has some flow and that we enable everyone to have the 

opportunity to say their view.   

 We also ask that you seek, as best as possible, to avoid repetitions so if you 10 
hear someone else who has made your point seek to either provide new 

information or additional information that might be useful for the Delegate in 

his role.  Please make sure that when you do make your way up, when you do 

come to speak, that you speak directly into the microphone.  Please state 

your name, the Council area that you're from or, alternatively, the organisation 15 

that you represent.  As I mentioned, please direct your submission to the 

Delegate.  That’s all from me.  So, with that in mind I will hand back over to 

the Delegate for the purposes of formally opening and we’ll invite the first 

speaker to come up and present.  Thank you. 

Daniel: Dr Tiley, Daniel Green, General Manager of Gloucester Council and I will be 20 

representing Council in a 15-minute burst this morning.  It’s a mix of 

PowerPoint and verbal presentation and copies of the PowerPoint are with 

Paul at the moment.  In the 15 minutes I have today I would like to cover as 

much as possible but the supporting details will be contained in our detailed 

written submission.  I would like to condense my presentation to you into four 25 

elements.  Thanks, Paul.  So, first of all I need to explain to you how Council 

enter genuinely into the Local Government Review as part of its sustainability 

journey, how we willingly consider merger partners to enhance scale and 

capacity, how the Dungog merger proposal is so illogical and our preferred 

position.   30 

 Three years ago Gloucester Council began a sustainability journey, including 

service reviews, reduction in senior staff, a rate review and participation in a 

Local Government Review or Fit for the Future.  This was conducted in a 

transparent and as engaged manner as possible with our community.  We 

accepted the Independent Panel’s direction that we should be a Council in the 35 

Mid-North Coast Joint Organisation or merge with Greater Taree and/or Great 

Lakes.  We had Morrison Low Consultants with specialisation in road assets 

prepare a business case to merge with Great Lakes.  The result was a 

negative Net Present Value.  Our submission, therefore, to Fit for the Future 

was to stand alone supported by our improved position and an action plan to 40 

sustainability over time.   

 It should be noted that the TCorp and IPART assessments both use data 

pertaining to the start of this journey.  The review into Local Government was 

not the driver for our improvement plan, it was part of that journey.  IPART’s 

assessment in November that we were not fit was not a surprise if we 45 

recognise that our key weakness is scale and capacity.  We acknowledge that 
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it would be very difficult to completely remove our backlog but our long-term 

financial plan does show a way forward over time.  In fact, our response to the 

not-fit assessment was as follows: 

 Gloucester Shire Council has been rated by IPART as not fit.  It does not 

satisfy the scale and capacity criteria and all the financial benchmarks.  5 

Gloucester Shire Council noted and accepted the direction provided to it by 

the Panel to be a Council in the Mid-Coast JO or merge with Great Lakes 

and/or Greater Taree.  An independent business case was developed for a 

merger with Great Lakes that revealed a negative NPV of $1 million over the 

nominated period.  Gloucester Shire Council submitted an improved proposal 10 
and has an action plan in place to achieve sustainability.  Gloucester Shire 

Council has undertaken significant additional work on its asset framework and 

based on audited figures has revised its forecast against the operating 

performance ratio and the infrastructure asset renewal ratio.   

 The large decrease in asset values is as a result of Council using a revised 15 

methodology to determine asset values following its participation in a regional 

asset management benchmarking project known as “Apples with Apples”.  

The mid-north coast Councils working, in consultation, have agreed to a 

regional approach to asset reporting.  This new approach has led to a 

significant decrease in unit rates and the componentisation of assets resulting 20 

in lower asset values and lower future deprecation.  Specifically, the above 

changes to annual depreciation have had a significant positive impact on our 

financial forecast ratios for both the operating performance ratio and the 

infrastructure renewals ratio. 

 Gloucester Shire Council has undertaken significant reforms over recent 25 

years which have been detailed in its improvement proposal.  This proposal is 

the continuation of the reform process and sets out a detailed plan which is in 

the process of being implemented.  This includes actively pursuing shared 

services and alliancing with nearby Councils.  This process is under way.  

Gloucester Shire Council is currently in a group of Councils with varying 30 

capacity around financial sustainability-based assessment at a particular point 

in time.  Gloucester Shire Council has been assessed at the commencement 

of its sustainability journey.  Council implemented its first and only SRV 

commencing 1 July 2015.  The proposed review of the rating system, 

unfreeze and reallocation of FAG funding as well as cost shifting and red-tape 35 

reviews will make a significant positive impact to Council’s financial position.  

An assessment conducted after these long and widely needed improvements 

will reflect this.   

 Gloucester Shire Council undertook a business case to assist the benefits, 

cost and issues of amalgamation.  The financial analysis from this 40 

demonstrated that it would be a negative Net Present Value as well as a loss 

of representation and risk to service delivery.  Therefore Council reaffirms its 

ability and the desire to remain independent Council.  Our community has 

overwhelmingly supported this approach.  So, therefore, at its meeting on the 

18th of November Council resolved to stand alone but, in keeping with 45 

IPART’s suggested approach and within the 50-word limit that was imposed, 
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our actual final submission to IPART as we state in the IPART feedback in the 

first section of this form our preferred position is to stand alone, but should an 

amalgamation be forced for Gloucester we strongly believe that a merger of 

the three neighbouring Councils, Greater Taree, Great Lakes and Gloucester, 

provides the best opportunities.   5 

 Council’s position formally, as through the approved process of our Local 

Government, on the 18th of December, just prior to the Christmas break, we 

received a left-shield shock of a proposal to merge with Dungog.  Now, the 

next slides I’m going to bring up debate the merits of such a merger.  So, the 

next slides, and a lot of people in this room would've seen some of these, 10 
therefore I won’t go through the details of these, it will be part of our detailed 

submission, but what I’m reporting against here is the actual Dungog proposal 

as put to us through the State Government.  Our aim here today is to debunk 

some of those demerits that are included in it.  There are 35 comments we 

make against the proposal which negates any benefit at all and as you heard 15 

this morning I'm sure you're hearing the same point over and over again.   

 There is no business case.  I do, at this point, want to make a comment that 

this is, in no way casting aspersions on our Dungog colleagues.  We’re all 

trying our best in Local Government.  So, you can see here, then, there’s a 

whole list of reasons why the merger proposal has no merit at all.  It talks 20 

about the financial benefit, the ones I’m going to highlight for the purpose of 

this discussion so that I can cover the territory I need to.  The net result from 

the savings generated over 20 years is basically $100,000.00 per Council 

per annum for a phenomenal amount of work, for a result that will not achieve 

basically anything.  The lack of a business case means that there’s no 25 

explanation, as I’ve put it repeatedly in this document.   

 It talks about effective representation with scale and capacity.  The document 

does not explain this.  It’s just a generic statement.  It says that there will be 

an improved operating result.  It’s not substantiated.  There is no KPMG 

Report that we’ve been able to find and one really doubts that it, in fact, does 30 

exist, as well as which it’s based on old data.  It’s probably three-year old data 

they're seeing which is basically at the start of our improvement journey.  On 

the pros, it goes through a lot of how a community is ranked, how do they get 

on together, how are the improvements in services and so on and again 

they're generic statements, so again I’ve highlighted there is no discussion on 35 

this.  It’s a template case.  It’s unsubstantiated.   

 Dungog, as a town, has only 25 percent of the population of Dungog Shire, so 

of course there are other population centres.  As we heard this morning, as 

has been stated previously and anecdotally over the last couple of years, 

those villages such as Clarence Town, Gresford and Paterson do not want to 40 

come into a larger Council.  They look towards the southern Councils.  A great 

concern to this that the State Government will, yes, achieve their outcome.  

Their targeted outcome was to reduce Councils but not at once solve 

systemic issues, particularly in Dungog’s and Gloucester's case.   
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 Both Councils are very, very lean.  We have about 85 staff, people at fulltime.  

Dungog has 65.  They're about 15 staff short; we’re about five staff short.  So, 

really, we’re starting from a very negative base, if you like, in relation to 

staffing.  Our efficiencies are probably as efficient as they can be given that 

we’re operating on absolutely minimum resources.  I highlight the rate freeze.  5 

Obviously, the rate freeze to struggling Councils in this first interim period will 

see us decline as opposed to even staying on the path.  There are some 

comparisons throughout the document, one of which is comparing us to 

Inverell in relation to representation.  As I state there, Inverell has their 

population all in one town.  Our merged Councils will be spread over four or 10 
five population centres over a distance of 150 Km.  I won’t even comment on 

the fact that we’re in the same catchment.  Yes, we are similar communities 

but only inasmuch as we are small, rural communities.   

 As I say, I’m going through this quickly because I’m going to relate it back to 

the Section 263.  There is very minimum cross-boarded interdependency.  15 

There is no road connectivity.  There’s been a lot of comment about the fact 

that if we bring on Stroud it would nicely bring us together as one united 

Council.  The problem with that is it also brings a lot of cost and I list some of 

the costs there that we’ll be picking up.  They have their own backlog, the 

Stroud area.  They’ve got outstanding flood damage.  They're currently 20 

subsidised to the tune of about $1 million between what they pay as rates and 

the road maintenance.  So, if you add those things together roughly 

somewhere near $3 million per annum is required if we bring on Stroud and 

that would be the cost subsidy, and that equates to about $375 per rate payer 

per annum, and I’m sure not many rate payers in Dungog or Gloucester would 25 

want to subsidise Stroud.   

 Just an example of another comparative, and I’m not going to talk about the 

politics of the proposed merger, but one of the reasons being noted why such 

a merger could work is when they compare us to the Upper Hunter Shire, and 

there are some numbers that just show – I mean there are a lot of other 30 

factors that talk about mergers but if you just look at the operating revenue a 

combined Dungog/Gloucester would have $22 million in revenue, Upper 

Hunter Shire has 27 million.  We have 570 Km of sealed roads, Upper Hunter 

has 425.  The merged entity would have 4.7 Km of road length, bridge length.  

Upper Hunter has 2.4.  So, you see the Upper Hunter has 23 percent more 35 

revenue and they service 25 percent less sealed roads and 50 percent less 

bridges.  So, it’s disingenuous to compare Councils and, in fact, the principle 

of this entire Local Government Review is that not one case will fit all. 

 So, the point I guess I'm trying to rush quickly through is to take those factors 

and bring them into your Section 263 summary.  And, I guess there will be no 40 

surprises that if we just look at the financial advantages or disadvantages, 

rather than reading out the entire descriptor, you can see that that’s our 

commentary.  There is no detailed business case.  I talked about the fact it’s 

only $100,000.00 per Council.  There are two offices.  Dungog office is 

inappropriate.  We can’t merge staff.  There’s no way of facilitating any 45 

accommodation of staffing, the offices don’t permit it.  In this market you 

wouldn’t sell either office so what is the benefit?  
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 There’s a rate freeze that’s being imposed on a new Council which again puts 

us behind the eight ball and, more importantly, it means that we’ll be keeping 

our own set of books here, Dungog will keep their own set of books.  If you 

extend that to its logical conclusion we’ll keep our own expenditure, they’ll 

keep their own expenditure and, really, what are we actually achieving in the 5 

first four years and where does the marriage of the two communities start? 

There are a lot of things we’re currently doing.  We have a very efficient waste 

service at the moment.  We utilise the Newcastle Library Services.  As I say, 

this detail will be coming to you but it’s just giving you an overview of the 

sheer number of objections to such a proposal.  That’s the financial 10 
advantages.   

 There are actually 40 reasons why that merger, just on financial 

disadvantages alone, is not a good proposal.  But, if you look at community of 

interest, there are those factors.  I mean it doesn’t even fit existing State 

Agency planning and service delivery boundaries.  So, we’re not even coming 15 

up with a new regional kind of centric body.  There are a lot of questions.  

Again, we talk about values, different water catchments.  It talks about seats 

of place in that document.  The centre place relates to the town, not to the 

Hunter region.   

 Can I just have a couple more minutes? So, you can see how involved it is.  20 

There’s a mass, also, of detail.  So, we’ve spent the last few months – 

obviously has been very frustrating – in relation to how the Government have 

refused to even release the KPMG Report, if it is even there.  They have 

refused or only gradually released details of the actual process itself.  There 

has been the stress to the effect that if a Council has not put forward merger 25 

proposals then they receive no funding and they will have no say in any entity 

created.  So, we’re coming right up to the midnight hour and now we’re being 

rushed into an unviable and illogical merger.  So, if we now should look at – 

and it doesn’t look like I’m going to have time today – I want to just put up 

there the Section 263 reasons for our preferred proposal which is a merger of 30 

the three Councils, Great Lakes, Greater Taree and Gloucester.  So, I won’t 

put that up there but I’ll just give you an overview of that.   

Facilitator: I’m going to have to ask you to wrap up. 

Daniel: Sorry, just give me one moment.  I’ll wrap up. 

Facilitator: No.  I’m sorry.  We have to have other speakers.  I apologise. 35 

Daniel: Yes.  I understand.  All right.  Thank you.   

Ian: All that presentation, you said, will come to me.  I may well have questions 

when I digest it.  Can I come back to you if that’s the case? 

Daniel: Yes.  You can.  And, I guess because it’s only 15 minutes you can see how 

hard it is to present the detail required. 40 

Ian: I do appreciate that.  We have other speakers but there may be an option 

later so don’t leave town. 
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Facilitator: Thank you.  I know time passes rather quickly.  We’ll now invite speaker 2 to 

come up and if I can ask speakers 3, 5 and 6 to also make their way to the 

side? Thank you.   

Kerry: Good afternoon.  I’m Kerry Green from Gloucester Shire.  I’m representing 

myself today.  Good afternoon, Dr Tiley.  With regards to the financial 5 

advantages or disadvantages of the proposal, from a layperson’s perspective 

I can only see disadvantages for the proposed merger between Gloucester 

and Dungog.  Both Councils are considered unfit for the future and have a 

combined $102 million in infrastructure backlogs.  Whilst ever Gloucester 

Shire is responsible for what used to be and should be State roads such as 10 
Bucketts Way and Thunderbolts Way, which carry many hundreds of 

truckloads of logs, milk tankers and visitors daily, all of whom pay nothing 

towards the cost of repair to the roads in Gloucester, Gloucester is strapped 

for funding for maintenance of basic infrastructure. 

 Merging with Dungog will not affect this as Dungog has had their own issues 15 

managing their many roads and bridges following recent floods.  A large cost 

of the merger which would not be recouped would be incurred through 

combining or developing new software packages and procedures for finance 

planning, administration, communication, document rate and asset 

management, to name a few.  As there is little information on how the 20 

15 million that is supposed to be granted to merged Councils can be spent it 

is hard to comment on whether these extensive costs could be offset.  It reads 

currently as though 10 million at least must go to backlog infrastructure costs.   

 My understanding is that Dungog Shire’s office has required a major upgrade 

or replacement for years.  Building a replacement has been put off in the 25 

expectation of a merger with Maitland which would negate the requirement.  

Dungog as the larger Council, should expect the main administration to be 

placed in Dungog.  Although Gloucester has an administration building that 

could accommodate the increased governance, a large number of Dungog 

staff live in Maitland and would not want to travel to Gloucester to work after 30 

the three-year freeze on movements.  Dungog has 3,000 more ratepayers 

that would not likely wish to have its administration centre outside of town.   

 A new administration building would cost a lot more than the supposed 

100K gained each year through the merger or the balance of the 5 million 

after merged system management costs.  Where would the funds come from 35 

for a new administration building? Merging the two Councils does not help the 

regulative burden that the State Government persistently passes on to Local 

Government without any assistance with the administrative costs.  Cutting 

and/or freezing FAG grants will not help any merged Council achieve 

sustainability either.   40 

 If the New South Wales Government needs to raise the GST to 15 percent to 

remain viable, then the New South Wales Government should not expect 

Local Government to be sustainable with less.  I understand Gloucester 

already uses the Hunter Council’s purchasing power and is working towards 

shared services with MidROC and only has one senior management position 45 
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to reduce.  Councillors’ fees may be reduced in number but if the Council is 

bigger Councillor fees and staff salaries will be larger, probably creating a net 

value of zero or a cost, not a reduction of costs.  I’m not quite sure how you 

can gain a stronger balance sheet from two merged Councils with 570 Km of 

sealed roads and 4.7 Km of bridge length and $102 million in backlog 5 

maintenance of these assets.   

 Community of interest: the only geographic cohesion seems to be the 

Barrington Tops National Park.   

 Existing historical and traditional values in the existing areas: regional 

socioeconomic challenges would not necessarily be improved as both 10 
Councils’ population look to different areas, Dungog to Maitland and 

Gloucester to Taree or Forster.  Merging the Councils will not change people’s 

patterns for shopping, health or housing.  The distance between them is too 

great.   

 The attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned: most 15 

ratepayers I speak to through either the Gloucester Women’s Bowling Club, 

Visitor Information Centre, Red Cross personal support teams or Gloucester 

Museum, to name a few, have never mentioned travelling to shop in Dungog.  

I believe that the two years and 44 visits to local groups discussing rate 

variations and potential mergers, that is with Greater Taree or Great Lakes, 20 

with local ratepayers in Gloucester shows that the current Gloucester Council 

not only understands their issues but is actively seeking to address them.   

 The last two audit reports of Gloucester state that Gloucester Council is as 

lean and efficient as it can be and is moving in the right direction for 

sustainability.  I don’t believe that the current merger proposal with Dungog 25 

will provide any better services than currently being provided now.  Merging 

two not-fit Councils with debts and the requirement for rate variations does not 

make them fit enough to offer any better services.  Freezing rates for this 

merged Council will only make the situation worse.   

 Due to the 70 Km and one-hour drive between Councils I believe there will be 30 

a negative impact on Council staff if Dungog and Gloucester merged.  Under 

the guidelines of the merger, staff cannot be forced to move to another 

location for at least three years.  Should staffing of functions be located at 

different sites, staff needs must move at some stage.  Progression for staff 

would be at risk if not merged into a larger Council at Maitland and/or Greater 35 

Taree or Great Lakes.   

 I cut it a bit short.  I’ve got the written one for you. 

Ian: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you for your submission.  Next speaker, please. 

Daniel: Thank you for the opportunity to speak.  My name is Daniel Webb and I have 40 

lived in the Gloucester Shire for over 40 years.  I was a local Stock and 

Station Agent, owning a real estate agency and a produce shop and over 
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those years have got to know the district and a large cross-section of its 

residents.  I’ve been involved in many community organisations and activities 

and feel for the district’s farming and business community who have derived 

their living from our region and helped to make Local Governments work 

through their rate contributions.  Here are some of my ideas as to why 5 

amalgamation with Dungog is unworkable: 

 Both Councils have foreshadowed special rate variations but a merged 

Council will have a rate freeze, so it would appear that a proposed new 

Council will financially be worse off in terms of income.   

 Transport and marketing arrangements for both dairy and beef cattle are 10 
serviced differently within the two shires.  The majority of milk produced in 

Gloucester goes north to Norco while the cattle are processed at Wingham, 

whilst at Dungog the majority of cattle are sold through the Maitland and 

Singleton regions. 

 There is no discussion how the operational efficiencies will be maintained with 15 

a limited and circuitous road connection between the two existing shires and 

office and urban areas.  There is also a feeling from some members of our 

community that a stand-alone option may still work.  However, I cannot 

support that theory and I give you the following points: 

 Accelerated growth in Gloucester will come from retirees. 20 

 Tree-change migration and being part of a coastal tourism hinterland. 

 The inability to attract staff and experience with policy issues. 

 An ageing population and retiree immigration requires interaction with 

both Taree and Forster for medical, financial and business services.   

 With the closure of banks we’ve seen the rise of the Holiday Coast Credit 25 

Union. 

 The dynamics of our shire and district have changed dramatically over 

recent years. 

 We've seen a large scale reduction in the number of employees due to 

regulative changes forced on the timber and dairy industries as well as the 30 

loss of our four motor agencies and the recent demise of the mining and 

gas activities. 

 Our population hasn’t changed for years but the workforce component has 

decreased.  We have a greater number of retirees living in our district, a 

number of which assist with our local economy.  However, we also have a 35 

growing number who are dependent on government assistance to survive.  

Rate increases are difficult to introduce, but will be essential for a 

stand-alone shire to survive and for the services to be maintained. 
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 We need scale and capacity, industry and employment to survive.  This 

can come by further developing our links with the Taree and Forster 

regions as they continue to expand.   

 Tourism is seen by me as an industry for survival.  Let us tap into the 

large tourist space of Great Lakes and the coastal belt.  Let us join 5 

together and become an effective catchment and hinterland region, a 

combined Gloucester, Manning Great Lakes regional Council.  It is a good 

fit.  In fact, it is a Fit for the Future solution. 

Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you for your submission.  We’ll now invite speaker 5.  Thank you. 10 

Speaker 5: So much paperwork.  Excuse me.  I’m going to be a bit croaky.  Thanks for 

inviting me here today.  I’ve been down to Dungog.  I hear the same message 

that’s going to be heard here today as what we heard the other night.  I’m only 

going to speak briefly because I’m more interested in listening to what people 

have to say.  A bit of tongue-in-cheek, I feel like I could be in a script for 15 

Fawlty Towers.  We have a document here that is full of false information; 

unbelievable.  I’d just like to mention that.  I can’t understand how politicians 

get involved with something that this Council has worked very hard to try to 

move forward.  Our submissions, everything was up on-board.  I could go 

over it lots of times. 20 

 The thing that I want to highlight most of all here is our local community.  It 

highlights in four or five different parts here the local community.  Not once, 

not once did anybody engage in our local community or our Council to talk of 

such hideous amalgamation with Gloucester and Dungog.  I'm sure that 

would've been spelled out and should never, ever come to this point of time 25 

here.  Our direction was given with Taree and Great Lakes Council and 

Gloucester.  If they were going to force us into amalgamation our preferred 

option was to stand alone if that was at all possible, but if there was going to 

be amalgamation, with the coastal belt.  You’ve heard all the other people and 

you'll hear it over and over again.   30 

 Our connection with the coast is so great compared to Dungog.  So, the 

community will treat it with disrespect, total disrespect, and I am ashamed – I 

have to say that – of what took place around this to get to this point here and 

I’m sure that our local Member – this is a political statement – our local 

Member Michael Johnsen had a huge input into coming to this agreement 35 

with the State Government for Dungog and Gloucester to be put together.  

There is no benefit whatsoever.  No one has shown us any financial benefit.  

There’s been no opportunity to be presented.  All it is, is impacts, impacts, 

impacts.  That’s about all I’d like to say, that this is doomed to fail.  It is just 

doomed to fail simply because there is just not enough rate-base, financial 40 

backlogs.  It just doesn’t work and we just don’t have that connectivity with 

Dungog.  So, thank you very much and I’ll leave it to the rest of the people.  

Thank you. 
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Facilitator: Thank you, Mr [indecipherable].  We have now speaker number 6 and I’ll also 

invite speakers 8 to 10 to come up to the front.  Thank you. 

Stewart: Thank you, Mr Tiley.  Excuse me for a moment while I put my eyes on so I 

can see what I’m seeing.  My name is Stewart Redmond.  I have lived in this 

district all of my life.  I’m the youngest or the younger end of a third-generation 5 

family in this district which I believe now comprises six generations, not mine I 

might add.  So, firstly, I’d like to echo what the General Manager and Mayor 

have said this afternoon but I’m sure most people in this room and most 

people that speak with you this afternoon are going to say.  However, since 

the announcement of the proposal to merge Gloucester and Dungog LGAs I 10 
have not heard one person say, ‘Gee, what a cracking, damned good idea 

that is’.  There is no connection between the two Councils unless you have a 

bulldozer.   

 Mr Tiley, I sat through this morning’s meeting at Dungog along with some 

other faces I see here this afternoon and all I heard, unfortunately, was a lot of 15 

people trying to desperately destroy their Council.  Sir, although you’ve been 

hearing people giving reasons why this amalgamation should not go ahead, 

and I’m sure you're going to continue to hear reasons why this amalgamation 

should not go ahead, but if I may, I’d like to take a different point of view, and, 

please, people, bear with me. 20 

 What happens if, despite all the best endeavours of speakers today, this 

proposal goes ahead anyway, as silly as it is? After all, governments will do 

what governments will do.  I would like to support the movement to include the 

gap area which some people are referring to as Stroud, et cetera and the 

Bucketts Way if the Gloucester/Dungog proposal should end up ultimately 25 

going ahead.  If this proposal goes ahead, then the inclusion of this area will 

provide infrastructure links which otherwise do not exist between the two 

major centres, that being Gloucester and Dungog.  They would be able to 

maintain their own identity.   

 If Gloucester goes to Great Lakes and/or Taree we will be swallowed up and 30 

lost as a local community.  Likewise, if Dungog goes to Maitland or is, as 

some of them apparently wish, split up and go to several areas, they, too, will 

lose their identity.  If the Stroud/Bucketts way area is included, Mr Tiley, that 

will simplify the declaration of the Bucketts Way as a State road, the biggest 

single achievement that we need to happen.  From Gloucester to the Pacific 35 

Highway would all be in one LGA.   

 Now, we all know there will be dollar savings with amalgamations and I don't 

think that is going to hoodwink any of us this afternoon, at least for three years 

anyway.  But, tell me, please, how does Dungog service eight and a half 

thousand people with a staff of 66 and Gloucester requires over 80 staff to 40 

service 5,000 people? Maybe we’re more dependent.  Now, if the combined 

debt resident of the new Council would be about seven and a half thousand 

dollars – and I didn’t quite get the exact figures this morning so please bear 

with me a little – and, the predicted cost savings were about $1,300, then – I 

did get this figure – the exact final shortfall was $5,928.  Does this mean that if 45 
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we each made a contribution of $5,928 to the new Council that Council would 

then have the money to address the infrastructure backlog? 

 Finally, while both existing Councils will claim 100 percent of support for 

people within Stroud we don’t want to lose the Great Lakes.  My information is 

that that’s not the case.  I’ve spoken with lots of people and it’s only about 5 

80 percent of people within the Stroud area want to go with the new Council 

area if it happens.  Thank you, Mr Tiley.  Thank you, ladies and gentlemen. 

Facilitator: TI’ll call up the next speaker, speaker 8. 

David: Good afternoon, Dr Tiley.  My name is David Marsden and I appreciate this 

opportunity to speak at this hearing.  My wife and I moved to Gloucester about 10 
13 years ago after having lived in several New South Wales towns in Sydney 

and overseas.  We came here to establish an agricultural enterprise as a 

semi-retirement opportunity.  My background is in Agricultural Science, 

Natural Resource Management and Rural Development.  I'm a member of 

Gloucester Council’s Economic Development Committee and I chair the 15 

Agricultural Development Strategy Group.   

 After working through, with many other people, the issues that IPART 

focussed on in 2015 and then asked Gloucester to consider, I could not 

believe the merger proposal that came out in January this year.  Clearly, the 

Government was so rushed to get it to print that it never thought about how 20 

we might react to it.  It is disgusting.  There’s a lack of detail in the paper.  

There are no details to enable us to consider the points and, hence, we have 

no confidence in any of the ideas suggested.  Council and community 

consultation about the merger prior to its announcement was inadequate and 

not appropriate.  The idea is contrary to any of the considerations that we 25 

were asked to consider.   

 Some of the reasons why a merger with Dungog is unbelievable and 

unacceptable are that Gloucester Shire is not, in fact, part of the Hunter River 

catchment, despite what some say in the paper.  The shire areas are in 

different water catchments and each supplies water to different urban areas.  30 

Their geography is different.  One shire is an inland shire and this shire is a 

coastal hinterland area.  There are no synergies existing between Gloucester 

and Dungog shires, not in their geographic, social, commercial or financial 

characteristics. 

 There is a traditional feeling amongst some residents in Gloucester that we 35 

should be allowed to stand alone.  I cannot support this.  If Gloucester was to 

remain as it is, we would be faced with the same problems of scale and 

capacity that we are now challenged by.  Some of the reasons for this are that 

we just don’t have an adequate income to maintain current functions at 

current levels.   40 

 In the shire there are large and expensive road and bridge structures that 

many people have talked about.  Maintenance of the Bucketts Way requires 

joint action with Taree and Great Lakes Council if we are to gain the scale that 

the Government is asking us to achieve.  Our ageing population cannot afford 
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the level of rate increases that would be required for us to remain a viable 

stand-alone Council.   

 The merger proposal is inaccurate and ill-informed and you heard some of the 

reasons for that.  A few others are: 

 There’s no mention in the document of Gloucester's role with Mid-Coast 5 

Water, its supply to Taree and Great Lakes from the Gloucester catchment or 

its distribution within the Gloucester urban areas.   

 Gloucester’s current business arrangements with Mid-Coast Waste are not 

discussed.   

 The relationships between Gloucester Shire and Hunter ROC or MidROC 10 
groups are not discussed at all. 

 Savings to service providers through common regulations, as talked about in 

the paper, could apply to any grouping of shires and not dependent on a 

merger, simply require a willingness to simply and coordinate regulations.   

 Gloucester is an integral part of the main catchment and greater economies of 15 

scale could result from combined action on policies and planning by an 

integrated Manning Council.  We already have interaction on issues such as 

water, sewerage, waste management, engineering services for road 

maintenance and load inspection, provision of health services, transport and 

courier networks, regional banking and police services.   20 

 In conclusion, apart from the fictitious 19 million – now I’m into the 15 million – 

the paper’s conclusions are so generic as to apply to any reasonable close 

grouping of Councils.  In fact, if the name Dungog was replaced in the paper 

by Taree and/or Great Lakes the document’s conclusions would not change.  

The merger proposal document does not indicate how any of the key 25 

elements of scale and capacity could be achieved.  In fact, it’s a pathetic 

document that disrespects the Council and treats the community like fools.  

None of the assertions or projections in the proposal are supported by facts 

and the arguments are not specific to Dungog or Gloucester.  Gloucester 

should be part of a Manning Valley regional Council.  These Councils and 30 

communities should be supported by the State Government to undertake 

detailed negotiations and analysis to develop such a merger to achieve true 

improvements in scale and capacity for governments and quality of life for 

Gloucester residents.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Speaker number 9, thank you. 35 

Penelope: Thank you.  My name is Penelope Charles and I live in the village of 

Barrington in the Gloucester Shire, and I’m grateful for the opportunity, sir, to 

speak to you here today.  Thank you for coming.  I regret that because we 

have a number of older people in the community many of them found it 

difficult to access the way in which they could attend this meeting, either 40 

through phones or using the Internet, which has meant that a large number of 

people who feel very strongly on this issue feel somewhat disempowered by 
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the procedure and the fact that they weren’t simply able to come and be part 

of it, a shame.  I understand the reasons for it but it is a shame.   

 I speak against the merger with Dungog and advocate that the Gloucester 

Shire continue to stand alone.  Nothing I have read or heard suggests that a 

merger of Councils benefit either the existing Council when, once it’s merged, 5 

or the people who are part of the larger community.  I don’t believe that the 

people of New South Wales would be benefited by whole-scale Council 

mergers.  Because of the costs that would accrue through reduced 

employment in regional areas and a whole range of other things that I’ll touch 

upon I think that the people of New South Wales will end up picking up the tab 10 
of the cost of amalgamations, as they have done in Victoria, as they have 

done in Queensland.   

 We’re hearing a lot about how Stroud would like to come in with us.  I suspect, 

having talked to some of the people from Stroud, one of the reasons they 

want to come with us is because they’ve experienced what it’s like to be rolled 15 

into a larger group, seen how ‘small brother’ gets ignored, how funding is 

channelled elsewhere and how their community has suffered consequently.  I 

can give you several other examples nearby here of similar towns with similar 

stories.  However, when I read the paper on the proposed merger – and my 

respect for it is about as high as everyone else’s – I did not know whether to 20 

be insulted by the affront to public intelligence or horrified by the standard of 

the document which purports to provide information to the public.  How foolish 

do they think we are?  

 As a teacher I would have had to fail any Year 9 student or above who 

presented me with such a poorly-argued essay and which made such 25 

sweeping statements with such total lack of supporting evidence.  Actually, I 

can't remember any of my comprehensive public school students ever 

presenting me with such a poor piece of work.  As a public servant, I was not 

of course responsible for the words that my Minister put his or her name to but 

I, as a writer and contributor to public service documents, would have been 30 

ashamed to be associated with such an inadequate piece of public 

discussion.   

 What do I think of the proposed amalgamation? I believe that the loss of 

employment, services, social focus and independence would cost our 

community dearly.  I agree with the speakers who have talked about the 35 

wrong assumptions and the lack of evidence.  We reiterate we are part of the 

Manning catchment, not the Hunter and I am picking the financial implications 

in relation to Mid-Coast Water would be costly and I can’t see the point 

myself; it serves us well.   

 Psychologically speaking, I don’t see the value of putting two similar-size 40 

towns together and picking one of them to take the lead to have the 

Council Chambers.  Whoever thought that was a good idea doesn’t have 

a good understanding of human psychology, I’m afraid.  It would be a 

nightmare to administer fairly.  You'd have this constant push, a bit like the 

Sydney/Melbourne fight, that's why we have Canberra.  And, as I said before, 45 



 17 

being subsumed into a larger Council, there is absolutely no evidence that it 

benefits the small communities and in fact communities in Queensland, as I 

understand, are running hard to get out of amalgamations they’ve been 

pushed into.   

 The paper says that the State Government wants to recoup $15 million, 5 

$15 million they will give to us for costs we wouldn’t have otherwise.  It says it 

expects to recoup it within eight years.  Does that mean that if the costs 

exceed the 15 million, that that’s going to come out of Council coffers? In 

other words, will our services actually be worse off than they were before? I 

think the reason the costs will rise within the State if wholesale Council 10 
amalgamations go ahead is because small communities will lose employment, 

because people will be more under stress in those communities, because 

they will lose their local services and have to travel further.  Costs will 

increase if our rates are cut and State money does not flow to those Councils.  

Then, in the end, those communities will fail and will fail far more rapidly.  15 

Their property values will fall and have been falling and, as a result, the 

people of New South Wales will be picking up the tab.   

 Final statement: Gloucester has stood alone for a long time.  We contribute to 

the State economy and we have produced more than our fair share of lively, 

intelligent, well-educated citizens who give back to our State and to our 20 

country.  Amalgamation would be too far a risk for that.   

Facilitator: Thank you, Ms Charles.  We’ll now call upon speaker number 10 and if I could 

also ask speakers 10 to 15 to make their way up to the front, please? Thank 

you. 

Luke: Good afternoon, Mr Delegate and ladies and gentlemen of the community.  25 

My name is Luke Hutchinson and I’m here as a representative on behalf of 

the United Services Union.  The New South Wales Local Government, 

Clerical, Administrative, Energy, Airlines & Utilities Union, or the USU, is the 

largest Local Government employee organisation of New South Wales.  

Currently, we have over 25,000 members working within the industry which 30 

includes every single member in every single Council across the state or 

current 152.  We service over 50 members who work locally at Gloucester 

Shire Council.  I have been a proud advocate of these workers and many 

more workers over my last nine years as a Union Official for the USU.   

 First and foremost, the USU is opposed to any forced Council amalgamations.  35 

We believe the Local Government is the level of government most capable of 

reflecting the unique differences and 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.   

 To end this, we ask where the Minister’s merged proposal is at odds with the 40 

views of the community – and we've heard various odds at both the Dungog 

and communities here today – that the Delegate commence a formal poll of 

ratepayers.  We know that the Delegate is not required to conduct a formal 

poll.  We strongly urge you to exercise your discretion under Section 218F, 

subsection (3)(b) of the Local Government Act 1993 and take this important 45 
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step in order to understand the views of the communities affected by these 

proposals.   

 With respect to the impact of the proposal on staff, where amalgamations do 

occur, the maintenance in growth of employment in Local Governments 

should be afforded the highest priority.  Employment in Local Government 5 

provides stable, well-paying jobs for local residents while also providing model 

services throughout the community.  This is especially important in the 

Gloucester region as the Council jobs are the lifeline of this community.  They 

aren’t just Council jobs, they're community jobs and they should be treated as 

such.   10 

 It is also imperative that any merger complies with the appointment sections 

contained in the Local Government Act including Sections 218C(a) and 

Section 354, subsections B through to I.  The USU is also opposed to the 

larger, merged Councils becoming the venue for the wholesale outsourcing of 

Council services.  Ensuring that Council services continue to be provided and 15 

managed by the local communities is a way to ensure stable, well-paying jobs 

and the provision of high quality services for ratepayers.  Any job losses 

would be catastrophic for this region, as we well know, not just to talk about 

the Council workers and wages and the local community, we talked about 

shops, schools, sporting organisations, community organisations, just to name 20 

a few, of how catastrophic any job losses in Local Government could be.   

 In the event of amalgamation of the new Council, of any new Council, Council 

should commence discussions with the USU and our local delegates – and 

they are about to speak in a few minutes – and other industry unions including 

DEPA and the Local Government Engineers Association as soon as possible 25 

and practically one week later than the new Council is constituted by 

proclamation.  This is best facilitated by establishing a working party between 

management, delegates, the Union of the new Council and with the 

abovementioned unions.  This working party would commence with the 

process of identifying above-award conditions and assist in the negotiation of 30 

things such as a new salary system, employment policies and other relevant 

work-based documents to be implemented for the new Council. 

 The working party mentioned, as said, should commence work no later than 

one week after proclamation.  However, if all Councils want to commence 

discussions the USU would be certainly willing and able to discuss prior to this 35 

date.  The USU is of the view that if amalgamations do occur this should be 

done by a whole way of mergers, by two or more, as opposed to dividing up 

and splitting Council areas.  The splitting of Council areas negatively impacts 

on staff morale and gravely complicates the issue of staffing out of the new 

Council in terms of the Act.  This is especially true in regional areas where the 40 

splitting of Councils could see employees being required to travel up to 

hundreds of kilometres, and we've spoken about that today, for employment 

with the new Council, potentially creating the situation where Section 354I of 

the Local Government Act is breached.   
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 The USU is also concerned regarding protection of small rural communities 

affected by merger proposals and don’t want to see a repeat of what 

happened in the former Nundle Shire where job numbers have decreased by 

over 90 percent since 2004 with the amalgamation of Tamworth Regional 

Council.  We ask during the examination and the reporting on merger 5 

proposals small, rural communities like in the Gloucester and Dungog regions 

that maintaining employment to those communities in line with the intent of 

Section 218C of the Local Government Act is given significant consideration.  

This is particularly important, the devastating effects that the loss of local 

employment would have on those communities.   10 

 The USU wishes to restate the position it has adopted throughout the 

process, that the Union’s primary concern is ensuring the security of 

employment, of good pay and conditions for its members and the community 

and that if amalgamations are to occur, the USU wishes to be an active 

participant in this process to ensure our members’ interests are protected.  15 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to speak today and the USU will be 

providing a further detailed submission on behalf of our members.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Mr Hutchinson.  We’ll now have speaker 11.  Thank you. 

Julie: Good afternoon.  Julie Yates, Gloucester Shire Council employee, Payroll 

Officer and RMS Customer Service Officer, Envoy Delegate for the United 20 

Services Union, Union Representative, Gloucester Shire Council Consultative 

Committee, resident and ratepayer in Gloucester Shire.  Standing here today 

and pleading my situation on behalf of Gloucester Shire Council, please, it 

reminds me of having to write a eulogy for a funeral.  Losing the identity of 

Gloucester Shire Council also means losing more services which this town 25 

can certainly do without.  I have seen a lot of government services close up in 

this town, small country schools, the railway station at an end because the 

State Government insists they are not liable.  I don’t want Gloucester to 

become Local Government areas not far from here where Council 

amalgamations were forced and many country towns didn’t just lose their 30 

Council office or works depots but other essential services like banks were 

shut in these towns.   

 Forced redundancy and unemployment creates social problems and, at times, 

people become homeless.  You only have to visit the city streets of Sydney to 

see for yourself what social dysfunction creates.  To see people homeless 35 

and a very large unemployment figure in this community would be very 

heartbreaking.  To see Gloucester Shire Council merge will only mean that 

services will be greatly impacted or, worse, be taken away.  The impact on 

Gloucester Shire Council employees and their families will, for some, be job 

loss, relocating, retirement or redundancy and this will greatly affect the 40 

community of Gloucester.   

 Every employee at Gloucester Shire Council has a role to fulfil and I, as Union 

Delegate, can tell you these employees at times go beyond the call of duty for 

this community.  We are a team and the majority of us are also involved in 

many community activities, be it local sports clubs, service clubs or volunteer 45 
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work, just to name a few.  This Council needs senior staff and management 

staff.  They have the knowledge and expertise to keep the Council moving 

forward.  These people are not just employees I work with; they are friends, 

neighbours, school mates from past years and people I stand beside at 

funerals and in times of need.  The old saying goes, ‘Tough days don’t last but 5 

tough people do’.  Bloody good thing we are tough in this community.   

 Gloucester and its community needs Gloucester Shire Council.  I was recently 

in a shop with my son and saw a T-Shirt.  It read, “Terminator – my job is to 

get rid of you”.  I wonder if it was the T-Shirt the Premier was wearing when 

he decided to announce these mergers.  Please leave Gloucester alone. 10 

Jeff: How are youse going? I'm Jeff [indecipherable].  I’m representing the outdoor 

staff members of Gloucester Shire Council.  I currently work at the landfill at 

which many of you have probably seen me or spoken to me out there.  All this 

started many years ago.  It was very hard to take to the people that work on 

the Shire, the outdoor members.  I didn’t know whether they were going to 15 

have a job one week, not the next, whether they were working for Taree, 

Great Lakes because there was nothing mentioned back then about Dungog, 

and now all this rubbish about Dungog.   

 The thoughts of the people are they want to stay as Gloucester Shire Council.  

They go, as Julie just said, above and beyond for this community.  I strongly 20 

believe that if we were to go anywhere else for work then the spirit behind the 

work won’t be getting done as it does now under the Gloucester Shire banner.  

That's short and sweet but just one other thing.  I don't know whether any of 

youse heard it this morning on the radio, there was something mentioned 

about some talks between somebody, the Premier talking to Maitland and 25 

then they also talked to Great Lakes.  It will probably come out later on but if 

that’s true, what they're saying, that they’ve talked to Maitland to get them not 

to merge with Dungog, to force us to go with them, what are we to do? We 

can’t trust government.  Youse are meant to be running this show and where 

does it lead us? That’s all I’ve got to say. 30 

Facilitator: Thank you, Mr [indecipherable].  Speaker 13, thank you. 

Daryl: Thank you.  Daryl Hancock, Acting General Manager of MidCoast Water.  I’m 

here today to speak on behalf of MidCoast Water.  Dr Tiley, thank you for the 

opportunity to allow MidCoast Water to present MidCoast Water’s perspective 

on the proposed merger.  It should be noted that I’m speaking here today, 35 

that the Board has not formally met since the announcement.  It will do so 

on February 16 when it will consider a formal response to the State 

Government’s proposal.  We will also be providing a written submission. 

 The comments presented today are preliminary to the formal submission and 

relate to MidCoast Water’s existing plan for our capital investment in renewals 40 

and replacement of critical water and sewer infrastructure in the region, to 

consider crucial transitional arrangements that would be required to ensure 

smooth governments should the proposed merger take place and the fact that 

MidCoast Water is willing to seek ongoing efficiencies by participating in any 
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regional water alliances and/or joint organisations should that be the wish of 

the Government. 

 Just in background, MidCoast Water is a Local Government water and 

utility constituted under the New South Wales Local Government Act.  We 

were formed in 1997 and we are the only County Council operating in 5 

New South Wales that supply both water and sewerage services.  MidCoast 

Water was only responsible for the provision of water supply and sewerage to 

the Greater Taree and Great Lakes area until 2011 where we took over the 

responsibility for the provision of water supply and sewerage works to the 

Gloucester region.   10 

 Taking on the responsibility for water and sewerage in this area was very 

important to MidCoast Water as our water supply, through the Manning River, 

originates and actually flows through the Gloucester Shire.  Having 

responsibility for this area enables MidCoast Water to control the processes 

and treatment of the Gloucester area sewerage prior to its outfall back into the 15 

Barrington River.  We also play an integral role in the general catchment 

management including operational alliances with local farmers to ensure the 

rivers provide adequate quantity and quality of water through the water 

supply, and also a range of environmental protection and remediation work in 

partnerships with local land services, Gloucester Shire Council, other local 20 

groups, individual landholders within the catchment area to assist in river 

health. 

 MidCoast Water has committed to providing $30 million in capital works in this 

area over the next ten years.  These include around $900,000 on Stage 1 

improvements at the Gloucester Water Treatment Plant, $1.3 million on the 25 

Gloucester Recycled Water Scheme, $7 million on the Gloucester Reservoir 

and Water Reticulation Improvements, $4 million is proposed for a Gloucester 

off-river storage, $8 million on the Gloucester Sewerage Treatment Plant 

replacement and $5 million on the upgrade and replacement of the Gloucester 

Water Treatment Plant.   30 

 The future of our local employees and of these significant investments 

in Gloucester is obviously linked to MidCoast Water’s continued 

involvement with the Gloucester Local Government area.  MidCoast Water, 

as a County Council, operates under the Local Government Act by 

proclamation of the Governor of New South Wales.  This was last amended 35 

on the 2nd of March 2011 to include Gloucester Local Government area into 

our area of operation.   

 On the 25th of July 2012, by proclamation, the Board of MidCoast Water was 

amended to ensure equal representation on the Board from Great Lakes 

Council, Greater Taree and Gloucester.  Each area has two representatives 40 

on our Board regardless of the size of the area that we had come from.  Were 

the proposed merger to proceed, our constitution would need to be changed 

as the Gloucester area or the Gloucester Council would no longer be existing 

by name and this would need to be rectified for MidCoast Water to have the 

legal right to be able to continue servicing this area.  So, the other things 45 
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would be we would also need arrangement to be made for a smooth transition 

period including if the Council was even put into administration, how would 

our Board continue to operate with that as an issue? 

 So, appropriate arrangements would need to be specified for the future 

representation of the residents of the Gloucester Local Government area and 5 

the future MidCoast Water Board.  Thank you. 

Ian: Now, can I ask, have you taken any legal advice in relation to that matter that 

you just mentioned? 

Daryl: No.  Not as yet. 

Ian: No.  Perhaps you might include that in your submission if you can. 10 

Daryl: Yes. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Mr Hancock.  We’ll now call upon speaker 14.   

Kate: Good afternoon, Dr Tiley and Mariana and everybody.  My name is Kate 

[indecipherable].  My vocation was in adult and workplace education.  I’ve 

been a Gloucester resident for 21 years and my husband and I love it so 15 

much we’ve both bought niches in the wall of the Gloucester Cemetery.  My 

talk today was in three parts, 1) about disagreeing with the proposal to merge 

with Dungog, part 2) to talk about Gloucester and its option to stand alone, 

and part 3) to mention our second option.  However, my first part has been 

well and truly and thoroughly covered by everybody else who has spoken 20 

prior to me.   

 So, all I have left to say about that part, really, are just the two things.  One is 

that in this proposal there was a lot of talk about community where, in fact, 

they were talking about two separate communities with distinct differences.  

The other thing that I wanted to mention from my part 1, and this is only to 25 

illustrate a point which I want to come to later, Dungog is very close to other 

larger centres such as Newcastle, Maitland, Raymond Terrace, et cetera 

whereas Gloucester is much further afield.  We are actually, in fact, regionally 

isolated compared to this other centre. 

 So, I’ll go on to part 2 where I’m talking about Gloucester’s geographical and 30 

regional isolation and our first option, to stand alone.  Time and again a 

government or semi-government body has realised that Gloucester is out 

there by itself so they draw a loop around it to bring it into their area of 

jurisdiction.  Then a year or two or five or even a decade later it has changed 

back into the other region’s dominion.  In other words, we don’t really fit cosily 35 

with any of these other regions.  We really are regionally and geographically 

isolated.  We have been a stand-alone Council for a long time as somebody 

else has mentioned.  We are unique.  We’re in a unique location.  We are 

neither really part of the Hunter nor part of the Mid-North Coast but we 

embrace both of them.   40 
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 We are a proud community with a mix or rural, business, light industrial, 

health and tourism enterprises.  We have faced hard times in the past and we 

have come through them.  The most recent hard times we have faced are the 

discord over the Coal Seam Gas issue and the mining in Gloucester.  This 

can now be put to bed with the decision announced last week that there will 5 

be no further Coal Seam Gas mining in Gloucester, in New South Wales or in 

Queensland.  With this settled to the delight of some people and to the 

chagrin of others, we have the impetus to move forward once again, to work 

together, to grow our community, to exercise new initiatives, to rekindle our 

vitality.   10 

 Many people around Australia have been following the debate on Coal Seam 

Gas and Gloucester and Gloucester is now a well-known location with the 

potential to capitalise on its destination for both tourism and lifestyle changes 

alike.  I noted Denver and David’s mention about tourists and lifestyle as not 

being able to pay the bill of extra rates, et cetera, although many retirees have 15 

already settled in Gloucester over recent years while our population number 

remains reasonably static due to young people leaving town for their 

education and employment.  But, it’s also interesting to see a new trend of 

young couples moving back to their local region to give their growing families 

the option of a freer, healthier, more inclusive, less stressful lifestyle than in 20 

the larger centres.   

 There has never been a better time for Gloucester to stand up and be 

counted.  If the State Government could find the fortitude and foresight to let 

Gloucester stand as a unique, small, rural Council, it could prove to be the 

answer for Gloucester’s future fitness.  If Gloucester is forced to merge with 25 

Dungog or to be tacked onto Dungog, our fitness for the future will become 

very questionable.   

 In conclusion, in Part 3, if the State Government cannot find the fortitude and 

foresight to stand up and take a chance and let Gloucester stand alone as a 

unique rural Council, then there is only one other option for our future, fitness.  30 

When Gloucester residents cannot access specific broad services, 

healthcare, education locally, they generally head to the coast where there 

are larger facilities and more specialised services.  Therefore, it makes sense 

that if it has to happen, Gloucester Shire should merge with Great Lakes or an 

even larger Local Government Authority comprising Great Lakes, Gloucester 35 

and Greater Taree where Gloucester would not be in a loop tacked onto the 

edge of a governing authority but neatly nestled at its centre.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Could I also invite speakers 15 to 20 to make your way to the 

front, please? Thank you. 

Deborah: My name is Deborah Brooks.  I live in Barrington.  I am very involved in the 40 

Gloucester community including work in the charity sector which would be 

greatly impacted by the merge.  I am not going to discuss a lot of the political, 

what I believe to be the political issues associated with this merge proposal, I 

will leave that to my submission.  Like the majority of people in Gloucester I 

am strongly opposed to it.  Gloucester as well as Dungog and Taree Shire 45 
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Councils have all deemed to be not fit for the future yet Taree is being allowed 

to stand alone and I want to know why.  The proposed savings are stated in 

the document I read as being 19 million over 20 years.  The savings are 

apparently based on senior management positions being abolished but the 

number of senior management positions cannot possibly yield this level of 5 

savings.   

 The New South Wales Government has said it will contribute $15 million if the 

merger goes ahead.  I am not an accountant but surely if the New South 

Wales Government could afford to give $15 million for the new Council, it 

could afford to give $7.5 million to both Dungog and Gloucester Councils now 10 
which would go a very long way to resolving our current problems.  We have 

had one rate increase which would've contributed to resolving our financial 

problems.  If we continue as a stand-alone Council, which, overwhelmingly 

our township wants, then we will seriously consider what services we may 

have to lose.  If this is the price we pay to maintain our independence, so be 15 

it.   

 It has been referred to earlier but one major significant undertaking that would 

substantially resolve our financial difficulties would be that both Bucketts and 

Thunderbolts Ways to be deemed State roads.  Gloucester has large 

numbers of tourists and industry using both these roads and Dungog’s roads 20 

do not get this amount of traffic.  The maintenance of these two roads would 

constitute the bulk of the Roads Maintenance Program for Gloucester Shire 

Council.  It has been referred to already, the cost savings in place with Hunter 

Regional Councils, et cetera so I won’t go there.   

 In different sections of the report it advised that the proposed net savings are 25 

$4 million to the new Council over 20 years, yet earlier, in the same report, 

which I think is actually a summary, not a report, it states 19 million over 

20 years.  So, what figure do they really mean? There isn't any community of 

interest between Gloucester and Dungog.  The only thing we have in common 

is Barrington Tops and there are cattle breeders in both areas.  People cannot 30 

get access to Barrington Tops from Dungog.   

 People have talked about it, I’m not going to apologise for reiterating it, but 

nobody goes to Dungog or Maitland for shopping.  We go to Taree or Forster.  

If we get medical referrals to specialists they are not in Dungog or Maitland, 

they are normally in Taree.  If we need to go to hospital it is not in Maitland or 35 

Dungog, it’s in Taree.  If we want a holiday or a break for the weekend we do 

not go to Maitland or Dungog; it is more than often Forster.  You can’t even 

drive from Gloucester to Dungog without leaving the Shire and the road is 

dreadful.   

 The report states that covering the Dungog and Gloucester Council districts 40 

also sits within the Hunter catchment.  It’s been referred to before.  It needs to 

be reiterated.  There’s a big difference.  It’s called the Great Dividing Range.  

This is one reason why our temperature and our weather patterns differ.  

Gloucester gets their temperature forecasts in the media from Taree, not 

Maitland like Dungog.  We have different waste management systems.  The 45 
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Fire Control Centre for the Gloucester RFS is in Forster.  Gloucester is in 

MidCoast Water.  There are so many examples.   

 Dungog is firmly placed and identifies with being part of the Hunter region.  

We don’t.  We’re unique and if any label is to be attached to our location I 

think it has best been described as the interline of the Mid-North Coast.  The 5 

report does not indicate how any merged Council would operate.  Whilst I am 

not totally opposed to the ward system I am opposed to reducing the number 

of Councillors for Gloucester.  Current Gloucester Shire Council would have 

their jobs protected for up to three years.  What happens then?  

 In forced Council mergers in both Queensland and Victoria staff numbers 10 
have been cut which have resulted in the appointment and need for external 

contractors and they cost more than staff.  It looks good on paper to show 

how staff costs have been reduced but the actual bottom line goes up.  The 

report says senior management positions would be lost.  There are only two 

of them.  These General Managers are flat-out managing their own Shire and 15 

I ask, how could any one person take on board effectively the running of such 

a large increased Council?  

 This meeting is held between the hours of 3.00 and 6.00 pm, hardly a 

convenient time for anyone who has a business or employment.  Questions 

from the audience were not permitted and if anyone wanted to attend, they 20 

had to register.  I don't understand how this can be called a consultation.  I 

have worked as a community facilitator and done many consultations, both 

corporate and government sectors.  I have never encountered this definition 

or version of a community consultation before.  Maybe we could ask, why they 

originally asked to consider merging with Taree or Great Lakes? Why did they 25 

change their mind? Why was Dungog considered the best option? Maybe we 

would ask, when, in the corporate sector, when two businesses are both 

unprofitable, how is it being demonstrated that merging them solved any of 

their problems?  

 This merger proposal, Government, is a joke.  It’s based on financial data 30 

that is out-of-date.  Surely, it would not have been too difficult to approach 

both Councils and ask for current information.  Having looked at the various 

merger proposals, not just Dungog and Gloucester, it seems that it’s just been 

a cut-and-paste exercise for all of the Councils. 

Facilitator: Speaker 16, please? 35 

Male: Speaker 16 not here. 

Facilitator: Sorry.  Speaker 17, please? 

John: Good afternoon, Dr Tiley.  I am John Edwards.  We bought our place in 

Barrington in 1993.  That's a decision I certainly don’t regret.  I apologise for 

repetition, you asked for no repetition but I’m afraid it’s unavoidable.  I was a 40 

member of the Gloucester Council Risk and Governance Committee.  Our 

gloomy financial situation, as highlighted in TCorp’s March 2013 report, was 

regrettably created by the ostrich-like approach of former Councils.  I watched 
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this Council paddle furiously against the tide of red ink.  It cut costs, it put a 

special rate variation in place and planned another, but it seems that the 

turnaround was too late.  At least that seems to be the basis of the 

Government’s decision.   

 Amalgamation was and is inevitable and I support amalgamation.  I regret our 5 

Council’s alignment to stand alone in response to, I think, a vocal minority 

who don’t have a grasp of reality.  I think the silent majority recognises the 

inevitably of amalgamation.  I think they would be comfortable with a merger 

with Great Lakes and Taree and, if there was no choice, I suppose Dungog, 

but Gloucester and Dungog, that flies in the face of reason of the very 10 
principles of Fit for the Future, of the tenets of scale and capacity and as a 

very, very strange interpretation of Section 263, let alone IPART’s conclusions 

and the essence of Morrison Low which found a merger with Great Lakes to 

be untenable. 

 If KPMG’s technical paper reflects the findings of the report we have not seen, 15 

I am struggling to understand why a merger with Dungog and not with Great 

Lakes and Taree has been chosen.  The amounts touted as sweeteners don’t 

stack up.  Our local Member’s promises of more sound like the justification of 

an irrational decision, perhaps a rash decision.  After all, Gloucester and 

Dungog are really minnows in the big pond. 20 

 Dr Tiley, I implore you to facilitate, notwithstanding the constraints that you 

originally spelled out to us at the opening of this meeting, I implore you to 

facilitate another look at the merger of Great Lakes, Taree and Gloucester, 

and if it absolutely has to be Dungog, a review aligned to Fit for the Future to 

Section 263, to Gloucester’s presence in the Manning Valley, to MidCoast 25 

Water and State Government service and most of all just to plain 

commonsense.  Thank you for the opportunity to speak. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Mr Edwards. And before the next speaker starts, just a very quick 

reminder, please do your best to keep to the limit.  I draw no joy from having 

to cut you off.  So, I just want to try and keep it as equitable and equal for 30 

everyone.  Thank you. 

Jake: Good afternoon.  I am number 18.  My name is Jake Barron.  I chose to come 

to Gloucester.  I haven't lived here for centuries.  I’ve been here 12 years and 

a ratepayer for ten of those 12 years.  Dr Tiley over here, I looked him up on 

the Internet, he’s been in Council for 50 years in managements and mergers 35 

and what have you.  He’s a bit of a genius so he would understand this 

afternoon’s little meeting here, his job is pretty simple, we don’t want to merge 

with anybody, but unfortunately we don’t have the revenue stream or the rate 

amount of money to pay our way.  The simple answer is this, and I’m not 

smart, but, Dr Tiley, I suggest you should take it on-board, I agree with all that 40 

has been said this afternoon.   

 I emphasise the one saving grace that perhaps Gloucester has and that’s 

tourism and visitors.  There are supposedly 100,000 of them.  I’m not too sure 

that I've seen that many but we've all seen the motorbike blokes here every 

weekend, we’ve seen them in the campgrounds, Christmas and school 45 
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holidays.  If tourism is going to be our saving grace by coming here and 

spending money, all we have to do is to get their money and channel it into – 

where? Gloucester Council’s rate funds.  It’s pretty simple.  It’s so simple, it is 

laughable.  There are two government departments.  One is the State 

Government and they’ll get their money via GST with the extra expenditure 5 

once they identify where the money is being spent, and that’s pretty simple.   

 Remember we’re connected to the NBN, by the way, here in Gloucester.  

Gloucester, by the way, sir, is the Tidy Town for New South Wales and here 

we are, these people, telling us that we’re unfit.  What rubbish.  We might be 

un-financial, we might be short of money, but get back to the Federal 10 
Government, that beautiful, pristine mountain – what’s it called, Barrington 

World Heritage Area? The Federal Government should support us.  The 

Federal Government should pay for every tourist to come here.  My son lives 

in Newport.  If I go and visit him and go swimming at Newport Beach it costs 

me $25 to park, that’s at the beach, then I go shopping later on with my wife 15 

and grandkids, it costs me another two or three.  If we were to get $30 a day 

out of these 100,000 tourists that come here, there’s our revenue stream, sir.  

Thank you for your time. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Speaker number 19? Yes. 

Steve: My name is Steve Robinson.  I acknowledge and pay respect to the Biripi 20 

people and their elders, the traditional people of this land.  I will return later to 

this important but neglected Aboriginal perspective.  I have been a property 

owner in Gloucester for 22 years and worked here up to my retirement.  Since 

then my community activities have included being a community representative 

on the GRL Expiration Coal Mining Venture.  I oppose this ludicrous proposal 25 

of a Gloucester/Dungog merger.   

 I was a specialist medical practitioner working concurrently at Gloucester, 

Taree and Forster Great Lakes.  Several other health specialists placed in 

Taree and Forster also provide sessions at Gloucester.  The Manning Base 

Hospital in Taree is the local referral hospital.  So, from a health service 30 

perspective a grouping of the three Councils is the most logical.  I know of 

no one in the health sector who travels from here to Dungog.   

 I had a part-time appointment for nearly ten years providing mental health 

services to Biripi Aboriginal Health Service, working at three locations.  Biripi 

is based at Purfleet in Taree.  They have another base in Forster and send 35 

staff regularly to the Community Health Centre in Gloucester.  I have no 

Aboriginal heritage so cannot presume to speak for them but my guess is that 

they would want to see their lands administered in one entity and that would 

be a combination of the three Councils, Gloucester, Great Lakes and Greater 

Taree.  Biripi land does not extend to the Dungog Shire.   40 

 A joining of Gloucester, Greater Taree and Great Lakes, respecting Biripi land 

boundaries, could be a significant act of Aboriginal reconciliation.  Mid-Coast 

Water also services these three Councils since they have the Manning water 

catchment area.  The Gloucester Resources Community Consultative 

Committee has representatives from both Gloucester and Great Lakes 45 
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Councils.  This is because the Gloucester coal basin and Gloucester valley 

extends just through these two shires, from Booral to Stroud, past Gloucester 

to Barrington.   

 Early New South Wales European heritage was represented by the AA 

Company extending through this valley.  This valley landscape is under 5 

consideration for heritage recognition.  These two Councils are also their 

natural tourism combination.  I was one of over 200 people who attended the 

public meeting about this proposed amalgamation.  There was a good mix of 

multi-generation local farming families, local businesspeople and retirees.  

Several held very senior State and Federal Government positions.  Not one 10 
person supported the amalgamation.  Virtually all used the word ‘ludicrous’ 

and strongly criticised the intervention of local politician Michael Johnsen 

whose suggestion of amalgamation appears to be for what a Gloucester 

advocate describes as self-serving motives.  Mr Johnsen failed to attend. 

 Additionally, the KPMG Report used to supposedly support the amalgamation 15 

does not appear to exist.  This is a farcical situation, sabotaging discussion of 

sensible options for several Councils.  The Government sought to reduce the 

overall number of Councils and said that financial fitness would be a prime 

guide for them.  No business case has been made that supports any change 

from the present situation of Gloucester being a stand-alone Council.  20 

Gloucester has the problems much of the land and the Shire as National Park 

or State Forestry land that cannot generate rates whilst the Bucketts way and 

Thunderbolts Way highway is used by heavy interstate traffic and is an 

expensive drain on Council funds.  This large expense needs to be 

transferred away from Gloucester which could then be a financially-viable 25 

Council.  Amalgamation is no solution.  I support the stand-alone option for 

Gloucester on financial grounds. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Mr Robinson.  Could I also invite speakers 20 to 25 to make your 

way to the front, please? I’ll invite speaker 20.  Thank you. 

Carol: Thank you.  My name is Carol Bennett and I am a resident of Gloucester 30 

Shire and have been for the last 12 years.  While most of what I said has 

been said before, because my submission is quite brief, I would like the 

opportunity of reinforcing what has been said.  The proposal to amalgamate 

Gloucester and Dungog Shire Councils came as a bolt out of the blue and 

there was no prior consultation with either of the Councils or with the public.  35 

To any rational person, this proposal appears farcical.  Other than we are both 

rural-based Councils it appears to me that we have very little in common.   

 The only shared boundary is located in the wilderness of the Barrington Tops.  

We have no common or even connecting roads.  To travel between the Shires 

you would have to pass through an area of Great Lakes Shire.  We have no 40 

rivers or waterways in common.  There are no shared facilities such as water 

or waste.  Gloucester looks to the Mid-North Coast, is partnered with Great 

Lakes and Taree Councils as part of MidCoast Water and MidCoast Waste 

and is a member of MidROC, Mid-North Coast Regional Organisation of 

Councils whilst Dungog turns towards Maitland and the Hunter.   45 
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 When looking for a larger centre people from Gloucester tend to head for 

Taree or Forster whilst in Dungog they go to Maitland or possibly Newcastle.  

It is my understanding that the two Councils undertook a thorough 

investigation into the possibility of merging several years ago and it was ruled 

out as not being economically viable.  I have written on several occasions 5 

since the proposal was put forward to our local Member, Michael Johnsen, 

asking him if he could explain to me the reasons behind the suggestions 

which he claims came, in part, from him as I find it difficult to understand how 

two small Councils declared unfit for the future could become fit for the future 

by combining.  Given the tyranny of distance it seems to me that it would be 10 
necessary to continue to maintain dual facilities.  Otherwise, the inordinate 

amount of time would be spent by Council workers travelling between the two 

locations which would render it uneconomic.  Unfortunately, to this date, he 

has not responded to or even acknowledged my communications. 

 To say it’s a good idea because the Shires have a lot in common is fatuous.  15 

Yes, both Shires are basically rural Shires but the same could be said, 

for example, of Guyra in the north or Blayney to the south.  Would it be a 

good idea if we were to amalgamate with them? Gloucester is in a unique 

position.  A possible solution would be for the State to classify both the 

Thunderbolts Way and the Bucketts Way as State highways and assume 20 

the= responsibility for their upkeep as the main State thoroughfares they have 

become.  If that were done and Gloucester Shire Council were relieved of that 

burden, in all probably they would be able to exist as a stand-alone Council.  

The amalgamation seems an ill-conceived proposal that does not stand up 

under rational scrutiny.  It defies logic and therefore I call upon the State 25 

Government to reconsider. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Ms Bennett.  Now I've got speaker 21.  Thank you. 

Anna: Good afternoon.  My name is Anna [indecipherable].  I’m the CEO of the 

Bucketts Way Neighbourhood Group.  I am here basically talking about a 

community services perspective on the amalgamations.  Just to give you a 30 

little bit of background, so the Bucketts Way Neighbourhood Group is a 

geographically-specific non-profit organisation and we work under a hub 

model.  So, we look after clients with disabilities, we look after clients with 

aged care, particularly in the home.  We run a neighbourhood service and we 

also run some training services.  It’s been an organisation which is very much 35 

a grounds-up organisation.  It’s been around for 26 years.  We essentially 

cover the Bucketts Way strip.  We have 47 staff which is the equivalent to 

about 23 fulltime equivalents and we have over 70 volunteers that assist us in 

our services here locally. 

 We manage over 15 – basically current at the moment, about 18 – State 40 

and Federal Government contracts.  90 percent of our finding comes from 

State and Federal Governments and we are managed by a board with seven 

community members of mixed skill.  So, our client base is essentially people 

with a disability, people who are unemployed, Carers and their families, 

people who are aged and frail, children, people in crisis and we try and link 45 

them to many, many services.  So, the demographics of Gloucester that we 
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work to is that we have a proportion of people over the age of 65 which 

Gloucester Local Government area is 11 percent above New South Wales 

State average.  We have our Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander people; we’re 

2 percent above New South Wales average.  We have 2 percent above 

New South Wales average for profound people and severe people with a 5 

disability.  Our SEFA Index is disadvantaged and our Unemployment Index is 

4 percent above the New South Wales average. 

 So, just to give you a bit of an idea of all the contracts that we manage for 

State and Federal Governments, predominantly there’s a bit of a split between 

Newcastle area and also the Mid-North Coast area, but we work in closely 10 
with police, health and education which are predominantly Taree-based.  

Our Centrelink agency is Mid-North Coast based.  Our Family Community 

Services which includes Housing, we have five contracts with this group and 

they're all Taree-based.  Our Emergency Relief contract is actually a consortia 

model with Manning Valley and Forster Neighbourhood Centre.  We have 15 

Domestic Violence, Drug and Alcohol and Mental Health which is all 

Mid-North Coast-based, and we also share a lot of services between Manning 

and Forster Neighbourhood Centres. 

 Now, with our disabilities, predominantly which is about seven contracts and 

we’ve got the National Disability Insurance Scheme coming up in July.  We 20 

have seven contracts which are focussed out of Newcastle.  Our transport 

issues are all focussed out of Newcastle.  Our Meals on Wheels is also 

Newcastle plus something different, we actually deal a lot with Sydney and 

our Canberra departments.   

 Many of the issues that I actually have, and I’d have to call them concerns 25 

because I’m sitting on the political fence here, is that we will actually see 

differences and issues with State and Federal funding.  The risk for us is that 

as a geographically-specific not-for-profit, we’re not sexy or attractive because 

perhaps the Government combine services for larger providers and I have 

seen that model being rolled out but there’s a lot more larger providers which 30 

are not local.  So, in effect, there’s no skin in the game from a community 

perspective. 

 I am seeing issues of drive in, drive out under all these contracts.  A day of 

working in Gloucester equates to probably five hours, five to six hours.  It’s 

not actually a full seven to eight hours of a working day.  So, that means an 35 

actual yearly loss, if a person has a business here once a day, that's actually 

96 hours a year of not actually working for people in Gloucester, it’s more 

driving, or up to 480 hours of not actually having service.  We actually have, 

under this drive in, drive out, we see a lot of social and community capital.  

We actually had this loss of the Soccer Coach investment or the volunteer 40 

investment.  We had a reduction in a punitive capacity because those skills 

aren’t going to be based here locally.  We actually have a micro-economy loss 

because those dollars aren’t being spent, they're being spent elsewhere. 

 One of the other risks that I see as being a local provider of these services, 

we will actually lose the focus with those people.  Actually, there will be 45 
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competition between Gloucester and those other towns.  That’s a service 

issue that I’m seeing all the time.  And, we also have this round-about of 

workers.  So, we have to reintroduce new workers all the time to what is 

Gloucester.  We have a risk of losing community knowledge where a business 

model of drive in, drive out happens where we have the data that the 5 

departments have versus the ground truth.  So, we know of all these issues 

but the data is not being fed through government and that’s an issue. 

 We have a loss of community resilience and those very valuable resources 

and networks of how to tap into, if there is a concern we will lose entirely and 

there’s no speed or innovation of service delivery on the ground.   10 

Facilitator: Thank you, Ms [indecipherable]. 

Ian: Just before you go, is there a local governing board of the Neighbourhood 

Group or was it all just by the Council or a combination? 

Anna: It’s a seven-member volunteer board. 

Ian: Your time is up but I want to hear more in your submission, please, about that 15 

loss that you were starting to focus on. 

Anna: Okay. 

Ian: Thank you.  Cool. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Could we please have speaker 22? 

Speaker 22: Good afternoon and thank you, Dr Tiley, for this opportunity.  I’ve got ten 20 

points I’d like to make and if I can’t make them all I’ll send them on to you.  

1) in 2013 the State Government made a pronouncement that all Councils 

consider amalgamation or closer relationships with other Councils to reduce 

costs.  The Government also suggested that Great Lakes and Greater Taree 

and Gloucester consider a merger.  Initially, Gloucester and Dungog Councils 25 

briefly discussed the issues and concluded that their respective financial 

positions and distance apart precluded any form of meaningful relationship. 

 During recent special rate variation presentations by Council, the many rates 

for our meetings, mergers with other Councils was raised and discussed.  

Stand-alone was clearly the preferred option but generally regarded as an 30 

unlikely outcome.  The only alternative raised was a merger with Great Lakes 

and Greater Taree.  There were no serious suggestions of how services could 

be cut to remove the need for special rate variations.  Michael Johnson MP 

has acknowledged that the Dungog/Gloucester merger was his idea.  He 

recognises that he only raised the concept briefly in passing and at the last 35 

minute with both Mayors and that there was no discussion with either Council.  

Further, the only financial analysis provided by government was ball 

assertions.  With days we were then advised that they’d been reduced by 

$4 million.   
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 Task and cost shifting by government Councils has adversely affected all 

Council budgets.  In Gloucester, in this case, has been substantially increased 

by the need to review in line with the Coal Seam Gas and Coal Mining 

operations.  This was because government departments failed to understand 

or were so in favour of the project they did not consider or protect the interests 5 

or needs of our community.  The time required from Councillors and staff to 

review and make submissions to government has been and will continue to be 

significant.   

 If Gloucester Council were to push to stand alone I believe strongly that the 

Government will move ahead to implement the merger with Dungog.  Such a 10 
merger fails to recognise the false case put forward to support that outcome.  

Our Council recognises that both Councils in this merger proposal with Great 

Lakes and Taree are significantly larger than Gloucester.  However, 

experience working with these Councils at MidCoast Water indicates a 

willingness to relate and work together reasonably.  My view is that while 15 

Great Lakes and Taree Councils have differences Gloucester could be a 

rationalised enforcement.  In addition, I consider a proportional board 

representation system combined with a Councillor-at-large system, which I 

can explain later, would add a conciliatory feature. 

 Gloucester may lose some status in a merger with Greater Taree and Great 20 

Lakes but it will lose more in status in a merger with Dungog.  In about four 

years, the Dungog/Gloucester entity will be in a worse financial position than 

either Council now endures.  The only way that that could be avoided would 

be substantial and unguaranteed government grants.  How could we agree to 

a merger that would require substantial handouts just to survive? 25 

Notwithstanding a possible loss of status, I strongly believe Gloucester will 

prosper in a three-Council amalgamation without cost subsidy.  However, the 

adoption of the concept that I raised earlier of Councillors-at-large to balance 

the possibility of self-interest on each area of the new entity will benefit all 

members of the combined area. 30 

Facilitator: Thank you, Mr [indecipherable].  Do we have speaker 23 present? If not, I 

invite speaker 24 to come to the front.  Do we have speaker 25 or speaker 

26? Thank you very much. 

Jim: My name is Jim Henderson, Cr Jim Henderson.  As a Gloucester Councillor 

for over 20 years I totally oppose an amalgamation with Dungog.  My 35 

grandparents came to Gloucester prior to the formation of Gloucester Shire 

Council in 1905.  Gloucester Council was formed in 1906.  So, I have lived 

here most of my life and have a little bit of knowledge of the local region.  

Gloucester Council fived 5-2 to amalgamate with the Great Lakes and Taree if 

they couldn’t stand alone and I believe that issue has not been raised 40 

sufficiently in government circles. 

 Prior to Christmas the Gloucester Mayor, as previously mentioned, and the 

Dungog Mayor received phone calls from our local representative, Michael 

Johnsen and evidently they both gave some superficial support for a rural 

Council model and that obviously led to the problem which we have recently 45 
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faced.  Michael Johnsen has used the Upper Hunter’s success of 

amalgamation as a benchmark and there is essentially very little, if any, 

correlation between the Upper Hunter and Gloucester and Dungog except we 

are in the one Local Government electorate.  Upper Hunter has two main 

roads which run through that Council area.  Dungog and Gloucester have 5 

absolutely none and that point has sort of been made a fair bit here this 

afternoon. 

 We’re in different river catchments.  That also has been mentioned on 

numerous occasions.  That has also unfortunately been overlooked.  

Gloucester Council has 40 percent of its land area which is unrateable 10 
because of National Parks and State Forest.  Dungog has 23 percent of its 

land area which is unrateable for the same reason.  There is no common road 

unless obviously the Stroud area is incorporated.  Now, the Limeburners 

Creek, Allworth, Booral, Stroud, Stroud Road and Wards River cost Great 

Lakes Council $3 for every $1 they receive in rate revenue, so what benefit 15 

would that be, incorporating that area into a Dungog/Gloucester Shire Council 

just to provide a road access?  

 All Gloucester Shire is in the Manning Valley.  Our water, as mentioned by 

MidCoast Water, our water comes through our Council area, provides most of 

the water for the Taree/Great Lakes area.  I have always supported the 20 

Councils being in the one river catchment area.  Years ago I represented 

Gloucester Council on the Manning/Great Lakes Catchment Management 

Committee.  During that time there was a great deal of success as far as 

landholders were concerned forming land care groups right throughout the 

region, catchment management plans, water sharing plans in times of low 25 

flow.  The other thing that still exists regarding from that period of time is 

water sharing plans which is now managed by MidCoast Water but the 

farmers still prefer to support that sort of scenario in times of low flow. 

 There is a community of interest between Gloucester and the coast as has 

been mentioned on several occasions.  We go there to shop, for medical 30 

reasons, for sport, for holidays, weekends, et cetera, whilst lots of us have 

families over there. 

 Tourism, I believe, would be the big winner for amalgamation between Taree, 

Great Lakes and Gloucester.  You promote tourism on the coast.  Hundreds 

of thousands of people come there.  Surely there has to be an interest in 35 

visiting a rural heritage area.   

 The other night I had a very interesting phone call from an old friend of mine, 

John Chadman, who was at Stroud and was a teacher there.  He then went 

on, he was the Assistant Planner in those days, and he went on to become 

the Planner at Great Lakes and, ultimately, Mayor.  John and I had a long 40 

conversation on Sunday night and we support one another’s perspectives.  

He believes that the only future for Gloucester is amalgamation with Taree 

and Great Lakes and, as one body, they reform the Manning/Great Lakes 

Regional Council.  Thank you. 
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Facilitator: Thank you, Mr Henderson.  For speakers 25 to 30, if you haven't already 

made your way up the front, if you could do that, please, and I now call upon 

speaker number 26.  Thank you.   

Newman: Thank you.  Thank you for coming.  Newman Patmore, Dr Tiley.  Our family 

has lived in this district for 76 years so I’m not quite as long-term as some 5 

people and I worked in the steel industry for some years before returning to 

try my hand at farming 35 years ago.  I believe that Local Government is local 

and therefore I support Gloucester Council standing alone.  You’ve heard 

today, both at Dungog and here, of the absurdity of this suggestion that we 

merge with Dungog Council.  I have watched, over the years, as I believe 10 
State Government has been starving – both sides of politics have been 

starving Local Government out of existence.  We have main arterial roads for 

this area which Local Government has to fund.  There is a comparison given 

by our local Member of the amalgamation of Councils forming the Upper 

Hunter Shire.  The main arterial roads through there are State-funded.   15 

 The State Government has put a tax on our waste services here at $400,000.  

They’ve withdrawn grants which are taxes that we pay that should be returned 

to help run the Shire.  I don't know where there’s a Shire that exists just on 

Council rates.  So, this whole business of mergers is quite absurd because 

Local Government, to be local, to have local people who understand the local 20 

situation, what the local needs are and to direct the funds appropriately has to 

be supported by the taxes that we pay through GST and whatever.  So, I think 

that this Council should be allowed to stand alone as a local Council.  We’re in 

a little corner here.  We have quite a different situation here from either the 

coast or in the Hunter.  Well, we’re not part of the Hunter, we’re part of the 25 

Manning catchment and I just believe that this whole thing is absurd.   

 I wrote to Michael Johnsen making some of the points I just made, about the 

withdrawal of funds from Council.  He did at least reply but didn’t address any 

of the issues and just gave me some bureaucratic gobbledygook which I took 

as an insult.  I know he’s copped quite a bit of flak today and he should cop a 30 

lot more.   

 There was a comment made by one of the speakers in Dungog this morning 

about the dissolution of Local Government and that is just what I’ve been 

speaking about.  It seems to me that we’re facing something worse than that.  

It’s dissolution of democracy because we have this democratic system where 35 

we can elect our local Councillors who, as I just said, address local needs and 

the State Government is trying to curtail that.  For what purpose, I don't know.  

I think that the money that is being withheld from Local Government in these 

areas is being withheld to be squandered in Sydney because the State 

Government cannot see anything outside the metropolitan area.   40 

 Stewart Redmond spoke about our losing identity.  That's what happens if 

we’re not allowed to be local.  So, I’d just like to conclude by saying the 

Gloucester Shire has been fit for the future for 100 years and the reason it 

isn't now is because we have no government support.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Mr Patmore.  We’ll now invite speaker 27.   45 
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Speaker 27: Good afternoon, Dr Tiley.  I thank you for this opportunity to speak.  I am well 

aware that at this stage of this process that a lot of the issues have already 

been canvassed and I, like everyone else, am going to go over them because 

I think they are the ones that are in everybody’s mind.   

 I would like to start with the Minister’s foreword in a merged proposal 5 

suggests that the proposal is a result of four years of research and 

consultation and that there is a clear and reasoned business case to 

substantiate the claim that the proposed merger would, and I quote, “Provide 

significant benefits for the community”.  I put it to this meeting that that claim 

is, at best, disingenuous.   10 

 Firstly, I point out that the proposal document that is available on the website 

now is not the same document that was originally published.  At least two 

glaring errors in that original document that go to the heart of the business 

case for the merger have been silently and surreptitiously corrected.  There is 

no indication in the document that these changes have been made.  I ask how 15 

the people of Gloucester and the people of Dungog can be confident that 

other aspects of the proposal have not been or will not be changed in secret.   

 Secondly, it is obvious to all, save to the Minister, it seems, that the 

Gloucester/Dungog merger proposal was never canvassed with or considered 

by the members of the community.  Indeed, recent newspaper stories and 20 

reports from various public meetings seem to suggest that there was a 

specific political motivation that generated the last-minute departure from the 

merger paths that both Councils had been pressured into considering prior to 

the announcement. 

 I know that other people speaking at this meeting have given specific details 25 

of the deficiency in the proposal and I would just like to make the general 

assertion or reassert that the proposal is an insult to the intelligence of all who 

read it.  I cannot declare if the insult is deliberate but the level of political and 

fiscal bullying that has accompanied the whole process seems to suggest that 

it is doing it. 30 

 It seems to me that this proposal was cobbled together at the last minute and 

then secretly amended along the way to meet the short-term political ends of 

a number of State Government members.  I accept that this is what some 

politicians do but I deeply resent that they are willing to do this at the expense 

of my community.   35 

 On Australia Day this year I watched on television as our Premier championed 

the course of democracy as a means for ensuring that Australians get to 

determine who their Head of State is.  The Local Government Act, as I 

understand it, provides for a plebiscite in the cases of local Council 

amalgamations.  Has our Premier promoted the concept of democracy for 40 

Local Government? No.  He has not.  Instead he adds further insult by 

spending tax payers’ money on advertising to support this farcical proposal 

rather than actually helping Local Government to address the issues.   
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 A fair-minded person might accept that there could possibly be some benefits 

that could be had from amalgamating Gloucester with Dungog.  It is an 

absolute certainty that there will be detrimental consequences.  It would be a 

travesty if the proposal were allowed to be enacted without anyone actually 

determining the length and the breadth of these detriments and how they will 5 

be addressed and who will pay for them.  It would be absolute betrayal of 

everybody in both communities if it turns out that the ratepayers are the ones 

who end up bearing the costs.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Speaker 28? 

Peter: Thank you.  Peter Michaels is my name.  I’m a local real estate Stock and 10 
Station Agent.  I’ve been here for about a quarter of a century, I think, now so 

I know my way around by now.  I think our troubles started before the news of 

mergers came along when the State Government started loading up local 

Council with responsibilities that were duties that the State Government had.  

I think they have contributed to the financial hardship that a lot of Councils 15 

suffer today by cost-shifting some of the duties, burdening them with a bit of a 

load that they’ve got rid of themselves and handed over to Local Government.  

That, of course, means that the burden on the ratepayer is a little bit heavier.  

So, when your Shire is not fit for the future some of that responsibility should 

be taken by the State Government, I believe. 20 

 Today I don’t want to plough the same paddock again.  You're probably sick 

of the tractor going past.  But, I think that we need to agree that, yes, 

Gloucester Council probably does need to merge.  We’re not big enough in 

the whole scheme of things.  Our population of ratepayers is too small.  We 

need to look at merging with someone.  However, Dungog is the wrong 25 

Council to merge with.  We really don’t have a lot of ties with Dungog and 

you’ve probably heard that ad nauseam, but I think that there are some things 

that we need to consider in our past performance.   

 Great Lakes, Taree and Gloucester Shire have worked together on many 

projects, the Bucketts Way projects, the MidCoast Water influence, we’re in 30 

the same catchment.  We’re used to working with each other.  We have 

nothing in common with Dungog.  We don’t work with them.  In fact, if you 

asked how many people in the room went to Dungog in the last six months 

you'd be surprised, there wouldn’t be many hands come up if you call it.  So, 

we are used to working with them and there is a natural flow of people 35 

between those three Shires.   

 Whenever there is a working committee on the Bucketts Way they have the 

three Shires.  The Bucketts Way is our life blood.  It is our artery that runs in 

and out of our town and we must work with them to make sure that that works 

in a very efficient way and whenever we’re seeking funding we always work 40 

together.  The Dungog is accessed totally differently.  We have no major road 

link between each other.  So, even if we merge with Dungog we will still have 

to work with Great Lakes and Taree Councils to make sure our life blood is 

still flowing. 
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 I think one of the other things I think is that the dictatorial status of the merger, 

I think the fact that it virtually came out of the blue, that we should be merged 

with Dungog and talk that it’s going to be forced upon us, there is no 

community consultation.  I think that we, as ratepayers, have a vested interest 

in the outcome of this merger and I think that we haven't been consulted 5 

deeply enough.  I think that meetings such as today are really only a 

tick-the-box meeting, if I could be so rude as to say so because I think you’ve 

had one in Dungog this morning and I believe it was just about exactly a 

carbon copy of what we've done here today.  And, so unless there is 

something that comes out of this I think that it’s probably just been a talk fest 10 
and ticking off the box. 

 So, they're my views.  I think that, look, we do need to merge with someone; 

nothing against Dungog but we don’t want it to be them.  Thank you very 

much. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Mr Michaels.  We’ve now got Speaker 29. 15 

Aaron: Good afternoon.  I thank you for this opportunity to speak.  My name is Aaron 

Kelly and I currently live in the Gloucester Shire and I am currently employed 

in Gloucester Shire as a Town Planner and I’ve been here since early 2015, a 

relatively new resident.  My aim with this speaking opportunity is to indicate to 

you that I do not directly oppose Council amalgamations, however, through 20 

examples and experiences I intend to communicate that the proposed merger 

of Gloucester and Dungog Councils is not only counterproductive but also 

fundamentally flawed and inconsistent.   

 My experience, I’ve been there and done it successfully.  Prior to 2015 I lived 

and worked in central Queensland in the city of Bundaberg for 11 years.  In 25 

fact, in 2004, straight out of university, I commenced employment at 

Bundaberg City Council until in 2008 the Queensland Government announced 

Local Government reform.  Queensland Councils desperately scrambled for 

financial reports.  Picket lines were formed.  Parliament was marched.  Voices 

shouted from rooftops.  The ground shook.  And, then all was quiet.  We 30 

waited and held our breath.  Bundaberg City was amalgamated with three 

other Councils.  60,000 Km and 90,000 people were the result.  We expected 

it and we got it.   

 You see, Mr Delegate and guests, it turned out the Queensland Government 

were actually serious about Local Government reform.  By the time it was 35 

done 156 Councils had been reduced to 72.  Out of those 72 Councils only 

Brisbane City Council remained alone, the largest Council in Australia.  

Everyone got along.  It worked.  The new Council, at least that one, was 

looking at a sustainable future economically and towns, hamlets, villages and 

the city alike retained their identity.  A strong regional Council was formed.  I 40 

feel it is successful to this day.  I was an employee.  It was an exciting place 

to work and live.  Fast forward to 2015, not excited for a change. 

 I had no reservations regarding Gloucester.  Due to its size alone I was under 

no impression that there was or would soon be pressured for Local 

Government reform to reduce the number of Councils in New South Wales.  45 
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So, in 2015 the storm started brewing.  I remained calm and then all hell 

broke loose.  A destructive tornado touched down through numerous Local 

Government areas tearing a complete trail of destruction, bypassing 

recommendations of the IPART Fit for the Future Report, miraculously leaving 

untouched areas such as Uralla, Guyra, Bellingen, Taree, Kempsey, Kyogle, 5 

et cetera, et cetera.   

 By the time it was done 152 Councils were going to be reduced to 112, a 

mere 40 Councils, hardly a reduction.  Over 120 New South Wales Councils 

had somehow been allowed to remain alone.  Everyone was visibly shocked.  

We emerged into the daylight with the Gloucester/Dungog proposal 10 
wondering where it all went wrong.  Because, you see, after all the dust had 

settled it became clear the New South Wales Government wasn’t actually 

serious about Local Government reform at all, because if it had been we’d be 

having a different conversation.  Fit for the Future Councils would be asked to 

take regional responsibility towards sustainable Councils by taking in those 15 

that were not fit.  There would be no stand-alone Councils at all, not even for 

the big boys in Sydney. 

 For all sorts of reasons I dislike this merger proposal but I dislike unfairness 

even more.  A surprising feature, it seems, in Local Government reform is the 

retention of a sense of identity.  There are coastal towns, hinterland villages 20 

and rustic hamlets.  Everywhere had something different, something unique to 

contribute to a new Council.  The key to a merger proposal was not to merge 

Local Governments with commonality but to merge compatible Councils.  

Dungog and Gloucester are not compatible.  Our area does not contribute to 

another.  Neither has any primacy and by merging both these proposals it 25 

further risks destroying community identity.   

 A merger with Great Lakes and Taree would provide Gloucester with a unique 

niche within the Council area.  It would contribute to the identity of a new 

region whilst retaining its own.  The proposal is financially irresponsible.  Ask 

any Queensland Council how far the Kimberley cash carrot lasted.  Anyone 30 

will tell you, “Not long”.  This is unless, of course, Fit for the Future Councils 

are denied any further State Government funding.  They should be able to 

afford their own, shouldn’t they? 

 The dangling carrot is a band-aid on a severe open wound.  I don’t have to 

provide the evidence.  You’ve done it for me with the IPART Report.  I recall 35 

the list of recommendations and not one was followed.  So, why go through all 

that research just to ignore it? What was the point? I conclude my speech to 

implore the New South Wales Government to please go back to the drawing 

board, concede and start again, and come back to us with a proposal that is 

financially viable into the future and follows logical and sound reasoning.  40 

Finally, if you are serious, show your commitment state-wide. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Do we have speaker 30 present? If not, we will then move to 

speaker 33.  According to my list we should be through our list of registered 

speakers but I’m just wanting to confirm.  May I have a show of hands? Have 

we missed anyone who has registered to speak?  45 
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Ian: Thank you.  Given that and given I did hear you, that you wanted to hear 

Danny Green, I’ve invited Danny to come back to the podium to particularly 

focus on that fourth component which he didn’t get to, the options from the 

Council’s perspective.  I’m here until six o'clock.  If there’s anybody that would 

like to say anything else we’ve still got over half an hour and I’d very much like 5 

to hear from you.  I just want to emphasise one point.  I am here to examine 

the proposal.  I’m not here to do anything else.  The politics of this has 

absolutely nothing to do with me.  I’m about the merits and demerits of the 

proposal.  So, in the time we’ve got left I’d like you to focus on it if you 

wouldn’t mind, please.   10 

Facilitator: When you're ready, thank you. 

Daniel: Thank you, Dr Tiley, for this second opportunity.  A very tough act to follow.  I 

don’t often acknowledge him actually.  That's my son-in-law.  And, it’s good to 

hear a lot of staff come here today and speak and I thank you very much for 

that.  Thank you.  My first discussion was trying to lead to this point, that we 15 

are on a journey.  The Council acknowledges the issues that we do debunk 

the merger proposal and obviously that’s all been filled in by the other 

speakers.  So, what I would now lead to then is this fourth element.  Just to 

lead into that, the last few months of the review process has been extremely 

frustrating as the Government has refused or only grudgingly released details 20 

of the Fit for the Future process.  That's the process; forget about the KPMG 

document. 

 There were statements to the effect that if a Council has not put forward 

merger proposals then they will receive no funding and they will have no say 

in any new entity created.  There are many Councils who have ignored putting 25 

forward merger proposals who are still rated as not fit but we see the 

Government backing away from these pressure statements.  So, even at this 

very late stage from a position where the Government held the principle of no 

forced mergers to proposing an illogical and non-consulted merger with 

Dungog, we still have a massive list of questions about the process itself.   30 

 So, if we return to our sustainability journey, what can this Council, Gloucester 

Council, do that will be the best for its community? To repeat our position the 

community prefer that we stand alone but should an amalgamation be forced, 

this Council believes that a merger of the three neighbouring Councils 

provides the best opportunities.  We have developed some work towards the 35 

Section 263 but the key principles behind why we feel that a merger with the 

Great Lakes, Greater Taree and Gloucester will work are, obviously, it will 

create a Council with a population of 90,000 people.  It will have a staff of 615 

with operating revenues of $104 million, so that’s a sizeable Council.   

 It will conform to the Independent Panel’s crucial factors for amalgamations 40 

with population growth.  It will have a main administration centre.  It will have 

strategic capacity.  It will have a strong commercial centre, in fact, two.  And, 

there’ll be key infrastructure such as airports, road, rail, all those kind of key 

elements that make a good, strong regional centre.  There are much greater 

opportunities for efficiencies in a Council of that size.  The distance between 45 
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the two main population centres of Taree and Forster-Tuncurry is under 

34 Km so obviously it makes sense from that perspective.   

 The connectivity of all our roads, secondary and major, and the location of our 

depots suggests an effective servicing arrangement.  We talk about 

representation.  Well, in this larger entity there are several smaller population 5 

centres well dispersed in this new Council that should ensure Gloucester is 

heard and rural interests represented.  It will provide scale and capacity and 

scale and capacity was the linchpin of the Local Government review.   

 There are, as we’ve heard, already shared arrangements such as waste, 

water and sewer.  It will enhance strategic planning and advocacy over 10 
Bucketts Way, for instance.  We do have common interests, significant 

interests, in education, health, police, the Rural Fire Service, recreational and 

media networks.  We’re all, as you’ve heard, all in the Manning catchment.   

 There is greater potential for joint or cross-marketing tourisms, in other words, 

coast to the hinterland.  Obviously, there is much enhanced staff development 15 

succession planning and training.  There’s many, many more benefits even 

without a substantiated business case of which we obviously have not had 

time to produce. 

 Dr Tiley, I conclude, then, the two presentations with the statement that 

Gloucester Council understands the community has a strong preference to 20 

stand alone.  Given time, our direction suggests that this could be financially 

possible but strategically difficult.  Council is absolutely against the proposal 

to merge with Dungog or any merger that does not have the detailed 

evidence.  Should the Government insist on forced mergers, we feel that the 

best solution for Gloucester and the wider region would be for Gloucester, 25 

Great Lakes and Taree to amalgamate.  Thank you for the opportunity to 

finish my presentation.   

Facilitator: That concludes our registered speakers’ list.  So, now there’s an opportunity, 

we still have some time for us to hear from anyone from the floor who would 

like to come up and say something, particularly if there’s new information or 30 

additional information that you would like to add.  So, I’ll invite you all now.   

Aled: Thank you, Doctor.  It’s Aled Hoggett, Councillor of the Gloucester Shire 

Council.  I’m also on the Board of MidCoast Water and the current Chair of 

MidCoast Water.  Dr Tiley, I am not going to repeat many of the things that 

were said today.  I will express my extreme disappointed at the proposal that 35 

is before you today because four years ago, as a Council, we set off on a very 

difficult journey, or three and a half years ago.  We heard the State 

Government’s message.  We looked at our own finances.  We were extremely 

concerned by what we saw.  And, we, as a Council, have worked very hard to 

put ourselves in the best position we can to stand alone into the future.   40 

That was the proposal we put to the State Government mid-last year and it 

was a proposal that we felt was very well supported by our community and 

supported by the actions that we have taken.  Unfortunately, many of those 

actions could not be considered as part of that proposal because of the 
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figures that the State Government was using to analyse our fitness for the 

future.  Needless to say, none of us were surprised when the State 

Government came back to us and told us that that was an unacceptable 

solution to our future. 

 So, we talked as Councillors and, at considerable political jeopardy to 5 

ourselves, we recommended that rather than stand alone we would pursue an 

option of merging with Great Lakes and Taree, and I say considerable political 

jeopardy because we understood that that was the dissolution of our potential 

future, our potential future as a known identity.  Needless to say, we were 

absolutely gobsmacked when the Dungog proposal came completely out of 10 
left field. 

 I am the Chairperson at MidCoast Water.  MidCoast Water is a billion-dollar 

business.  It has an annual operating budget of in excess of between 60 and 

80 million dollars and a very serious capital budget as well and a budget that 

deeply affects this local area.  That proposal was not, at any stage, 15 

canvassed with us as an organisation. 

 The thing that really disappoints me though, and I’d like to go back to the 

Independent Local Government Review Panel, they took a long time 

examining Councils across the state and they made two recommendations to 

Gloucester.  The first was that perhaps Gloucester could stand alone with a 20 

review of its circumstances in three or four years’ time to see the progress it 

had made towards becoming fit for the future and the second one was that we 

merge with either Great Lakes or Taree or both.   

 In other words, we went through a whole process.  We did the best job we 

possibly could.  We stuck ourselves out on a limb.  In the end we reached 25 

exactly the same conclusions that the Independent Local Government Review 

Panel had reached and, finally, out of nowhere came a proposal that nobody 

had really had the opportunity to examine.  I think that it would be a serious 

miscarriage of process if this process was allowed to go ahead without the 

sort of serious consideration and communication with our local community 30 

and consultation with our local community.  Yes, it would be a serious 

miscarriage if it was allowed to go ahead without those things.   

 So, I’d just like to reemphasise our conclusions were the same as the 

Independent Local Government Review Panel’s conclusions.  Nowhere at any 

stage has the issue of Dungog every come up.  Thank you. 35 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Sir, unfortunately, because you’ve already made a verbal 

submission we can’t hear a second verbal submission. 

Male: I wasn’t going to make one.  I just wanted to make a statement.  In 1824 the 

Australian Agricultural Company was formed which ran from Port Stephens 

through Manning River.  A lot of you may be aware of that.  In 1826 they 40 

settled but the AA Company actually went to the west of us, to Bucketts, right 

to the coast.  If there was a formation of a Gloucester/Great Lakes/Taree 

Council it would be basically very similar boundaries to what was there in the 

original outcome prior to the company handing back the eastern side to the 
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State Government in 1850 and when they moved to Goonoo Goonoo and 

established up there.  So, I just thought some people might be interested in 

that historical effect that has been in one area previously. 

Ian: If you're making a submission, making that reference and roughly describing 

the boundaries of the AA Company would be very valuable.  Thank you. 5 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Is there anyone else who would like to make a verbal 

submission at this point? If not, I’ll just pick up on a point that was made by 

one speaker that we had about time spent.  It was feedback we had at other 

public enquiries as well.  We note that you’ve all got families and jobs and 

commitments during the day so it may have precluded some of your friends 10 
and your family from coming along.  Of course, there’s no ideal time for 

everyone to attend but we strongly encourage you to talk to your family and 

friends, to make a written submission and I’ll just read out the address again 

before we formally conclude.  To make a written submission, GPO Box 5341, 

Sydney, New South Wales, 2001.  With that, I’ll pass over to the Delegate to 15 

formally close this component. 

Ian: I want to share with you a little something about myself.  I was raised in Taree 

for 21 years.  I started work at Manning River County Council.  I used to surf 

at Forster.  I used to get bashed up by the Hebblewhites and the Weismantels 

when I came to Gloucester playing rugby league.  So, I do have a keen 20 

understanding of the geography of the community of interest to the north and 

the east.  Okay.  I just wanted to share that with you.  I’m not a blow-in from 

somewhere that doesn’t know what you're talking about.  I really want to say 

thank you to everybody for coming along today, to the speakers, and I’m not 

too sure how many there were, 20, 25 speakers, especially thank you for your 25 

contribution today.   

 I want to say thank you for the respect and courtesy that you’ve each 

displayed to each other and encourage you again to lodge that submission 

because that’s what I’m looking for.  I’m looking for the data to help me to 

make the report to send back to the Minister.  So, thank you everybody, once 30 

again.  I’m going to stay here until six o'clock.  If anybody was a bit frightened 

to get up and speak, come and give it to me now.   

END TRANSCRIPT 


