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Council: Dungog and Maitland 

Delegate: Dr Ian Tiley 

Venue: Dungog Memorial Bowling Club 

Date: 6 April 2016 

Time: 3:00PM 

  

Facilitator: Good afternoon.  Good afternoon, everybody.  If you haven't got a seat, you 

could take a seat at this stage.  That would be great.  We've got a few chairs 

in this part of the room and a few out the front here, there are chairs.  My 

name is Ian Colley and I'm going to be chairing the proceedings this 5 

afternoon.  I’ll just make sure the presentations – can you hear at the back?  

Do you want to come close a little bit because it’s going to be hard to get 

through to that room given the way the speakers have the audio set up here.  

We've got plenty of seats on the side at the front but I’ll talk as loudly as 

possible.  I might be competing with the bar though.   10 

 

My job as Chair is to make sure the meeting runs as smoothly as possible, in 

particular that each of the speakers who make a presentation can be fully 

heard by the Delegate and their arguments are put very clearly.  Before we 

proceed, though, with the formal part of the inquiry I’d like to remind 15 

everybody if you haven't already, if you could sign in.  In particular, if you're a 

speaker and you're a registered speaker, make sure we know you're here.  

I'm dropping in and out a bit on this microphone.  And, you should’ve received 

a number as well as a speaker and I’ll be calling the speakers forward from 1 

forward.  About 20 people have registered. 20 

 

At this point, too, if you could turn your mobiles or any noise devices to silent, 

to vibrate, to off, that would be gratefully appreciated.  A couple of 

housekeeping things, toilets are located – there’s one here for male, I think 

there’s a couple of toilets in the middle strip there next to the bar or near the 25 

bar.  Emergency procedures, good question, I think it must be that door and I 

can’t see any green posts but assume that’s the door and then the front door 

for the – for the club as well.  So, formally then, what I’d like to do now is 

introduce our Delegate, Mr Ian Tiley, Dr Ian Tiley, who will be listening to all 

the presentations today.  Ian will outline the what and the why of this particular 30 

meeting.  Then I’ll spend a short piece of time after that just talking about how 

we’ll run the proceedings this afternoon.  Thank you, Dr Tiley. 

Ian: Thank you, Ian.  Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen and welcome to this, 

the first of two sessions into the public inquiry, merger proposal, Dungog 

and Maitland City Council.  I'm the Delegate.  I've said this many times but 35 

I have to say it, I’m sorry, and some of you were here last time, you’ve heard 

it before, and I've said it for the fifth time this week.  I've just left the 

Taree/Great Lakes/Gloucester proposal.  So, I'm the Delegate appointed by 

the Acting Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government to examine and 
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report on the Minister for Local Government’s proposal to merge Maitland City 

and Dungog Shire Councils.  I hold an instrument of delegation under Section 

745 of the Local Government Act.  I welcome Mayor Harold, I think he’s the 

only Mayor here today, and your Councillors and staff from a number of 

councils, but especially I welcome the public today because as part of this 5 

examination/reporting process, this is your best opportunity to talk there 

directly to me about your concerns or views in relation to the proposal. 

 

This public inquiry is being conducted under the Local Government Act 1993 

and I report on the proposal by the Minister, as I said, and the merger 10 
proposal documents which are on the Web set out the purported impacts, 

benefits and opportunities of creating a new council.  I should have said 

earlier, and I apologise, I’d like to acknowledge the people of the Gringai 

peoples of the Worimi Wonnarua nation who are the traditional custodians of 

these lands.  I pay respect to their elders, past and present, and extend that 15 

respect to any other Aboriginal people who may be here today.  Pardon me. 

 

The feedback at Gloucester this morning sounded like tommy guns so this is 

a bit better.  I am to provide a report and recommendations to the Minister and 

to the Local Government Boundaries Commission.  I stress that my role is as 20 

an impartial person.  I'm not an advocate either way for this proposal.  I’ll 

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

with regard for due process.  Sections 263 and 218 of the Local Government 

Act require me to hold this public inquiry.  The purpose of the inquiry, as I said 

a minute ago, is to enable you, the public, the opportunity to express your 25 

opinions on the proposal directly to me.   

 

My template for my report is outlined under Section 263 of the Local 

Government Act and there’s 11 factors under that section that I must have 

regard to in preparing my report.  I think it’s really important that I read these 30 
to you so that today you may be able to address some of them, one or more 

of them, in your submissions which I hope will be forthcoming and you can 

address even more.  To see the full Section 263 you go to the last page of the 

current merger proposal.  It’s page 7 and it’s all there.  But, anyway the 

factors are: 35 

 

 The financial advantages or disadvantages of the proposal; 

 The community of interest and geographic cohesion in the existing areas 

and any proposed new area; 

 The existing historical and traditional values and the impact of change on 40 
those values; 

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

 The requirements of the area in regard to representation, and that 

includes another factor which talks about the desirability or otherwise of 

wards; 45 
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 The impact of the proposal and the ability of the 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; 

 The need to ensure that the opinions of each of the diverse communities 5 
of the resulting area or areas are effectively represented; and 

 Finally, the catch-all, final factor is anything else that’s relevant to the 

provision of efficient and effective Local Government.  So, if you’ve got a 

matter of concern that doesn’t fit the first ten, throw it in under that last 

one. 10 

At the conclusion of the proposal examination process my report goes to the 

Minister and to the Local Government Boundaries Commission.  The 

Commission, which has recently been reconstituted, will review and comment 

on the report – that’s all it does, review and comment – before providing it to 

the Minister.  The Minister with then consider the report, together with any 15 

Boundaries Commission comments and he may or may not recommend to the 

Governor that the merger be implemented.  So, our Facilitator today is Ian 

Colley whom you’ve already heard from and I have my Executive Officer, Paul 

Spinks up the back of the room somewhere over here and there’s a number of 

other staff who are helping at the table and what have you and I thank them 20 

for that support.   

 

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

material gathered through the course of the examination and the submission 

process.  I’ll leave it there.  I'm looking forward to hearing from you today.  I've 25 

been here before, as you know.  The Dungog merger proposal report I 

submitted on Easter Thursday and you know what’s happened since that 

time.  We have these two fresh proposals.  I was asked by the Acting Chief 

Executive to conduct those proposals and I'm happy to do so and it’s good to 

be back here and see some familiar faces and I look forward to your views 30 

being conveyed to me today.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thanks, Ian.  The other reminder, if you haven't signed in already as an 

attendee, if you could do so at the back and, in particular, if you're a speaker, 

make sure that we've captured you as a registration so we can count you in 

our queue.  A couple of things, there’s time limits on each of the presentations 35 

today.  I think we've got a reasonable amount of time for this so we’re going 

for the full five minutes for each of the presenters.  The way we’ll do that is I’ll 

ring a bell to warn you at the four-minute mark that you’ve got one minute to 

go and then two bells once at completion, and if you could wrap up at that 

point just to make sure we've got opportunity for others coming in behind you, 40 

that would be appreciated.   

 

If you, when you come to make presentation to the Delegate, can you just say 

your name, your LGA if relevant or locality, that would be useful.  In terms of 
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the presentations themselves, feel free, of course, to be completely forthright 

in your comments about the proposal, whether it’s in agreement or 

disagreement with the proposal or for and against a proposition from any 

other speaker.  That’s fine to do.  But, one request is be respectful in your 

language to any other person, present or otherwise, nothing personal or 5 

insulting.  I’ll just make that.  If possible, try and avoid repeating points that 

have been made numerous times by other presenters just for the sake of 

brevity.   

 

For the rest of us, the listeners today, the audience, if you can keep the noise 10 
levels reasonably low just so we can hear the speakers properly and they get 

a good chance to make their presentation that would be appreciated.  We’ll try 

to slowly sort out this feedback issue but we’ll see how we go.  If you could, 

too, there’s to be no recording of the actual event just for privacy reasons. We 

will be making a full sound recording of the proceedings today and that’s to 15 

assist Ian in making his considerations about the proposals and a full 

transcript of each of these sessions will be available at the end of the whole 

process.  So, with that in mind, let’s begin with our first speaker.  The only 

exception to the five-minute limit is the presentation, the formal presentation, 

from Council, and that’s what we’ll hear now.  We've got 15 minutes allocated 20 

for that to the General Manager of Dungog, Craig Deasey.  Thanks, Craig.   

Ian: Is there enough light under that lectern there, Craig? 

 

Craig: I've put it in bigger writing this time.  Okay.  Good afternoon, Ian, members of 

the public.  We’re back here again.  This time it’s to deal with the merger 25 

proposal in respect of Maitland City Council.  This has previously been 

considered by Dungog and Maitland Councils on two occasions.  In June of 

last year the Council of Dungog Shire resolved to stand alone and submit an 

improvement proposal and this was after the completion and consideration of 

a report from Morrison Low in respect to that merger.  Following the IPART 30 

announcement in November or October 2015 Council, in November 2015, 

after a further update of the Morrison Low report, resolved to stand alone and 

that an amalgamation will only be considered for a detailed business case 

funded by Government that’s in the best interests of the community and there 

was community agreement to the merger proposal. 35 

 

In March 2016 following the merger inquiry in respect of Dungog and 

Gloucester and again the consequent decision of the Minister to refer the 

Maitland/Dungog proposal back for consideration, Council determined again 

to stand alone, however, recognised that a significant rate variation was 40 

required to meet the Government’s benchmarks and the Council recognised 

the State Government’s Fit for the Future agenda and, if forced to 

amalgamate, council wanted to have a seat at the table and a transition to a 

new entity.  Council also opposed the rates moratorium.   

 45 

The current state of play, as I've just mentioned, is that Council is opposed 

to the merger with Gloucester for a number of reasons outlined in the inquiry, 

and in Council’s submission.  As a consequence, we now sit at the table 
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again in respect of Dungog and Maitland and the announcement on the 

2nd of March 2016, I think, took a few of us by surprise.  Whilst this is 

happening, we've had Port Stephens decided that they now want to 

have Dungog, marry Dungog, according to the media.  It’s a pity they 

didn’t give this much thought when approached by Dungog on the 5 

25th of November 2014.  At this point in time, the Minister has met his 

legislative obligation and provided Port Stephens’s merger proposal to the 

CEO of the Office of Local Government, but it has gone no further.   

 

Why are we here?  Well, Council was deemed unfit by IPART.  We knew that.  10 
We always would be unfit for them.  It didn’t matter how we approached it.  

The Government’s benchmark for us to meet them was to impose upon our 

community 13 percent rate increases per annum over six years.  Council’s 

asset management plans that have been developed identify that the majority 

of the additional rates revenue was required for the road network.  In essence, 15 

the Council would be spending an additional 4.6 million on roads and bridges.  

Council only generates 5.3 million in general rates now.  The legacy of 

decisions of the past as regards to not taking up rate increases that were 

available to the Council of the day are now coming home to roost. 

 20 

The other element is scale and capacity, that a workplace of 65 is never 

achievable in the rapidly-changing business environment of today.  The 

Morrison Low business cases, initial business case that was finalised in 

June 2015 highlight that the cost of the merger was a negative MPV of 

4.3 million.  IPART discounted this assessment as it was based upon staff 25 

growth.  The revised business case of November 2015 resulted in a negative 

MPV of 9.3 million.  If you took away the $5 million infrastructure grant the 

revised assessment was still a negative MPV which would be just 

$4.95 million.   

 30 
Maitland engaged Morrison Low again to undertake further review in light of 

the New South Wales Government’s rate in moratorium.  That’s a matter for 

Maitland to work out because we’re not privileged to that, because I can’t 

afford anymore consultants.  From a heads of consideration perspective, 

financial, whatever the outcomes of any merger proposal, residents of 35 

Dungog Shire in the future have to pay more.  It is evident at this stage that 

both Maitland and Port Stephens do have a degree of differential rates.  

However, when you look at the services we provide in comparison, any 

merger, if it does happen, a differential rate structure is going to have to come 

into play for the communities of Dungog Shire. 40 

 

What underpins the impact upon the Dungog rate payers is based upon how 

their land value property compares with other different rate categories.  

Dungog Shire has 3,444 rateable residential properties that categorise across 

four sub-categories of which rural residential dominates and significantly 45 

distorts the office of Local Government’s reported average residential rate 

upwards as a consequence.  The Shire’s total rate of land value was 

1.348 billion.  The residential category accounts for 49.4 percent of the land 

value of which rural residential accounts for approximately 37 percent of the 
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total rate of land valued in the Shire.  Farmland accounts for 640 million or 

47 percent of the total land value. 

 

From a rating comparative, I don’t intend to go back over that but at this point 

in time it will be part of Council’s final submission.  However, I just want to 5 

reiterate that the most significant rate impact will come to the business rating 

category.  Small business in Dungog with a land value of 80,000, assuming 

that current Maitland’s rating structure, will be paying $1,563.36 this financial 

year compared to the $750.66 in Dungog.  I reiterate the need for a differential 

rating structure has to be a major consideration.   10 
 

From the economy perspective, the total estimated outlook of the Shire is 

563 million and agriculture accounts for 93.3 million of that or 16.6 percent of 

the gross revenue is generated by business organisations in the Shire.  

However, I repeat again the value of water which is exported from the Shire 15 

every day while drinking water of the Lower Hunter is not part of the economic 

assessment of the Shire, for many years the Council has been arguing with 

New South Wales Government for a percentage of the dividend that Hunter 

Water contributes to the State coffers.  Virtually the entire Shire is now 

classified as part of the drinking water catchment and this can be an 20 

impediment to economic development within the Shire, the natural attributes 

to the Shire and of value, very much part of and feature strongly in the terms 

of the visitor economy. 

 

The KPMG Report identified the merger of Maitland and Dungog is expected 25 

to lead to about 15 million net financial savings over 20 years and 30 million 

in total financial benefits, with savings coming from the streamlining of 

many different roles and efficiencies from the increasing purchasing power 

of tourism contracts.  KPMG does not recognise the local or regional 

vicinities that already exist in relation to procurement with Hunter Councils 30 
establishing a procurement division some 16 years ago.  As regards to 

staff reductions both councils have the lowest staff to population ratios now 

in their respective Local Government categories.  Council, in the last financial 

year, purchased $3.2 million on Hunter Council contracts alone.  That’s 

aside from the benefits of bulk purchase agreements with Local Government 35 

procurement, New South Wales Government contracts and procurement 

Australia.   

 

Council’s other major outlay is plant hire as our heavy fleet operation is 

minimal.  We advertise annually for competitive plant hire tendering rates and 40 

that is what we use.  The market is tested every year in that regard.  If there is 

to be a merger between Maitland and Dungog in terms of savings/economies, 

they're going to be minimal.  There are financial risks in the event of a merger.  

The Federal Government financial assistance grant is distribution of State and 

subsequent distribution to councils.  The difference between the two LGAs 45 

equates to about $87 per resident.  So, should the merger proceed after four 

years, the new identities are facing a potential funding loss of $800,000 

per annum. 

 

There will be legacy costs associated with the Council merger currently with 50 
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the Land and Environment Court proceedings underway against Martins 

Creek Quarry, the cost of rehabilitation of landfills, quarries and also for 

preliminary obligations of Council’s current Section 94 plans.  So, calling the 

costs in terms of the merger is going to be much higher than the funding the 

New South Wales Government is providing to the new entity.  The two 5 

councils’ IT systems are different.  The conversion and migration of data will 

be a major challenge.  Whilst Dungog operates under one of the more 

common systems in Australia, Maitland does not. 

 

Communities of interest: compared to Gloucester, Maitland does provide a 10 
more equitable access for the residents on eastern and western sides of the 

Shire.  CityRail link from Dungog through platforms at Wirragulla, Wallarobba, 

Hilldale, Martins Creek and Paterson provides opportunities for residents to 

then convey on to Maitland or beyond.  From a sporting affiliation perspective, 

there are a number of codes that participate against Maitland and other Lower 15 

Hunter areas.  From a health perspective, Allied Health Service including 

community nursing, community health providers at Dungog LGA from East 

Maitland.  Dungog Community Hospital is part of the Hunter New England 

Health Spoke & Hug Model with Maitland Hospital being the hub.   

 20 

Tocal Agricultural College is located on the boundaries of Dungog and 

Maitland Councils with the college holding approximately 1,800 ha of land in 

the Dungog LGA, not rateable, mind you.  Tocal Field Days are an annual 

event attracting over 30,000 people from many local organisations around 

Paterson initially from the fundraising initiatives at the Field Days.  From a 25 

tourism perspective, Council has worked to organise the Steamfest in the past 

with regards to rail trips, the Paterson Rail Motor Society, that's another active 

player in this event. 

 

Dungog Shire, Dungog counts as principal centre within the LGA at the 30 
moment.  In terms of regional infrastructure, high school, hospital, aged care 

facility, there are other distinct communities in the Shire of Clarence Town, 

Paterson and Gresford with differences available in the community.  From an 

urban hierarchy perspective the Urban Centre of Dungog is defined as a 

lower-order urban centre that provides a limited range of goods and services 35 

to the local residents in surrounding areas.   

 

The proximity of the LGA to the local markets of the Lower Hunter is providing 

growth in the Shire.  But, this also introduces an economic leakage from the 

Shire.  With the University of Newcastle in 2004, reports identified that 40 

between 55 and 60 percent of spending by households breached from the 

Shire, it would be reasonable to assume that a leakage would be much higher 

today as a consequence of the growth that Council is witnessing which is 

predominantly in the southern sections of the Shire.  And, with a $380 million 

redevelopment of Green Hills currently underway in East Maitland this would 45 

likely be even more pressure on the local business to survive in the future. 

 

The merger report on page 6 is again incorrect.  Once again, with regards to 

local jobs at the 2011 Sensis Report of 2,064 local jobs with 1,635 filled by 

local residents, Sensis also identified that 3,721 residents were employed, 50 
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according to 56 percent of the Shire’s working population leave the Shire to 

work with 67 percent of them working in the Lower Hunter LGAs.  Maitland 

has 430 of them, Newcastle 422, Port Stephens 337.  The main argument 

against is associated with the rapidly expanding population.  Growth pressure 

is making Council face the daunting challenge of servicing the needs of the 5 

community coupled with the failure of successive New South Wales 

Governments to deliver essential infrastructure and advance the growth.  How 

will the residents of the Dungog LGA who are witnessing a much lower growth 

rate be able to influence the decisions of a much larger entity in regards to 

their local communities? 10 
 

Earlier on, you acknowledged the traditional owners of the land.  Prior to white 

occupation the lands were occupied by the Wonnarua and Worimi peoples 

with the Gringai Tribe being the local inhabitants.  Families in the Dungog 

LGA can link with the first European settlements of the Williams, Paterson and 15 

Allyn Valleys.  Paterson was the third site to date in the Hunter Region from 

behind Newcastle and Maitland.  The first land grant in Dungog was to 

Mr Mackay in 1824 followed by land grants to the Hookes, Chapmans, 

Verges, Dowlings and Myles, present-day town streets named after those 

families.   20 

 

Traditional industries were associated with the land and state-approved 

agriculture is still the most important industry within our Shire today.  Until the 

high school was built in 1972 young students looking towards secondary 

education had to travel to Maitland by train from Dungog or bus from  25 

Gresford.  In context of the attitudes of residents it’s only realistically an 

anecdote as the attitudes of people are different.  Many say the Shire should 

stand alone, however, will not express their view publicly.  Many are parochial 

and feel that the voice of their community will be lost.  Some saw Gloucester 

as a good alternative from a rural perspective.  Some find it would split the 30 
Shire up between Maitland, Port Stephens and Singleton and it’s been the 

thought of some councils in the past.   

 

A good number signed a petition to merge with Port Stephens which, to this 

day, hasn’t seen the light of day as far as I'm aware.  Some are concerned we 35 

could be swallowed up in a much bigger Council and there are some that 

believe that there should only be one Council for the entire Hunter Region.  

From a representation perspective, the Shire has nine councils across three 

wards, Maitland 13 including a popularly-elected Mayor spread across four 

wards.  Working on the basis of the current Local Government Act and 40 

assuming a ward structure would still exist in the new entity, if the merged 

entity, despite the number of electors, the entire Dungog LGA would struggle 

to vote one person onto Council within one ward.   

 

The entire LGA would be part of a much larger ward as one reason why the 45 

Council, in their resolution, determined that if a merger is forced upon the 

Council, as the Council preference that was in the first term of new entity, an 

additional ward be established for the entire LGA so to assist in the transition 

of the two entities and to ensure the core value is kept when you install a new 

entity.  Following on from there, we have a new entity to determine future 50 
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representation and structure going forward.  In the context of staffing, the 

Maitland merger again imposes a scenario with minor workforce.  As I said to 

the last inquiry, 14 of 17 professional technical staff commute in the Shire 

every day but the level of distrust at the moment in the context of two different 

merger proposals and potentially a third, there’s a lot of my people having to 5 

look around for other jobs. 

 

In summary, I’ll just close off with this.  The Council has revisited their position 

with regards to the last rounds of proposals it needs for the Government.  It is 

still the Council’s preferred option to stand alone.  However, they do recognise 10 
the Government’s intentions arising out of the Fit for the Future Program.  It is 

clearly evident the general assets derived from the Dungog LGA, the extent of 

which to achieve the New South Wales Government’s benchmarks as Council 

calculated to 13 percent per annum over the six years.  This, however, would 

not provide the Council with the scale and capacity to meet all the obligations 15 

that the State Government is imposing on Council.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Thank you, Craig.  Thank you very much for that detailed presentation.  In 

terms of volume, is that landing at the back now, just in terms of that 

presentation?  That’s working?  If not, just indicate and we’ll try to sort some 

things out, hopefully deal with the feedback issue as well.  Speaker number 2, 20 

John Connors?  John?  Speakers, too, if it’s too hard to get through the rabbit 

wire do you want to come forward when you're anticipating your piece, that 

might be useful.  Thank you.  Thanks, John. 

John: Thank you.  My name is John Connors and I'm a resident of the Dungog 

Shire.  So, there is insufficient time today to deal with all of the 11 matters 25 

listed in Section 263(3) of the Local Government Act which you are required 

to consider.  I’ll deal with all of them in my subsequent written submission. 

Ian: Thank you. 

John: The Dungog LGA must be the subject of an amalgamation or boundary 

adjustment.  Of this, the evidence is clear.  The decision, therefore is with 30 

whom?  This is the second occasion on which a Dungog/Maitland proposal 

has been put forward.  On the last occasion it was opposed by Dungog 

Council with the Mayor being extremely critical of the Maitland Councillors for 

having the audacity to support the proposal.  Whilst Maitland did support it at 

the last minute to protect funds from the Government they then very 35 

successfully lobbied to ensure that it did not happen and we then had the 

Dungog/Gloucester proposal which you inquired into. 

 

Whilst this inquiry is considering only the proposal to merge Dungog and 

Maitland LGAs you are of course required to take into account under Section 40 

263(3)(f) of the Local Government Act such other factors as you consider 

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

existing and proposed new areas.  There is an alternative which is viable and 

is sought by the community and that is the merger of Dungog and Port 

Stephens LGAs.  You will hear more of this from other speakers.  As you’ve 45 

heard, Morrison Low were engaged to examine the Dungog/Maitland proposal 
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on a prior occasion.  They prepared a report titled, “Revised Merger Business 

Case for Maitland and Dungog Councils” in November 2015 and I give you a 

copy of that report. 

Ian: Thank you. 

John: You will see that the report states in the Executive Summary on page 2, “This 5 

report finds that the merger of Maitland/Dungog would not result in financial 

savings and produce a range of impacts on the councils and their 

communities.  The overall MPV identifies a net cost of 9.3 million from the 

merger.  If an infrastructure grant of 5 million is received and is applied to 

infrastructure renewals then the MPV of the cost will reduce to 4.95 million.  10 
However, we understand that any infrastructure grant is more likely to be used 

to fund a capital project in Dungog which is not in a current long-term financial 

plan”.   

 

I won’t read it all due to time but they then go on to say that Dungog 15 

ratepayers will face significant rate increases which will see their rates double 

over the first four years, 2017 to 2020.  They then highlight that the proposed 

merger fails to deliver a financial benefit and detail their reasons.  On 

page 13, they again deal with rates and they highlight that there will be 

different rate scenarios with respect to both LGAs.  They then say that the 20 

assumption that they make has been made for the purpose of the rates 

options model that any additional rates revenue required to make the merged 

Council financially sustainable is met by Dungog ratepayers and rates for 

Maitland will remain as proposed if the Maitland long-term financial plan and 

approved special rate variation.   25 

 

Sir, that analysis is in complete contrast with what you will hear later today 

with respect to Dungog and Port Stephens LGAs.  The residents of Maitland, 

led by their Local Member, have organised a petition opposing the proposed 

merger and they anticipate, the media release says, obtaining 1,000 30 

signatures to enable it to be debated in Parliament.  Sir, the proposed merger 

with Maitland is not the answer.  There is no resolution for Dungog Shire 

Council to support such a proposal.  You may hear from some Councillors 

that they support such a proposal but it is not the decision of Council, it is not 

something on which the community’s views have been sought.  And, any 35 

views expressed by those Councillors, I suggest, are their own personal 

views. 

 

Sir, there is an alternative and I ask you to recommend against this proposal 

to facilitate that alternative to be considered.  Thank you. 40 

Facilitator: Thank you, John.  Speaker number 3, Lisa Gowing.  We’ll need some water 

up here too. 

Lisa: Dr Tiley, Lisa Gowing.  I’m a resident just outside Dungog town.  I only have 

time to address one of the matters that you're required to consider today so 

I've chosen to address Section 263(3)(d), the attitude of residents and 45 

ratepayers of the areas concerned.  I’d like to say to you that this has been a 
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very difficult time for residents of this Shire, both because of what the 

Government has done and not done and what our Council has done and not 

done.  I would also like to say to you that we have a wonderful community 

here.  We have a very small population and yet look at the people who have 

come along today and the interest – they already fronted up eight weeks ago 5 

and now they're back here again today.   

 

Eight weeks ago was a proposal out of left field from the State Government, 

no investigation, no business case and certainly no support from councils or 

the residents and a week after that hearing two petitions with almost 1,000 10 
signatures were sent to the State Government from this Shire with residents 

requesting to be merged, to be this side of the Shire, the Williams Valley to be 

merged with Port Stephens Council, and as you heard from the last speaker, 

the Government has just sat on that and done nothing.  Two weeks after that 

the Port Stephens Council with whom our small informal group of ratepayers 15 

had been talking and I hesitate to say negotiating because we are so small 

but they themselves put the proposal to the Government to merge with 

Dungog.   

 

I don't know what other councils are doing but I think it’s quite exceptional that 20 

the residents of this Shire and an adjoining Shire both want to participate in 

this Government process.  Both have looked at the situation and both have 

said, “Well, we would make great merger partners” and I think that this is quite 

exceptional.  We’re working with the Government.  We understand what 

they're trying to do.  And, we've come together to make a very good proposal 25 

and it is really upsetting that the Government has shelved it and not done 

anything with it. 

 

I then come to our Council and I'm going to have to depart a bit from what I 

was going to say because I was told when I arrived that our Councillors, 30 
having decided in June 2013, that’s 2013, that they would stand alone and 

having confirmed that at the last Council meeting in March – that’s only two 

and a half/three weeks ago – that they still wanted to stand alone I understand 

that some of those Councillors are today going to suggest that merging with 

Maitland is a good idea.   35 

 

Now, in this whole period there has been one public meeting called by our 

Council.  It was held in four locations around the Shire but the point of the 

meeting was for a representative from Morrison Low to explain why a merger 

with Maitland was such a bad idea.  They held that meeting in four places.  I 40 

went to the Dungog one.  I understand that that had the biggest attendance 

and that the other meetings in Gresford, Paterson and Clarence Town had 

fairly small attendances.  We were not consulted.  The man from Morrison 

Low and the Mayor told us what a bad idea merging with Maitland was and 

there were a few questions, the Dungog meeting got cut short because one of 45 

the attendees at the meeting got a bit upset so the meeting was closed down. 

 

So, my point in saying all this is that we have not been consulted.  At that one 

meeting that was held in August last year, seven weeks after the stand-alone 

proposal went into IPART, we were told what the Council had done.  We were 50 
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told what our Councillors have decided.  We were never, at any stage, 

consulted, given alternatives and I refer you, Dr Tiley, to the guidelines issued 

by IPART and also the guidelines from the Local Government Association.  

So, they could well have consulted but they didn’t.  So, I'm going to have to 

jump a lot.  Our group held two meetings here last week with the Port 5 

Stephens Council, 85 at one meeting, 50 at the other meeting, overwhelming 

support for the proposal to merge with Port Stephens.   

 

I’ll just have to jump back to my conclusion.  The ill feeling – and I will hand 

you a list of statements made by various people – the ill feeling in Maitland 10 
towards merging with Dungog is very significant.  They don’t want their money 

used to prop us up and for amalgamation to work both sides need to see a 

benefit.  Both sides need to approach it with cooperation and goodwill.  And, 

that is not something that is happening here.  I would ask you, Dr Tiley, to 

consider very carefully that all of the things that are wrong with Maitland are 15 

right with Port Stephens.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Lisa.  We might have to get you to do all the presentations 

because for whatever reason the feedback demon is afraid of you.  There’s 

something going on there that’s very valuable.  Speaker number 4, Wayne 

Wallis.  Wayne? 20 

Wayne: Thank you.  And, thank you, Delegate, for the opportunity to address today’s 

public inquiry.  Before I start off, I too would like to acknowledge the traditional 

owners of the land on which we meet today and pay my respects to the 

elders, past and present.  I'm here representing the people of Port Stephens 

to speak against the merger proposal between Dungog and Maitland Council 25 

in favour of what we believe is a far, far better proposal and that is to merge 

Dungog Shire with Port Stephens Council which we humbly request that you 

give consideration to under that last point under Section 263, “Other Factors” 

and address that in your report to the Minister. 

 30 

At the outset, I would just like to reiterate that Port Stephens Council has been 

a strong supporter of the New South Wales Local Government Reform 

Agenda and has been an active participant in a whole range of mechanisms.  

We understand that we have a part to play for the betterment of the region 

and Local Government as a whole and while it is the preferred position of Port 35 

Stephens Council to remain as a stand-alone Local Government Authority, 

having previously been designated under the Government’s criteria as Fit for 

the Future, if a merger is unavoidable, and it appears that that may well be the 

case, then a merger between Port Stephens and Dungog Shire stands to 

deliver more benefits to our combined communities than current proposals put 40 

forward by the State Government which you’ve previously mentioned. 

 

So, Port Stephens Council, as you’ve heard from previous speakers, has 

initiated a merger proposal and it has been submitted to the Minister for Local 

Government.  We heard as of yesterday afternoon that that proposal has 45 

been progressed through the Minister’s office and it is now with the CEO of 

the Office of Local Government for him to progress.  I'm not sure at what pace 

but that’s the official line.  We will be presenting a detailed submission, I've 
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got a copy here, but we’ll be tabling that when we lodge our formal 

submission which goes through all the various criteria under Section 263.  

But, just in some of the four minutes or five minutes I've got left, I’d just like to 

address a few brief issues. 

 5 

So, first of all, a merger proposal between Port Stephens and Dungog Shire is 

more affordable than current proposals put forward.  Our business case that 

was put together by Morrison Low shows that there is a cost and that cost is a 

net present value of some $2.4 million over the nine years, and I think we 

heard earlier that the Maitland/Dungog proposal is around the $5 million over 10 
the nine years.  Port Stephens and its community do consider it a worthwhile 

investment in our local communities, our local people, our local jobs and the 

Local Government sector as a whole.  It is our view the Dungog Shire 

residents are substantially more aligned to Port Stephens than the Maitland 

City and in that case, that organisation being probably more largely urbanised 15 

than Port Stephens.   

 

There are strong communities of interest already in place between Port 

Stephens and Dungog Shire, in particular, as we heard, from the petition from 

the Williams Valley residents, particularly in the townships of Dungog and 20 

Clarence Town and there are very many similarities and very like-type 

communities with similar disbursed settlement patterns and aligned population 

profile and a whole range of other areas that really do designate.  The two 

communities are very, very much alike.  There is significant cohesion between 

our Local Government Authorities.  The Williams River, Paterson River and 25 

the various tributaries and the Hunter River shape both Local Government 

areas as we heard from the General Manager of Dungog, historically and 

geographically.  So, there are very strong links. 

  

Both councils have significant areas of rural land, a lot of State National Parks 30 
and sensitive environmental land which we have the expertise to be able to 

manage appropriately.  Both councils share various State agencies and 

various others from the Port Stephens Police Local Area Command, the 

Lower Hunter Emergency Management Committee, Rural Fire Service, the 

Lower Hunter zone, Lower Bushfire Management Committee membership, 35 

et cetera, et cetera.  There’s a whole range of organisations that service both 

organisations.   

 

Over 1,000 Dungog Shire residents which represents, I think, approximately 

14 percent of the Shire population from Dungog, have signed a petition, as 40 

we've heard, to join with Port Stephens Council and that’s now to fall to 

Government.  So, we’re aware of strong community support voice in a series 

of community meetings which were held last week at Dungog and at Gresford 

where there is a lot of support for a proposed merger between Port Stephens 

and Dungog.   45 

 

Port Stephens, in its own community surveys, drew many either anecdotal or 

verbatim comments that a merger with the Dungog Shire would be far more 

likely than what was proposed between Port Stephens and Newcastle City.  A 

merger between Port Stephens and Dungog Councils would deliver significant 50 
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benefits to residents in the way services are delivered, which are very similar.  

We would build on those similarities and there are a range of services that are 

shared between our two councils now.  In addition, the Dungog residents 

would benefit from Council’s approach to how it manages to control its 

infrastructure and the Port Stephens’s strong financial position would certainly 5 

add to a positive impact for the infrastructure within Dungog. 

 

Probably, just to summarise, in closing, I’d just like to say that Port Stephens 

and its community have directly and through surveys and through polls 

expressed a strong support for a merger between the two LGAs.  If Local 10 
Government reform is to be genuine and meaningful, merger partners need to 

be a good match with strong community support.  We certainly consider a 

merger between Port Stephens and Dungog to be a good match and one that 

should be given due consideration in your report to the Government.  So, 

thank you, Mr Delegate. 15 

Female: Excuse me, Mr Chair.  Is it possible, if he’s got more to say, that we have a 

show of hands if he needs to stay longer? 

Ian: No.  This is my meeting. 

Female: Right. 

Ian: Okay.  Not Ian’s.  I’d like to continue to hear the delegates and later on we 20 

might get to the point of other speakers.  Okay. 

Female: Thank you. 

Ian: Thanks very much for that. 

Facilitator: Thanks very much.  Thanks, Wayne.   

Ian: Wayne, can I ask, when was your proposal submitted to the Minister?  When 25 

was your Council resolution? 

Wayne: Going back a month or more.   

Ian: A month?  Okay.  Is that when the media was saying that’s your 

get-out-of-gaol ticket?  Was that about that time?   

Wayne: It might’ve been. 30 

Ian: Okay.  Thank you. 

Wayne: I can let you know. 

Ian: Yeah.  Thanks.  I’d like to know that. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Speaker number 5, Brian Farmer? 

Brian: Good afternoon, all.  My name is Brian Farmer.  I'm the President of the 35 

Clarence Town and District Progress Association and a resident of the 
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Dungog Shire.  Delegate, most of my comments will be directed to what I 

hope will be included in Item 11 in your report.  When we last met we were 

addressing a potential Dungog and Gloucester Shires merger and I'm sure 

that you as Delegate got the very clear message that that proposal was both 

unworkable and not desired by residents in either Shire.  Dungog residents 5 

voted with their feet.  We've heard the figure of 14 percent of the population – 

I’ve converted that to 30 percent of the enrolled electors excluding kids – then 

requested they add Port Stephens Shire by way of a boundary change.  The 

proposed merger of Dungog and Maitland LGAs is a little bit more complex.   

 10 
The original pre-Gloucester/Dungog merger proposal was between two 

councils each then assessed as being unfit.  They were not supported 

by either Council in the end, determined by Morrison Low, the adviser to 

both councils on that merger to be not beneficial or synergistic to either 

Council.  The process got somewhat hijacked by the Local Members 15 

and Maitland Council lobbying of Macquarie Street at that time and 

further hijacked by the consequent proposed Dungog/Gloucester merger.  

The Dungog/Maitland proposal, in my view, should’ve been doomed then.  

But, the Gloucester/Taree/Great Lakes proposal has meant that it’s now back 

on the agenda and that’s what we’re here for today.   20 

 

The previous issues against the Dungog/Maitland merger still stand but are 

now further exacerbated by Maitland Council’s reaffirmation of still not wanting 

to join with Dungog, Maitland Council’s public questioning as to why it should 

have to carry Dungog, the Local Member and some of the Maitland Council 25 

members seeking to petition the New South Wales Government against such 

a merger and both councils still not seeing any benefit in such a merger.  But, 

there is an alternative and that’s the merger between Dungog and Port 

Stephens. 

 30 
Port Stephens Council is particularly strong in all areas which I won’t go 

through now but we will cover in our submission on Friday week.  The 

residents of Dungog Shire see benefit in such a merger and overwhelmingly 

want to join Port Stephens.  As I mentioned, some 30 percent of enrolled 

electors have so evidenced that support via their request to the Minister for a 35 

boundary change.  Port Stephens Council has indicated that it sees long term 

benefit in such a merger.  It wants to join with Dungog Shire and has formally 

resolved via which request to the Minister and the Port Stephens Council 

Mayor, some of its Councillors and its General Manager have presented at 

meetings at Dungog and Gresford.  40 

 

The boundary and merger requests from Port Stephens Council have been 

referred to the Minister which he advises have already been referred to the 

Office of Local Government Chief Executive for examination and report.  As 

the GM said, where that process will go, we don’t know.  I want to quote from 45 

part of an email from a Dungog Councillor who attended the Dungog meeting 

with Port Stephens Council.  As most of you know I attended the Dungog 

meeting last night and found it very informative and professionally run.  Since 

that time I've nearly had my hand and arm shaken off by locals thanking me 

for attending.  This is quite some change, relief and pleasure from normally 50 
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going downtown and being abused for roadworks, potholes, et cetera.  You 

get the drift.   

 

I have found overwhelming support locally for a Port Stephens merger.  Many 

residents on the Paterson, Allyn Valley side of Dungog Shire who may initially 5 

have been fence-sitters as to whether they wanted to go to Port Stephens, 

Maitland or even singleton have now publicly stated that joining with Port 

Stephens is a no-brainer and that the community should do everything within 

its power to push for that merger and oppose either Gloucester which is now 

finished business or Maitland. 10 
 

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

you get a very clear understanding that the Dungog/Maitland merger should 

not be on.  There’s not much logic for it, there’s not much support for it and 

there are no benefits for anyone.  A Port Stephens merger is logical, 15 

supported by our communities and has benefit to both areas.  As I finished 

in my previous presentation to you on the Gloucester proposal I would ask 

you to please report away, forward to Government that supports the 

Dungog/Port Stephens merger instead of the Dungog/Maitland merger.  

Thank you. 20 

Facilitator: Thanks, Bryan.  Speaker number 6, Ronald Elliott?  Speaker 6, Ronald?  

Speaker number 7, Philip Penfold?  Philip? 

Philip: Good afternoon, Dr Tiley.  Thank you for your time to meet with us today.  I’d 

like to acknowledge the presence of Mayor Johnston and General Managers 

Deasey, Wallis and Evans who are also here with us today.  I'm not here to 25 

speak on behalf of Maitland Council but I am a Maitland Councillor. I’d just like 

to make that clear from the start.  I'm speaking as an individual.  I’ve been a 

councillor of Maitland City Council for the past eight years, a lifelong resident 

of the Hunter Valley, but part of a family that’s in the Dungog Shire from way 

back in the early 1800s.   30 

 

While I stand by the merger concerns that Maitland Council has and continues 

to express, I'm not here today to seek to influence your recommendation 

regarding whether to support a merger or not.  I expect that the Council 

submission and presentation tomorrow will adequately cover those details.  I 35 

expect that the Minister is likely to seek to continue to deal with a merger that 

will involve Dungog.  What I'm doing is looking beyond any proclamation of a 

new council and I’d like to speak to you particularly about the representation 

point of the 11 points that you are required to consider.   

 40 

This Shire may be few in number relative to Maitland but it is rich in obviously 

its people and its importance to our region.  As you would no doubt know, 

from Maitland’s perspective, if we were to merge, the new Council would be 

600 times the size – 600 percent, sorry – 600 percent the size of the current 

Maitland Council, yet it will only add 11 percent to its population.  I’d advocate 45 

for a Council that has 13 Councillors in four wards.  One of those wards, in my 

opinion, should be the entirety of the current Dungog Shire, though I believe it 

should be equitably represented in an equal proportion of the population of 
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the Newcastle area, I would suggest that it would need to also include 

perhaps a suburb or two of the northern part of the current Maitland to take it 

up to that percentage of population.   

 

Having 13 Councillors over four wards would increase the prospect in my 5 

opinion of having at least one Councillor from the current Shire be part of the 

new Council after we heard earlier the concerns that as a prospect of being 

only 11 percent of the population that there be none.  I believe 13 Councillors 

over four wards would make it most likely that we could achieve that outcome, 

to have proper representation.  As I said, it wouldn’t, in my opinion, be 10 
appropriate to give the Shire an artificially-inflated number of councils as it will 

be imbalanced and unfair to other suburbs of the new Council.   

 

Further, I believe the new Council will need 13 Councillors due to increased 

travel by the increased numbers of constituents it represents and to ensure 15 

that we’re not stuck with an adversarial Government versus Opposition type of 

Council which may occur if you were to have four or five wards of two 

Councillors each because it’s worth noting that Maitland currently has political 

parties and I believe more political parties that will play a part in the new 

Council that currently Maitland has.  In the previous time of Council Maitland 20 

had Labor, Liberal, Green candidates contest and had Labor/Liberal 

Councillors elected.   

 

I see no reason why that wouldn’t be different and I suspect that contrary to 

what the people of Dungog are used to, the new Council will give them that 25 

option.  They will understand they have a proud history of supporting 

Independent to have a Labor and Liberal elected.  If we have wards that only 

have two from each ward I fear that you will end up with a lot of direct 

opposition, an adversarial Government versus Opposition type of scenario.  

Though I believe it would be inappropriate to give an inflated representation 30 
based on population, having a full complement of Local Government Council 

Officers here onsite in Dungog will help to ensure that issues in this part of the 

new Council will be well addressed. 

 

I recommend that any new Council also form a local representative committee 35 

and I would hope that these types of things might be able to be mentioned in 

Section 11 of your report, a local representative committee which would 

regularly report, be reported to the Council in its business papers.  This would 

help overcome any lack of Councillor representation from the Shire.  A new 

council would not only need to continue with a full complement of staff based 40 

in Dungog but it should ensure, the new Council should ensure that the 

Council meetings are periodically held in the Shire.  With regard to land rates 

it’s important to note that Dungog’s land rates are notably lower as you heard 

earlier.   

 45 

Tough and unpopular decisions have been made in Council, in Maitland 

Council, in the past to make it financially fit.  I think it’s obviously important, as 

has been suggested earlier, that a two-tiered system be in place for a period 

of time.  That’s not something sustainable long-term into the future.  

Obviously, there needs to be equity across a new council but initially to get to 50 
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a point of equity will need time.  I also agree with the Council of Dungog that 

the current proposal of freezing rates in Dungog in those first four years could 

lead to a point where the disparity is even greater four years down the track.   

 

In closing, I’d suggest that the report also make comment to the limitations of 5 

a $5 million, one-off infrastructure grant.  I would suggest much more is 

needed.  $10 million would be a much more appropriate figure.  Dr Tiley, 

thank you for your time today.  I’d ask that your report give consideration to 

these points and importantly to the needs of the people of Maitland and 

importantly Dungog.  Thank you. 10 

Facilitator: Thanks very much, Philip.  I'm always impressed by somebody who can read 

a speech off a mobile phone.  I wish my eyes were that good.  Speaker 

number 8, Linda?  Linda Bowden?  Linda? 

Linda: Thank you.  Dr Tiley, residents, my name is Linda Bowden.  I am speaking 

as an individual but I'm also a Councillor for Dungog Shire Council.  The 15 

main arguments used in the past for the retention of small councils across 

New South Wales have been the desire to keep Government local to 

maintain public interest and participation, potential and compatibility between 

urban and rural areas and a desire for local democracy.  I have always 

believed it was in the interests of this rural Council to be able to stand alone 20 

with appropriate Government support.  This should be a given for any 

community.   

 

Dungog Shire Council has a long-established local identity and there are 

concerns amongst our residents that amalgamating with a larger neighbour 25 

will lead to a situation where locals will not get the attention that they deserve.  

So, any thought of amalgamation should be taken seriously by both our 

residents and our Delegate.  We know from the academic literature that 

amalgamations generally don’t meet expectations.  Research also shows that 

there can be significant loss of local identity.  Amalgamations in Queensland, 30 

for example, in 2008 showed that while ever there were successes a lot of 

local, smaller communities grew more passionate about getting their shires 

back, claiming a loss of service delivery and local identity. 

 

Our Council originally rightly objected the business proposal for a merger with 35 

Maitland as set out by Morrison Low because it demonstrated a merger with 

Maitland City Council was not in the best interests of Dungog Shire Council or 

its communities, particularly this related to the inability to make Fit for the 

Future benchmarks, the vastly different service levels which would pose a 

significant threat to the financial success of a merger, the environmental, 40 

social and economic costs and the projected poor financial performance of a 

merged council which would place an ongoing financial burden on its 

communities. 

 

I therefore support Dungog Shire Council’s first recommendation at its March 45 

2016 Ordinary Council Meeting that its preferred position is to stand alone 

with appropriate funding and special rate variation.  Although in my 

submission I have addressed the relevant factors under 263(3) of the Local 
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Government Act for the merger proposal between Maitland and Dungog, in 

this brief time I’d like to concentrate, similarly to the last Councillor from 

Maitland, what might need to happen within each of these factors if the 

Government forced an amalgamation between the two entities and I've done 

this to emphasise that it’s not simply about a decision or recommendation 5 

about an amalgamation, it’s also about the ramifications and impacts that 

decision may have on two communities, particularly a smaller, rural 

community.   

 

So, some of these essential impacts are or aspects are that the four-year rate 10 
moratorium be removed to lessen the longer-term financial implications to the 

new entity and to enable equity to be achieved within the future of adding 

structure for the broader community, that a transition process be planned for 

and implemented to ensure that the values of the Dungog Shire community 

are preserved and not diluted, that additional funding outside that presently 15 

stipulated by Governments for mergers be considered in order that the new 

entity has reasonable prospects of success, that strategies be implemented to 

protect the aspects that Dungog Shire Council residents value including their 

rural vision for the area protection of heritage features, scenic qualities and 

waterways.   20 

 

This would mean having timelines for preserving legislation such as LEPs and 

community strategic plans.  That the new entity has increased Councillor 

numbers during the transition stage which could be a typical election period, 

that is, four years, maintaining a ward structure with DSC as the new ward 25 

and retaining three Councillors from DSC would have a number of benefits 

including assisting the new Council in developing the knowledge base of all 

wards, supporting constituents through an increase in Council population and 

ensuring that ratepayers’ needs are met through change. 

 30 
After a transition period it would be envisaged that Councillor numbers would 

revert to legislative requirements, that strategies be put in place and planned 

for to accommodate the complexity of the varying service levels between the 

two councils which would otherwise pose a potential threat to the success of 

the new entity, that if there were a synthesising of a number of service roles, 35 

that this process not threaten the valuable work that external NGOs perform 

within the Dungog area, that a focus for employment be maintained and 

obligations under the appropriate Acts be adhered to, that the DSC 

administration building with its staff be retained. 

 40 

The 13 3.5 committees which currently support the ongoing function and 

operation of halls and sporting events be continued.  And, I could go on 

continually.  When two unequal-sized councils merge there is always a 

danger that it’s seen that it’s not a merger or a blend but a takeover.  Our 

dealings with Maitland City Council over an extended period of time 45 

demonstrate that if a forced amalgamation was to take place they have a 

commitment to working with Dungog Council as a partner in order to preserve 

the aspects that we as residents value.   

 

They chose us as a merger partner, if need be, and have this as a standing 50 
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motion.  Maitland City Council has a strong record of good transparent 

governance.  I therefore would also support working with Maitland City 

Council as a merger partner if a forced amalgamation were to take place.  

Just finally, there’s been a lot of misinformation put into our community around 

the merger proposals.  And, I don’t believe that the majority of our community 5 

do want a merger with Port Stephens.   

 

I’d like to just, in conclusion, read to you an email I got last night where a 

resident has put in a submission to the Boundary Review.  “I have lived in 

Gresford for 23 years and become part of the local community” and she goes 10 
on to say what committees she’s been involved in.  “We moved here to be on 

a larger property which allows the feeling of space but we've found a great 

sense of community as a major benefit.  My concerns are the following: 

 

 A larger Council area would mean the fringes of the Council area will be 15 

forgotten. 

 The community feel will be left behind without any local event being 

returned to the major town in the Council area.” 

So, I do support stand-alone but if there is a forced amalgamation I support it 

with Maitland City Council and I do that for numerous reasons.  I'm happy to 20 

share those with individuals who are genuinely interested in those reasons 

and I’ll put those reasons forward to the Delegate and other appropriate 

Members of Government. 

Facilitator: Thanks.  Thanks, Linda, for a different view.  Speaker number 9, I think it is.  

Kate Murphy?  Is that right?   25 

Kate: Thank you.  Hi, Dr Tiley, and thank you for talking to my community.  My 

name is Kate Murphy.  I'm a resident of Dungog, Dungog Shire.  I've lived 

here since 1995.  My husband, Jim Norris, and I moved our business to 

Dungog back then.  It was a thriving business and the reason that we moved 

to Dungog was because we found Dungog Council at the time, the Councillors 30 

and the staff to be enormously proactive and very motivated to getting 

businesses in town as much as they could.  That was in 1995.  Back then I 

would've opposed an amalgamation out of hand.  I would've thought it was 

ridiculous.  But, we’re in 2016.  Times have changed.  Service delivery has 

dropped off.  And, I recognise that that’s due in large part to red tape that’s 35 

been generated by State and Federal Government and simply by a lack of 

resources within the Council area.  But, you have to face facts and I've come 

to the realisation that we probably do need to amalgamate. 

 

So, I thought about the Maitland amalgamation idea.  My mum always said, 40 

“You’ve got to say something good about something” so I looked for the good 

side of it.  I found two good things to do with the Maitland amalgamation.  

Firstly, it’s less ridiculous than the Gloucester amalgamation idea and 

secondly that I believe it would be more sustainable than the stand-alone 

option.  They're the two good things.  My objection to a Maitland 45 

amalgamation is basically that Maitland is a city and the residents of Dungog 
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have chosen to live in a rural community.  Now, I grew up in a city and I chose 

to live here.  People that were born in Dungog have chosen to stay here 

because they like this rural community that we’re in.  People that have moved 

here have moved here because they want to live in a rural community. 

 5 

There’s nothing wrong with Maitland wanting to be a city but they have a 

different vision to the residents of Dungog Shire.  In the words of Dennis 

Denuto, “It would be the vibe, I suppose” but it’s real.  And, I think that's 

something that really needs to be taken into consideration.  The other issue is 

that there’s been a lot of hostility.  You know, Maitland did oppose the 10 
amalgamation with Dungog as Dungog opposed the amalgamation with 

Maitland but there’s still a lot of opposition to it in Maitland.  There’s stuff all 

over Facebook, all over social media, all over the news about how Dungog 

would be a burden and I don’t think that’s something that we’d move on from 

quickly.   15 

 

I think Dungog would be seen as a burden that had dragged down Maitland 

Shire and I think it would take us a really long time to get past that, and I think 

it makes the whole idea of an amalgamation less likely to succeed and I’m 

assuming that the State Government has put us through all of this because 20 

they actually want the amalgamations to succeed.  So, if you want to a 

successful amalgamation I think you need to look at those sorts of issues, as 

to whether there’s something that’s going to get in the way and I think the 

hostility probably will.   

 25 

I guess in an analogy you can see an amalgamation as a shotgun wedding 

and a shotgun wedding is hard enough if everyone wants to get married but if 

one was being dragged down the aisle unwillingly there’s a lot less chance it’s 

going to work.  But, I guess my biggest objection to the Maitland 

amalgamation is that I honestly believe that there’s a better alternative out 30 
there.  A number of people have already spoken about the Port Stephens 

option.  I don’t believe it’s been explored thoroughly because we haven't had 

a chance to do it.  We haven't been given the opportunity and it’s something 

that I would really like us to have the opportunity to explore in the future. 

 35 

On the face of it, it appears that Port Stephens is better-resourced to cover 

the cost of amalgamation with Dungog and to address our infrastructure 

backlog that we’re all aware of.  I was at the meeting in Dungog last week that 

the Port Stephens people were there at and it’s pretty obvious that they have 

the resources and that they're able to cover it and that they don’t see us as a 40 

burden.  Are you checking to see if he’s agreeing with that? 

Ian: No.  No.  No. 

Kate: But, the really biggest thing - - - 

Ian: I'm just wondering whether he was still here to hear it, that’s all. 

Kate: Yes.  The biggest thing is that Port Stephens sees an advantage in 45 

amalgamating with Dungog, so there’s actually goodwill to make an 
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amalgamation work.  And, yeah, look, we all heard the dodge-the-bullet 

suggestion.  I agree.  I understand that they don’t want to amalgamate with 

Newcastle and I understand if that wasn’t on the agenda maybe they wouldn’t 

be looking at Dungog.  I don’t care.  What I see is that there is goodwill from 

Port Stephens’s side to amalgamate with Dungog and I think that’s really 5 

important to make an amalgamation go through successfully.   

 

I think Port Stephens also has more in common with Dungog, has a similar 

collection of individual communities.  Many of them are rural communities 

similar to Dungog and they have similar experiences working with the National 10 
Parks that we have.  There are already tourism connections existing between 

Port Stephens’s and Dungog’s.  Apparently, there’s a walk out there that’s an 

ocean to the mountains walk that could be brought up again if we could get 

funding for it and that could be a great way to really kick off a new Shire.   

 15 

So, that’s all I wanted to say.  Like I said, it’s about listening to the community.  

I don’t actually think we've been listened to terribly well up ‘til now.  I wasn’t 

able to be at the last meeting against Gloucester because I was working.  I'm 

really glad to see you here and glad to see so many members of my 

community here as well.  Thank you. 20 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Speaker number 10, Wolf Skafte-Zauss?  Wolf? 

Wolf: My name is Wolf Skafte-Zauss and I live in Hilldale and I'm speaking as a 

resident and as the President of the Dungog Mountain Bike Club called 

MTB Dungog.  Thank you, Dr Tiley, for this opportunity to put forward my 

submission opposing the merger between Dungog and Maitland.  I’ve been a 25 

resident and a business operator in Dungog since 2006.  In my opinion, the 

State Government is on the right track to reduce the number of councils, to 

make sure that all councils are financially viable into the future to deliver great 

services to their residents.   

 30 

I am concerned an amalgamation between Dungog and Maitland will not 

deliver great services to Dungog and it’s unclear if Maitland is in a financial 

position to support us.  Overall, I think Dungog and Maitland are a poor fit 

because Maitland has informed our Council that they will not be able to afford 

to address our infrastructure backlog.  Dungog is a rural shire with pocketed 35 

communities.  We have individual identities.  And, Maitland is a city council.  

Tourism is important to both councils but Maitland’s focus is on its city 

precinct while at Dungog our focus is on our rural and National Parks and 

outdoor kinds of activities.  And, I believe together with Port Stephens who 

have similar kinds of activities we could expand those.   40 

 

Maitland likes and supports the urban sprawl, something that would destroy 

our rural surrounds which attracts our visitors into Dungog.  And, the most 

compelling issue for me is the residents of Maitland Council do not want to 

merge with us.  Indeed, Maitland’s residents are currently starting a petition to 45 

oppose the merger with Dungog, I believe.  I attended the public meeting in 

Gresford where Port Stephens Council outlined how they see it would work 

between our two areas.  The presentations were very detailed and outlined, 
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all areas under consideration for amalgamation.  The Senior Managers and 

Councillors from Port Stephens took questions and answered them in a calm 

and articulate manner, something we’re not always used to in Dungog. 

 

This is also supported by a petition, as we've heard several times, over 5 

1,000 signatures saying that we prefer to merge with Port Stephens as 

opposed to Gloucester and Maitland.  I am personally ready to dance with 

Port Stephens and believe this would deliver great services to us as residents 

and help support our efforts to make Dungog the mountain bike destination 

for New South Wales.  Thank you for the opportunity for me to speak here 10 
today because I think we’re at a very important crossroads for our community.  

And, I’m also encouraged by the Morrison Low report that suggests that a 

merger between Port Stephens and Dungog will be of benefit to both their 

communities and I believe that one might be with you now as well.  Thank you 

very much. 15 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thank you all.  That was very easy to hear that presentation as 

well.  Thank you.  Speaker number 11, Danny Mackay?  Thanks, Danny. 

Danny: Thank you.  That feedback, Doctor, it’s terrible isn't it?  Can I ask you, have 

you ever lived in a rural city or are you a city dweller? 

Ian: I have never lived in a city. 20 

Danny: Okay.   

Ian: I've been a farmer.  I come from Merriwa, Taree, Maclean.  Okay. 

Danny: I think it’s good to know that background interest in the rural life.  There’s a 

line about councils being like dentists.  You only deal with them when you're 

forced to and when you do you can always expect pain.  This appears to be in 25 

direct contrast to the Port Stephens Council approach which clearly works 

hard to enhance the experience for its ratepayers.  Reacting as a ratepayer 

and occasional community volunteer, the Port Stephens case is compelling on 

a wide number of fronts, not the least that it’s in the black and it’s willing to 

share its prosperity along with a strong customer focus in areas like building 30 

development and Councillor services in general.   

 

The proactive destination Port Stephens initiative would provide a very 

welcome interface to tourism in our Shire.  Apart from our recent rodeo or 

‘ro-day-o,’ depending where you come from which proved how much of a 35 

reflection of family country life here works for a wide audience there has been 

little significance since the heyday of the film festival a few years back, the 

Mumford & Sons concert which was an initiative by themselves and the 

amazing National Tractor Convention.  The venues and concepts in attracting 

real revenue and industry opportunity need developing and the key factor is 40 

that there is little standard accommodation, nothing of merit for backpackers 

and no caravan facilities.  So, the hope of developing that with Port Stephens 

is quite a big prospect. 

 

I should also highlight the superior race analysis in favour of Port Stephens’s 45 
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solution over Maitland when the fact that pro rata the Shire here would get two 

representatives on a new Council.  I'm a bit unclear about how that works in 

the Maitland merger but listening to the gentleman a moment ago it didn’t 

sound too good.  So, a big tick for Port Stephens and it’s the ‘customer’s 

always right’ can-do attitude and a head-scratch for Maitland which really 5 

reflects an ugly urban sprawl, hundreds of McMansions, shopping centres and 

fast food outlets. 

 

Most key to this is the fact that they don’t want us and now we learn today, 

which is even more concerning, the Maitland Council have effectively become 10 
highly political or highly politicised.  Good.  Well, there’s nothing about 

Maitland as a community that shows me it has any empathy whatsoever for 

our graceful and serene world here.  With respect to you, sir, and your 

process, I have strong misgivings about this inquiry approach.  Looking 

around the room, the demographic is succinctly getting old.  With the greatest 15 

respect to speakers and submitters, I am concerned that this is a beauty 

parade and not a democratic attempt to get every ratepayer’s view in the 

democratic purpose – I’ll have to quote Malcolm Turnbull – “Squeaky wheels 

get heard, for sure, great, but we need more of that”.   

 20 

The 20-somethings, the 30-somethings, the 40-somethings and the 

50-somethings are going to inherit whatever is going to be decided here and 

by Government but they are not here with us today.  Most of them are at work 

on Wednesday afternoons; that’s the point.  So, you know, I just can’t see the 

equity there.  But, anyway, thanks for your attention to me today.  I’d be 25 

grateful if you could consider my concern that only a small percentage of local 

stakeholders are being recognised in putting forward views and options.   

 

In quick summary, thanks to Lisa and John for all your work and care and all 

the other supporters for good governance here.  I support Port Stephens, best 30 
by a country mile.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thank you, Mr Mackay.  It’s rarely I get called part of a beauty 

parade so I’ll take that as a compliment.  Thank you for that.  Speaker number 

12, John Staker?  John? 

John: Thank you.  Well, what I was about to say has been said before me and better 35 

than I could ever say it, but just briefly, I don’t support the Maitland/Dungog 

merger.  Mainly, one of the population densities, I worked it out a different way 

and unless I've worked it out incorrectly we've got four persons per square 

kilometre in the Dungog rural area and Maitland urban city area has a 

population density of 178 persons per square kilometre which are a hell of a 40 

difference.  On another thing I looked up in a different way was that the KPMG 

Report saying that we’re going to or assuming that we’re going to save 

$30 million over a 20-year period by amalgamation or merging, and they did 

say, and I quote, “The savings are primarily from streamlining of Senior 

Management” which Craig mentioned earlier.  But, then I worked it out, this 45 

represents 36¢ per person per week for every resident, not much of a saving 

in that case over the 20 years. 
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The other thing is the economy.  Dungog’s economy is agriculture/forestry, 

not fishing and our big future, I think, is in tourism.  Maitland’s economy is 

manufacturing, retail and industrial sales so there’s nothing similar there.  

Dungog’s tourism includes camping in the National Parks and forestry areas.  5 

Maitland has an art gallery, Walks Water Works and the gaol and whilst it’s 

got some very lovely historical buildings throughout the place there’s not 

many people ever say to me, ‘We’re going to Maitland for our holidays’ 

whereas they do in Port Stephens.  So, to me, I would strongly recommend 

Port Stephens.  They have got the tourism destination New South Wales 10 
whereas Dungog is starting to work on it now and put some work into it.  I 

think Port Stephens could help us out no end.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thanks for that.  Thanks, John.  Pat Staker.  Relative or coincidence? 

John: Just passing through. 

Facilitator: Thank you. 15 

Pat: I’m not used to public speaking.  I'm Pat Staker from Dungog, back to John.  

So, I've written you a big, long submission.  So, I’ll cut this very short.  I am in 

opposition to a Dungog/Maitland merger and I do believe in the Port Stephens 

merger.  It’s imperative that Dungog Council be merged with a fit council and 

one that wants us.  Can you hear?  For that reason I signed the petition with 20 

the other people.  There’s many reasons for Dungog to be merged with Port 

Stephens instead of Maitland but, to me, because John and I travel as grey 

nomads in our van throughout Australia each year I am embarrassed by the 

lack of tourism and accommodation in the actual town of Dungog and the 

income the whole town loses from it.  The most important reason to me is 25 

tourism.   

 

With the demise of the dairy and forestry industries and the empty shops in 

our main streets Dungog needs to boost and rely on tourism for its future 

existence.  Therefore, it’s important that we merge with a council that 30 

recognises that importance and has the knowledge and ambition to work 

towards the promotion.  Port Stephens Council has that experience and 

conviction and because of Dungog’s attractions they would consider us as an 

asset.  Maitland Council would not.  You only have to look at both their 

websites to see the difference.   35 

 

I would also add that when we choose where we stay it’s become of the town 

itself without a clue which Council it’s under.  So, towns don’t lose their 

identity when they merge.  If the State Government ignores the obvious future 

source of Commonwealth income, tourism, and undemocratically forces us to 40 

merge with an inexperienced, apathetic council, then the loss of wages 

proffered into our residents and welfare costs will be on their conscience.  

Therefore, I am totally against merging with Maitland Council.  Port Stephens 

is my preference and we should go where we’re wanted for mutual reasons. 



 26 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thanks, Pat.  I've got seven speakers left at this point.  So, we've 

got a reasonable amount of time for that.  I suggest what we do is take a 

five-minute break since some of us are senior citizens here.  A break would 

be good.  We’ll take five minutes.  Then we’ll continue with the speakers but if 

there’s anybody who has not yet registered as a speaker if the spirit takes you 5 

at this point it would be a good time to do it.  So, nominate yourselves at the 

back or talk to me and we’ll reconvene in five minutes for our last sweep of 

speakers.  Thank you.   

[BREAK] 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thanks, everybody.  We’ll recommence with our second sweep of 10 
speakers and we've got a couple more offers coming forward as well, so that's 

useful.  One announcement though, these really beautiful glasses were found 

on the floor.  Anybody got something more interesting than mine?  That 

belong to anybody here?  Found them on the floor.  Thank you.  That’s the 

last item for auction this afternoon.  I should’ve made a comment too about 15 

maybe don’t access the bar during the break.  The sun has not yet come over 

the yardarm but somebody pointed out that the sun over the yardarm issue 

was about 10:00am in the morning so that won’t work.  In that case, if we can 

call on speaker number 14, Philippa Graham?  Philippa, are you there? 

Philippa: I am. 20 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Apparently, if you stand here you'll get less feedback. 

Philippa: Perfect.  Dr Tiley, with my back to you may I make a presentation?  Philippa 

Graham. 

Ian: Of course. 

Philippa: Thank you.  For almost 20 years I've owned a farm at Fosterton with my 25 

husband, John.  Increasingly, we are spending most of our time in Dungog 

and have hopes and expectations that Dungog will grow and flourish as a 

community.  For this to succeed Dungog needs to extend its commitments to 

growing its tourism capacity and attract greater support for the maintenance of 

its infrastructure and particular roads and public spaces.  Faced with the, in 30 

my view, reasonable expectation of merging with another shire, Dungog 

needs to find a partner shire which reflects and complements its 

characteristics and potential.   

 

The New South Wales Government has already rejected the initial 35 

recommendation of merging with Maitland.  This is not surprising since 

Maitland is a growing centre and the fifth largest city in New South Wales and 

Dungog is a small, rural town with a distinctly different demographic and 

community make-up.  It has been clearly shown today that the merged entity 

of Dungog and Maitland would not have sufficient revenue to fund ongoing 40 

requirements.   

 

I would like to revisit the prospect of Dungog’s merging with Maitland as has 

been proposed and compare it with the proposal that Dungog merge with Port 
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Stephens which I support.  The disadvantages of the Maitland/Dungog merger 

remain and have been clearly articulated today.  However, when one 

considers the two shires of Dungog and Port Stephens we have two very 

similar age demographics and geographic cohesion.  It’s important to note 

that there’s an enormous benefit to Dungog in this merged entity, both 5 

financially with Port Stephens which is financially secure and a progressive 

council.   

 

In order to put into perspective the various regional merger proposals I've 

collated a series of figures.  The information I have used comes from the 10 
Boundary Commission website and is used in good faith.  I understand, 

however, that some councils have found it necessary to revisit these figures 

and it’s also acknowledged that the notion of using figures projected to 

20 years might indeed be considered more speculative than predictive.  Some 

councils have provided information based on their ten-year budget and hence 15 

the nine-year projects to which I refer.   

 

I've listed for the proposed regional amalgamations in New South Wales a 

total financial benefit or disadvantage including New South Wales 

Government funding, the total infrastructure backlog and the total number of 20 

residents.  If one adds the total financial benefit to the total backlog and divide 

by the number of residents one achieves a crude ranking of the various 

mergers. 

Ian: I've now got you.  I remember your last presentation.  Yes, thank you.  Sorry.  

The seat/table.  Yes.  That was brilliant.  Sorry. 25 

Philippa: Well, the last page has been updated. 

Ian: Okay. 

Philippa: This ranking reveals that the disadvantage to a resident of a Dungog/Port 

Stephens merged entity is less than for a resident of the Dungog/Maitland 

merged entity and substantially less than the Dungog/Gloucester merger.  So, 30 

if I insert the actual figures based on the 20-year predictions which are the 

shortfall in funding per resident they are as follows: 

 

 A merger with Gloucester would mean $5,930 shortfall per resident.   

 A merger with Maitland would mean a 900 shortfall per resident. 35 

 A merger with Port Stephens would mean a $720 shortfall per resident. 

 If I insert the nine-year projected figure for the Dungog/Port Stephens 

merger then the shortfall per resident would be 590. 

So, you get a feeling for the relative and if you look at the state-widely you can 

see that all in perspective and the Dungog/Gloucester was almost the worst in 40 

the entire state.  This crude assessment provides another take on the merger 

proposals and confirms other conclusions that the merger with Dungog and 

Port Stephens is the preferred option.  Thank you for the opportunity to speak 
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today.  I formally reject the proposals to merge with Maitland and Gloucester 

and encourage the delegation to support the proposal for the merger with Port 

Stephens. 

Ian: Thank you very much. 

Facilitator: Thanks so much, Philippa, for the mathematics as well.  Speaker 15, Noel 5 

Brown?  Noel? 

Noel: Thank you.  Good afternoon, everybody.  Noel Brown is my name.  You may 

remember me from the last meeting here.  A cow farmer up on the Allyn River 

and this is not the first one we’re going to.  We have country areas, other 

properties and we have other shire amalgamations.  So, it’s not so unfamiliar 10 
for me.  Number 1) I am very disappointed and somewhat appalled in a way, 

as someone raised the statement before, that we have these in the middle of 

the afternoon when students, young families, husband and wives are working 

and it really is not a true representation of the community or the needs and 

the wants of that community. 15 

Male: Hear, hear. 

Noel: As the earlier speaker said, we do have a lot of people here who will inherit 

whatever we give them now and, you know, we've got to be careful what we 

wish for and we've got to be very, very careful of what we get.  And, I think 

what we have done here today is put forward a lot of comments, similar ones, 20 

and a lot of positive comments about where we want to see this going.  I’ll just 

make a few points about the merger and I think we’re here again and it’s just 

costing us all time and money, so if they'd spent that time and money on 

reports and everything else and put it into the coffers of the councils we’d all 

be better off.  We’d probably have another, you know, half a kilometre of road 25 

done.   

 

Now, as regards the Maitland merger, I look at it and I ask the same question 

I did at Gloucester and that is, “Why?”  From what I understand there’s still no 

major plan, there’s no strategic thing, there’s no business, social or moral 30 

platform with which we’re trying to make this decision.  It’s purely politically 

driven and we can only guess why.  But, Maitland, they don’t want us.  For all 

intents and purposes they’ve said, “No, no, no”.  They haven't offered us 

anything.  On a number of occasions they’ve been invited to attend local 

meetings.  They haven't even responded let alone denied a request, so you 35 

can only look at their level of interest and question it.   

 

As someone mentioned before also they have a city mentality.  They're a 

large city.  And, I think they were the fastest-growing inland city in Australia at 

one stage, if not at the present.  You know, they have shopping malls and 40 

hospitals and schools and, you know, wide streets and absolutely lovely 

developments at Aberglasslyn and Gillieston Heights.  You know, the services 

are really retail, commercial, industrial and they just are a different world.  

Dungog, which is smaller, rural, recreational, you know, lifestyle blocks, we’re 

agricultural, we’re tourism.  We have small developments going ahead such 45 



 29 

as Vacy and Clarence Town, those things which are really the heart of what 

we’re trying to do in these rural communities.  We’re trying to make a basis for 

which to grow, but grow at a rate that’s manageable and grow at a rate that is 

acceptable to the population and the new population coming on which are the 

younger ones.  We've had our run.  It’s now up to them to have a go and 5 

make the best of it.   

 

I think the combined boundaries with Dungog will have the largest area. It’s in 

the papers there and Maitland is the largest population.  So, I think the biggest 

concern for us is our representation.  On that basis, we get nothing.  You 10 
know, we’re absolutely nothing.  We’ll just be sitting up in the end of the 

appendage somewhere like I live on the Allyn River so we’ll be up there.  It 

doesn’t matter what happens to us up there.  We’ll just be out the backlogs 

and that will be it.  And, even Dungog as a major centre is really not even as 

big as their suburbs.  So, I think we are going to be questioned a lot about 15 

what we want and we’re going to get a lot less of what we need.  So, here 

again Maitland really doesn’t stack up in regards to that. 

 

You know, all their interests and their developments and their funding will all 

go to the residential developments and shopping malls, et cetera to service 20 

their larger communities.  They're really just a big strip mall now, Maitland.  If 

you drive into it, once you get to East Hills and once you start heading out of 

town again to Rutherford it doesn’t change.  So, it is a city and we have to get 

used to that.  If we do go to them then we’re going to be living in a city.  We’re 

going to be a suburb and it’s not going to be very pretty.   25 

 

Now, what should we be doing?  With amalgamation we should be going 

somewhere similar.  We should have rural and agricultural, recreational 

grounds.  We should have, you know, numbers which represent us in the 

Local Government which will give us the response we need and the input.  30 
So, we have to look at an alternative and one that does stack up that’s been 

mentioned before is Port Stephens.  It has all the things we need.  They want 

us.  They like us, the mentality.  They have small, regional towns.  They're 

agricultural, tourism and the fishing over there, we’d have a more equitable 

representation and they are financially astute and are well-financed to be able 35 

to manage our backlog which Maitland just will not be able to do, and the rate 

rises will be minimal although we all expect them.   

 

So, I think we have to now look at the Government and say, “Well, let’s take 

everything into account.  Look at what we want for a change and look at all 40 

the aspects of what we put forward to everybody and look at an amalgamation 

that suits us and is financially viable”.  So, hopefully the State Government will 

then review all the options which of course are Port Stephens and look at 

Maitland because, you know, the only thing you’ve got coming out of Maitland 

is Gresford Road and that’s the prettiest part of Maitland, and that’s not very 45 

pretty.  Thank you very much. 

 

Facilitator: Thanks very much, Noel.  Speaker 16, Keith Osborne?  Keith?  Thank you. 
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Keith: Thank you.  Thank you, everyone.  I'm probably a blow-in because I've been 

coming to Dungog since about 1949 but it takes a long time before you 

become a resident or a local.  You’ve got to be born here, of course.  I am 

also a westie.  I come from over the hill.  But, some 12 or so years ago there 

was a bit of a proposal for amalgamation and even then there was very little 5 

participation, I think, of the Shire where we had about 9,000 ratepayers, I think 

about 800 – Craig Deasey will probably back me up on this but I think there 

was about 800 people who bothered to vote and that was to amalgamate with 

Singleton.   

 10 
So, this has all happened before.  I've been involved with it when I was living 

in Sydney.  That was when Pittwater was to be excised from Warringah.  My 

daughter has been involved with it.  She’s up at Dunedoo where they 

amalgamated Coolah Shire with another shire and it became the 

Warrumbungle Shire.  This is one of the machinations of Government and 15 

Local Government.  So far as the merger with Maitland is concerned I'm 

totally against it.  Maitland is becoming a dormitory suburb, a dormitory 

district.  As several other speakers have said, it’s lost rural character in a lot of 

respects.  It’s now a larger retail, warehousing and a service industry base 

and you have the huge developments there at Aberglasslyn, et cetera, 20 

et cetera.   

 

Dungog, overall, remains a rural shire and that's what attracted me and 

brought me here.  Port Stephens equally, as Noel Brown said a minute ago, 

it’s got very similar interests to ours.  It’s got primary industry components.  25 

It’s got fishing, agriculture.  It’s got some minor grape-growing, et cetera, 

et cetera and of course the normal rural industry of cattle and horses, 

et cetera, et cetera. 

 

As I said, I'm totally against any such merger with Maitland.  Here we are in 30 
Dungog.  We have a limited number of ratepayers.  We have a limited number 

of residents.  Therefore, we have insufficient income to run the Shire.  We 

have, up our way, bridges.  We all have problems with bridges.  We know the 

problems we have with bridges.  Look what happened at Tyburn.  On the 

other hand, a merger with Port Stephens would, in my view, be a perfect mix.  35 

I was appalled to think where there would be a merger with Gloucester and 

I’m glad that's not going to take place.   

 

I'm opposed to any merger with the Council in Maitland and I strongly favour 

the merger with Port Stephens.  I listened to the earlier comments from the 40 

Councillor regarding the merger with Maitland and I would say to her, please, 

think again and think that the Council should merge with Port Stephens and I 

ask all the Councillors to think that way and to vote accordingly and I suggest 

that be submitted to the authorities and that’s all I have to say. 

 45 

Facilitator: Thank you, Keith.  17, Harold Johnston?  Harold Johnston?  Thanks. 

 

Harold: Thank you.  Dr Tiley, thank you for the opportunity to present to you this 

afternoon.  I have to keep on reminding myself that this inquiry is into 

Dungog/Maitland and I have to keep on reminding myself that this is not a 50 
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debate, because if it was I would take the opportunity to correct some of the 

misrepresentations that you’ve heard.  But, that will happen in our formal 

submission.  

 

Firstly, I want to say that Dungog Shire has been part of this process since 5 

July 2011.  That’s four and a half years plus.  Not for one and a half months, 

not four and a half weeks, four and a half years.  All through this process 

Dungog Shire Council has been consistent and diligent in its approach.  

Council’s position is that its preference is to stand alone but recognises that 

for this to happen, rate rises and Government financial support would be 10 
necessary.  Council has also made it clear in a recent submission that in the 

event of a forced merger this Council wants to be in a position to best 

represent the interests of this community.   

 

Our General Manager’s submission has formally addressed the heads of 15 

consideration that you have to consider in your report so I will not spend time 

expanding on those issues.  But, I will say this.  In the event of or faced with a 

forced merger, the majority of Dungog Shire Councillors would prefer and 

respect Maitland City Council’s nomination of Dungog as a potential merger 

partner.  This preference is based on good, stable and transparent 20 

governance and Maitland’s commitment to working with the Dungog 

community to preserve all of our youth and that we hold important.  Thank 

you, Dr Tiley. 

 

Ian: Thank you. 25 

 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Short and succinct.  Thank you, Harold.  Speaker 18, John 

Graham?  Speaker 18? 

 

John: Dr Tiley, my name is John Graham.  I’m a Grazier in the area and my wife can 30 
indicate we've been here for nearly 20 years.  I've actually been a cattle 

grazier and horse breeder in the Hunter Valley since 1963.  Despite that, I'm 

actually, for my main work, a retired medical practitioner and it’s in that 

respect that I would like to bring a little perspective to this consideration that 

you have before you. 35 

 

I would like to address the vision for the future issues.  The next 50 years are 

going to see a massive change in Australian demographics.  When I was a 

medical student in the 1960s the Prime Minister was Bob Menzies.  If 

someone had said to Mr Menzies, ‘Do you know that over the next 50 years 40 

the average life expectancy of males and females will be increased by at least 

15 years’ he would have turned to his actuaries and said, ‘What’s this fellow 

telling me?’  In fact, that’s happened.  And, in the next 50 years there’ll be a 

further massive change and it might be even bigger than that one. 

 45 

As a result, retirement and tourism will accompany education and 

employment.  The manufacturing sector is in the decline and is likely to 

remain in the decline.  Our regions of Dungog and Port Stephens are going to 

be typical in seeing the development of a big change in demographics.  A 

merger of Dungog with Port Stephens which I favour very strongly and in that 50 
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regard I speak totally against any proposed merger with Maitland, a merger of 

Dungog with Port Stephens will enable retirement and tourism which are 

already key aspects of those communities to be further enhanced.  In 

addition, agriculture is important to both areas.   

 5 

Tourism will provide an increasingly important component of employment in 

these areas.  Aged care will provide an increasingly important component of 

employment in these areas.  The tourism opportunities will enable a Port 

Stephens/Dungog merged shire to be a wonderful destination for fishing and 

farming, for aquaculture and agriculture, from the beaches to the Barringtons 10 
where access quite unusually by air, sea, road or rail.  Port Stephens has a 

major airport.  Dungog has a major railway line.   

 

It’s no bad luck in such a proposal that the existing Council Chambers for Port 

Stephens are in Raymond Terrace which would be exactly halfway between 15 

the seaside and the countryside.  I’d like to speak strongly in favour of a 

merger with Port Stephens. 

 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thank you, John, for that long-term perspective.  19, Natalie 

Ward?  Natalie? 20 

 

Natalie: Thank you.  Hello, Dr Tiley.  My name is Natalie and I'm here with my 

husband Adrian.  We’re both 50 years of age and I just wanted to tell you a 

little bit about our story and why we’re here because I think it will demonstrate 

why it’s really important that the correct decision is made regarding which 25 

Council we merge with.  A number of years ago the – well, in recent years 

actually the New South Wales Government ran an extensive campaign to 

urge people living in the city to move to regional Australia.  That campaign is 

why my husband and I are here.  They encouraged people to take their 

families.  Then they ran a separate campaign where they encouraged people 30 
to take their businesses to regional New South Wales. 

 

My husband and I have come here with a social enterprise that is going to 

work strategically with the NDIS and the roll-out of the NDIS.  We’re bringing 

social enterprise here that has a target of people with an intellectual disability 35 

and we've developed a platform that’s based on the tourism sector.  We 

looked throughout the whole of New South Wales as to where we were going 

to take our concept.  We have actually met with Ministers in the New South 

Wales Government who are highly supportive of our concept.  The Tourism 

Minister for New South Wales has actually said to us that we have a concept 40 

that is a seed of an idea that’s been talked about in the tourism sector 

throughout Australia and that they are really willing to support us to see it take 

off because it’s a great concept. 

 

I strongly believe in the power of Government and the power of democracy 45 

and the power of the people.  I believe that the three working together can 

achieve great things.  Margaret Mead said that the greatest change was 

achieved through the people and that the greatest change was achieved 

through the community.  George Negus also said, when I first arrived in 
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Australia, in an article that the people in Australia didn’t understand the power 

that they had to work with Government. 

 

I have worked for the Federal Government.  I've worked in the days when 

Paul Keating was helping everybody to understand what wine tourism and 5 

eco-tourism meant for Australia.  I have also worked for State Government 

and I've worked in the community sector.  The future of social services in 

Australia is very much sitting in the power of social enterprises.  The 

Government cannot deliver everything.  It’s really, really important that a 

strategic business decision is made about which Council we merge with.  The 10 
Maitland City Council is saying that they don’t want to merge with us.  The 

Port Stephens Council is saying that they do want to merge with us.   

 

The New South Wales Government and Destination NSW have a target to 

double tourism nights in New South Wales by the year 2020.  We sit in a 15 

key strategic area in the Hunter Region of New South Wales to help the 

New South Wales Government achieve that.  The Blue Mountains is an 

enormous destination and there are other highly recognised destinations 

within New South Wales.  However, the Hunter is the number 1 visited 

destination outside of Sydney.  The Barringtons is the number 1 destination 20 

visited in the Hunter, believe it or not, over the wine area.   

 

Port Stephens has a mature, sound relationship with Destination NSW.  They 

have an active tourism program.  I believe that for the New South Wales 

Government to support a merger between Dungog Shire Council and Port 25 

Stephens Council would actually align with the New South Wales 

Government’s agenda from a tourism perspective to double the visitor nights 

by the year 2020.  There is the room and the need in the New South Wales 

State for us to develop another Blue Mountains area.  We, my husband and I, 

are actually running a tourism property up in the foothills of the Barringtons 30 
and we are getting guests that are coming to us saying, “We’re not going to 

the Blue Mountains, it’s too busy”.  And, we’re also getting guests that are 

saying, “Port Stephens are too busy.  We’re coming up here because it’s a 

little bit quieter”.   

 35 

There’s so much potential for growth.  There is the beautiful walkway that 

could be done from the Barringtons right down to the coast.  It’s a product and 

that’s what we need to strategically look at.  We need to look at what product 

are we going to develop out of this merger that will enhance the life of the 

people that live here, that will encourage jobs, that will encourage growth?  I 40 

was very privileged that the last time I worked for the State Government was 

the State Government of Western Australia where we were looking at the 

future of employment, education and training and how it was going to impact 

from international government right down to Mum and Dad in the lounge room 

with John and Jane.   45 

 

I worked with some futurists around the world.  I was very privileged to work 

with them.  And, we looked at the power of regional communities and what 

could be done in rural Australia by regional communities harnessing the 

power of tourism to recreate their businesses, to recreate their lives and to 50 
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most importantly generate jobs for the people that lived there, to encourage 

people to go and live there.  We can’t all go and live in the cities.  The future 

has got to be in sound, solid, strategically-developed regional areas and we 

need to work with a council that has that philosophy and that wants us to 

achieve all that is possible.  Therefore, I support from a tourism and strategic 5 

perspective the merger with Port Stephens Council. 

 

Facilitator: Thank you, Natalie, for that very powerful presentation.  Almost last speaker, 

Sally Corbett?  Speaker 20?  Sally? 

 10 
Sally: Thanks.  Dr Tiley, I'm confused.  As far as I know, the New South Wales 

Government has proposed a merger between Dungog and Gloucester.  The 

New South Wales Government has proposed a merger between Dungog and 

Maitland.  The New South Wales Government has proposed a merger 

between Port Stephens and Newcastle.  My question is, has the New South 15 

Wales Government actually proposed a merger between Dungog and Port 

Stephens? 

 

Ian: The Government hasn’t but - - - 

 20 

Sally: So, the Government hasn’t? 

 

Ian: - - - Port Stephens Council has placed a proposal with Government. 

 

Sally: Okay.  So, people didn’t hear that.  The Government has not proposed a 25 

merger between Dungog and Port Stephens but Port Stephens Council itself 

has put forward a motion to do so.  I think we just need to make that clear 

because I thought we were talking about a possible merger between Dungog 

and Maitland and yet the whole of the meeting seems to have been about 

Dungog and Port Stephens which, I think, is a bit of a problem with the 30 
process.   

 

I speak to many people who are suffering from amalgamation fatigue.  This 

has been going on for so long.  The process has been very confused.  There 

was an example.  Whether we really are getting the views of the community or 35 

not is a big question.  We are hearing a lobby group from Port Stephens 

Council who want to merge, it seems, with Dungog Council.  That would be 

understandable.  Dungog Council will be totally swamped by Port Stephens 

Council.  What sort of say would a small shire like us have with a large 

Council, Port Stephens?  People talk about tourism and agriculture as being 40 

shared.  You could argue that tourism and agriculture is shared with 

Gloucester and yet everybody argued against that. 

 

I stand for a stand-alone concept.  I don’t believe that it’s in the best interests 

of Dungog to merge with anybody.  When I talk about amalgamation fatigue 45 

I’d also like to point out that it’s really worth noting that Dungog Council did 

submit an improvement proposal to IPART.  IPART rejected that.  So, we 

could start to ask, is there actually goodwill with the New South Wales 

Government in this process?  Are we actually really being heard?  And, there 
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are many people in the community that I speak to who have simply given up 

because the process does seem very confused and quite ad hoc at times. 

 

My arguments against amalgamation would apply to Port Stephens as well as 

to Maitland.  The KPMG Report have the assumption – this is the assumption 5 

about representation – the number of Councillors for a new merged entity will 

mirror the highest number of Councillors that currently exist in any one of the 

councils participating in the merger.  So, I would ask, if we are to merge with a 

large city Council, that is, Maitland, what sort of representation would this 

community actually have on that large entity?  I suggest it would be one if 10 
we’re lucky.  I don't think that is fair.  I don't think we would be represented 

fairly. 

 

The process has also meant that Dungog Shire Council has had to spend 

thousands, tens of thousands of dollars, on business reports.  It’s also taken 15 

up many, many hours of staff time which I think really most of the staff would 

say, ‘We should be getting on with the business of Local Government, not 

with this prolonged process which is obviously a move by the New South 

Wales Government for various reasons’.   

 20 

The Morrison Low business case that Dungog Council did commission, when 

the first possibility of a merger between Maitland and Dungog was proposed, 

did say, “The proposal fails to deliver a financial benefit for the councils.  It 

would be a challenge to fund the infrastructure renewal needs of the 

combined Council.  The merger would create limited opportunities for 25 

workforce efficiencies.  A merged Council would require additional staff, not 

less, further limiting efficiencies.  So, it’s not clear how the merged Council 

could address the needs of the different communities.  So, there is a marked 

difference, both culturally and geographically between Dungog Shire and 

Maitland City; obviously the two names show this. 30 
 

I don't think the proposed merger, that’s with Maitland, would be a merger of 

equals and I certainly don’t see there would be a merger of equals if Port 

Stephens was considered.  Both of those councils, both of those areas, are 

large.  There is very little prospect of Dungog Shire people actually having any 35 

say in such a large entity.  So, how would these differences be reconciled?  I 

think it wouldn’t be a far larger Council which would be able to reconcile those 

differences. 

 

I support Dungog Council’s stand that it’s much better for Dungog to stand 40 

alone.  We need to retain our identity.  We need proper funding from the State 

Government and we need a timeline to show we could be Fit for the Future. 

 

Ian: Thank you, Sally. 

 45 

Facilitator: Thanks, Sally.  Thanks for the opportunity to ring two bells for a change.  

Thank you.  I think we've got a speaker here, David Evans?  David, are you 

here? 
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David: Yeah.  Thank you.  Good afternoon, everybody, and Dr Tiley, thank you.  

Thank you for allowing me to just very briefly comment on a few things that 

have been said.  And, let me say, and please, any of you, if you haven't 

registered, if you want to come down to Maitland in the morning I’ll be doing a 

presentation with our Mayor, Peter Blackmore, covering certainly some of the 5 

issues that have been raised this afternoon but putting forward the Council’s 

perspective and position with respect to the currently-proposed Maitland and 

Dungog merger. 

 

The one thing that comes through this is that all three councils have 10 
something in common.  We all prefer to stand alone.  That may or may not be 

the outcome of this process and I guess it’s fair to say that there’s got to be a 

merger in there somewhere and I respect the fact that the Dungog community 

is doing comparisons, that’s a healthy thing to do.  But, it’s important that as 

much as it’s possible, that those comparisons be done on an objective and an 15 

informed basis.   

 

The only reason I asked, and I was encouraged by my Councillors who 

wanted to do this but had to leave, to just qualify a few things that were 

mentioned, firstly the petition that was referred to as being initiated by 20 

Maitland residents and it was in fact recorded as being initiated by the 

Councillors at Maitland.  Neither of those is true.  The petition was initiated by 

the Local Member with some support from a number of the Labor Councillors 

on Maitland City Council.  We respect their right to do that and they are 

canvassing interest in a position of opposition to the Maitland/Dungog merger.  25 

I'm not privy to the number of signatories to that at this stage but I'm sure I’ll 

be informed somewhere along the line, but the feedback from one of the 

Councillors involved last night was that the interest in the petition is quite low.  

 

It was suggested there’s ill-feeling in the Maitland community and there was a 30 
reference to social media.  There’s often ill-feeling express through social 

media.  That’s part of our lives these days.  I don’t believe that that ill feeling is 

reflected in the wider community in Maitland at all and certainly I don’t believe 

that there’s hostility in the Maitland community towards a Maitland/Dungog 

merger.  The Council is in the process of finalising its detailed submission.   35 

 

I’ll cover the, I guess, the theme and the highlights of that in the presentation 

tomorrow but the early feedback from the work that we’re doing and the 

surveys that we’re doing – and there are voluntary surveys on our website 

that people can do – indicates that about a third of the respondents so far 40 

actually support the merger proposal.  A third of the respondents are what we 

might say have a neutral view where they're not supporting it, they're not 

opposing it but they're certainly raising issues that they believe would be 

challenges or concerns if the councils were to merge and about a third of the 

respondents are voicing their opposition to the merger proposal.   45 

 

So, there’s a mix of views and it truly needs suggesting that the Maitland 

community in the general sense harbours ill-feeling or hostility toward the 

merger.  There’s been rightly reference to the very different natures of the two 

LGAs, Maitland as a city, and Maitland is proud of that and is pursuing the 50 
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things we need pursued to make sure that it’s a sustainable city.  We are in 

fact a fit Council.  The New South Wales Government has deemed Maitland 

Council a fit Council and we are stand-alone financially sustainable.  We've 

dealt with that issue with our community two years ago and you would all 

know that we were in a seven-year special rate variation path.  It takes us to 5 

that position of financial sustainability. 

 

I often hear the term ‘urban sprawl’.  We wear that.  Maitland, I agree, its 

location is well located for growth, growth and housing to accommodate the 

growing population in New South Wales and Australia is on every 10 
Government’s agenda.  We happen to be located in a spot, I guess, where it’s 

quite obvious that Maitland has to grow and expand.  But, I have to say that I 

really wanted to dispel any suggestion that if there were a merger we’re going 

to pick that urban sprawl up and camp it in Dungog as well.   

 15 

Maitland has got 23 years of zoned residential land in the areas that have 

been identified for growth in Maitland, 23 years.  So, there’s neither motivation 

nor driver nor Government policy for that matter but we wouldn’t want to see 

anything like that replicated in the Dungog LGA if there were a merger.  The 

major infrastructure links, the connections between the different aspects of the 20 

Hunter are not going to change in a merger and certainly I don’t believe that 

communities lose their identity in a merger or through any other action other 

than their own decision making at the end of the day.   

 

My final point, I guess, is to say that we are and have worked very closely with 25 

Dungog Shire Council for many, many years, many years, jointly through 

Hunter Councils.  We do the same with Port Stephens Council.  There’s a 

spirit of partnership amongst all of the councils in the Hunter Region that 

supports that entity called Hunter Councils that you may or may not know 

much about, but it fosters cooperation, resource sharing and a common 30 
approach to issues of importance to the region.  None of that is going to 

change regardless of the merger outcomes but I think I’ll leave it at that.  But, 

certainly, I will prepare our position in the morning and it will be a detailed 

response.  It comes to you in due course.  Thank you for that opportunity. 

 35 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thanks, David.  Thank you for coming and making this 

presentation under these conditions as well.  That’s the end of our formal, 

informal and semi-formal registered speakers.  Is there anybody else, though, 

because we have a bit of extra time, who’d like to make a comment at this 

point or formal presentation of any kind?  I’ll just check.  Thank you. 40 

 

Glen: Look, thank you, Dr Tiley.  Ladies and gentlemen, my name is Glen Wall.  I'm 

a Councillor with Dungog Shire.  I guess I can’t take my hat off when I attend 

things like this and go, ‘Look, I'm not a Councillor’ because unfortunately I 

always am a Councillor.  Look, the reality is, as the Mayor implied earlier, 45 

some of the Councillors have considered this and they think that a merger 

with Maitland may well be in the community’s best interest.  Look, 

unfortunately, I can’t support their stance and Harold certainly knows that 

because we discussed it over the telephone.  
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The reality is I don't know what to do because I don't know what you people in 

this room, people in our community, want to do.  The engagement process 

that we've undertaken, with a myriad of options that we had available to us, it 

never happened.  So, for me to stand here and say, ‘Look, I think this is in 5 

your best interests,’ well, I can’t do that.  And, I've been through the 

circumstances on a number of occasions.  I mean a few years ago the 

Council decided not to take a stance with development that was going to 

occur.  Through that process I got called offensive but because I thought, well, 

we can’t make a decision, we can’t make a decisive determination of what 10 
should or shouldn’t happen, because we didn’t have the facts.   

 

This is what’s occurred here.  You don’t have the facts.  You can’t tell me as a 

Councillor what you really want to do.  All I can do is just sit in this room today 

and listen to the commentary now and that’s where the system is flawed.  15 

That’s where it’s fallen down.  And, that’s the difficult part that we've got to 

grapple with now.  So, look, the reality is all I can urge everybody is to talk 

with the younger members of your family, talk to people in the community and 

ask them to put a formal submission in through the process and put down 

exactly what they think. And, if you think Port Stephens is a great option, well, 20 

go to the bottom of the criteria in consideration within the legislation and say 

that because you're allowed to do that. 

 

So, if you want to say that you can say that.  If you don’t want to say it, you 

think Maitland is a good option, well, say that.  And, if you do prefer a 25 

stand-alone option, again, as a member of the community, that's your say.  

But, I can only follow your lead and that’s the best I can do because that’s all I 

ever put my hand up to do.  So, I’ll just see what falls out from the submission 

process, what Dr Tiley has got to recommend back to Government and 

ultimately what the Governor of New South Wales decides to proclaim at the 30 
end of the day because that’s how the system works.  Thank you. 

 

Facilitator: Thanks.  Anybody else at this point?  Yes.  If you're interested in speaking just 

raise a hand too so I can check that.  That would be great. 

 35 

Kerry: Yeah.  My name is Kerry Jeth and I'm a resident here short-term.  I've only 

been here six years so I haven't got the roots growing yet.  However, Dr Tiley, 

thank you for coming.  I believe that to make a decision you need to have all 

the facts, so to make a balanced decision.  The Mayor tells us that the 

Councillors have made a decision but he can’t tell us what it’s all about.  40 

Okay.  He said that today.  “It’s on the proposal that’s going into Government 

but we’re not allowed to hear it today because I don't know, we can’t hear it.”  

 

Maitland Council have gone out of their way to come in here and prepare a 

proposal, show us what it’s about.  Like heck they have.  Port Stephens went 45 

out of their way to present something and show us what it was all about.  So, 

our Council won’t tell us what it’s about.  Maitland Council might tell us what 

it’s about.  It’s all a secret.  How in blue blazers can we make an informed 

decision when we don’t have all the facts?  I suggest we get all the facts given 



 39 

to us freely before we’re asked ago in to make a decision one way or the 

other.  Thank you. 

 

Facilitator: Thanks, Kerry.  Speakers, too, just this last couple, if you make sure you get 

your names registered on the list so we can track this that would be valuable.  5 

Anybody else at this point?  Otherwise we’ll do some concluding remarks.  

Okay.  Thank you.  I will invite Dr Tiley – we are formally here until 6:00pm 

because of our requirements.  You're welcome to stay and twiddle your 

thumbs if there’s no more speakers.  Otherwise, we’ll do the concluding 

remarks and then you can choose to leave, go, whichever occurs to you.  10 
Thanks.  Ian? 

 

Ian: Thank you, Ian.  There’s a few things I’d like to say today.  The first is 

somebody said that the Dungog/Gloucester proposal was on the shelf or 

words to that effect.  It’s not the case.  I've submitted my report to the Minister 15 

in relation to that proposal.  It’s currently with the Boundaries Commission.  

It’s still alive.  The Minister is yet to consider that proposal.  It may or may not 

go ahead.  You need to realise that.  Okay.  That's the first thing.  The second 

thing I’d say is that, as I said at the beginning, I'm charged with examining and 

reporting on the proposal that Maitland and Dungog Shires be a merger.  20 

Okay.   

 

A lot of speakers today addressed the alternate proposition of a merger with 

Port Stephens.  That’s not my brief.  I can refer to it, and I will in my report, but 

I'm charged with looking at Section 263 factors in relation to the 25 

Maitland/Dungog proposal.  Now, regrettably today, you did not give me a 

great deal of information in that regard.  So, that makes my role even tougher.  

So, I'm appealing to you and to those that you know in the community to write 

submissions that go to those matters because that’s what I have to report on.  

I’ll certainly flag the other and if good substance comes through in relation to 30 
that other proposal, sure, I can flesh it out and I can be stronger in what I say 

in that regard.  So, I really appeal to you.  I'm struggling and I need your help.  

Okay. 

 

I want to thank you for coming along today.  I thank all of those people that 35 

have made contributions and as David Evans has said, this particular 

proposal, Session 2 commences in the morning in Maitland at Club Maitland 

at nine o'clock.  I'm there for four hours.  I'm here ‘til six o'clock tonight.  If 

anybody hasn’t felt disposed to coming up and speaking on the microphone 

and you’d like to say something to me I’d love you to come and approach me, 40 

please.  But, thanks again and I wish you all well.   

 

Facilitator: If I get it right, 15th of this month at 5:00pm is the deadline for written 

submissions.  Does that make sense?  Yes.  15th of this month, 5:00pm for 

written submissions for those that can.  Thank you.  Thanks, everybody.  I 45 

appreciate the time and you're welcome to stay until 6:00pm or move on. 

 

END TRANSCRIPT 


