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Council: Newcastle 

Delegate: Ian Reynolds 

Venue: Marina Views Function Centre 

Date: 4 February 2016 

Time: 3pm 

 

Facilitator: If you’d like to take a seat we might make a start, ladies and gentlemen.   

Well, good afternoon and welcome and thanks so much for being with us 

today.  My name’s **** and it’s my great pleasure to facilitate today’s 

proceedings for you.   5 

Just before we start a couple of housekeeping matters.  If you haven’t already 

done so, could you please turn your mobile phone to silent or turn it off.  The 

toilets are through the double doors on the right hand side and to the left.  

And, in the unlikely event that there is an emergency in the building can we 

use either staircase and assemble in the carpark just outside.   10 

 So, my job today basically is to steer us through the next couple of hours.  I’ll 

shortly introduce Ian Reynolds who is the delegate for this public enquiry.  I 

just want to do a couple of things before I did that. 

 On the walls around or on your way in you would have seen something that 

looks like this which is the detailed procedure for this public enquiry.  I won’t 15 

laboriously take you through but I did want to draw attention to one matter and 

that is this process is being audio recorded.  So, if you are a speaker and 

registered as a speaker you will have your voice and contributions and 

submission to the delegate recorded.  The purpose of that importantly is that it 

gives Mr Reynolds the opportunity to go back through your contributions and 20 

there will be a transcript made of your contribution and will be posted on the 

website.  So, it will be in the public area.  I just wanted you to be aware of that 

and if you have any objection to that then you need to let me know. 

 After Ian Reynolds, who is the delegate, has formally opened the proceedings 

and talked a little bit more about the process of the enquiry I’ll be inviting 25 

those people who are registered speakers to come to the lectern and to 

address Mr Reynolds.   

 The first of those speakers will be Newcastle City Council and they’ll have 

about 15 minutes to make a presentation.  They are using a PowerPoint 

presentation.  Then I think we have one or two organisations who will have 30 

about six minutes to speak and then we’ll take individual submissions from 

people who have registered and they’ll have up to five minutes to speak.   

If you get enthused during this process and decide you’d like to make a 

contribution but you haven’t registered, we will have time for you to speak but 
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we will require you to register.  Everyone who speaks does need to 

registered.   

That’s all really from me.  I’d just like to hand now to Ian Reynolds who is the 

delegate for this public enquiry.  Ladies and Gentlemen, Ian Reynolds. 

Ian: Thank you.  I’ll steal the mic from you. 5 

Facilitator: Yep.  Steal the mic. 

Ian: Thank you.  Can you all hear me up the back? There are hands.  That’s good.  

Thanks very much.  By my watch it is three o’clock so I will declare the public 

enquiry hearing formally open.  And, I begin by acknowledging the traditional 

custodians and their ancestors of the land on which this public enquiry takes 10 
place and also I show my respects to the elders past and present.   

 As **** mentioned I’m Ian Reynolds.  I’m the delegate who’s been appointed 

by the Acting Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government to examine 

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

Stephens and Newcastle Councils.  I’d like to welcome you to this public 15 

enquiry which is a really important part of the examination and reporting 

process into the proposal that I’ve been asked to do.   

 The enquiry is being conducted in accordance with section 263 of the Local 

Government Act 1993.   

 Just to clarify my role as delegate.  It’s to examine and record on the proposal 20 

to merge the two Councils, Port Stephens and Newcastle, which was referred 

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

Minister for Local Government under section 218F(1) of the Act.  So, it’s the 

minister’s proposal to the office.  I’ve been asked to review it.  That’s my role 

and as part of this process today goes into that. 25 

 I’ve been appointed to do the examination and my report goes to the Minister 

for Local Government when I finish it and to a body called Boundaries 

Commission.  The Boundaries Commission then takes me report, adds their 

comment and gives it to the Minister.   

I’d like to stress my role is an impartial one.  I’m not an advocate for the 30 
Minister’s proposal nor am I an advocate for retaining the status quo.  My role 

as the delegate is to take on board evidence, either by written submissions or 

by events like today where I get to hear directly from people about the issues, 

and consider those in my report.  So, I’m not an advocate for the proposed 

merger. 35 

The Local Government Act under section 263(2A) and 218F(2) require me to 

hold a public enquiry into the proposed merger.  As I’ve said, and I’ll say 

again, the purpose of this public enquiry today is for members of the public to 

have an opportunity to provide me directly with their views rather than view 

either the submission process.  It’s a direct conversation with me.  Well, not a 40 

conversation.  You’re telling me and I’m listening. 
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Details of the whole examination and reporting process can be found on the 

website that’s been set up for this review process.  It’s 

www.Councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au.  Following the public enquiry 

hearings and receipt of public submissions, which I’ll talk about just in a 

moment, I will prepare a report.   5 

When I do my report I have to be guided by the provisions in the Local 

Government Act.  The section that I have to respond to is section 263(3) of 

the Act.  It has 11 areas of consideration that I have to address when I do my 

report.  I’ll go through those briefly so that you understand what sort things 

that I need to report back to the Government on. 10 

The first one is the financial advantages or disadvantages of the proposal to 

the residents and ratepayers of the two current Councils. 

The second on is the community of interest and geographic cohesion in the 

existing areas and in the proposed new area. 

The third one is the existing historical and traditional values in the existing two 15 

Council areas and the impact of change on those values. 

Number four is the attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the two Councils 

concerned.   

Number five relates to elected representation.  The criteria talks about the 

requirements of the area concerned in relation to elected representation for 20 

residents and ratepayers at the local level, the desirable and appropriate 

relationship between elective representatives and ratepayers and residents 

and any other matters that are relevant in relation to what’s happened before 

in terms of representation and future patterns of elective representation for 

that area.  There’s another criteria that relates to this as well later. 25 

An important one, number six, the impact of the proposed merger the ability of 

the Council to provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and 

facilities. 

The next one is very important as well.  The impact of the proposal on the 

employment of the staff by the Council.  An important criteria also for this 30 
proposal and merger is the impact of the proposal on any rural communities in 

the resulting area.   

The next one relates to representation as well.  It’s the desirability or 

otherwise of dividing the resulting area into wards.  Now, some Councils in 

New South Wales don’t have a ward structure.  These Councils do.  If there 35 

was a merger to happen what’s the desirable of having ward structure.  So, 

that’s that criteria. 

Number ten is the need to ensure that the opinions of each of the diverse 

communities of the resulting area or areas are effectively represented.  So, 

that’s looking to if a merger occurred how do they relate to the expression of 40 

opinion by diverse communities in that area. 
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And, as with all things there’s a catch all criteria at the end which is any other 

factors relevant to the provision of Local Government in the existing and new 

area.  So, there are ten specific ones and there’s a criteria which covers 

anything else you want to talk about to me.   

As I mentioned before, when I do my report I give it to the Minister for Local 5 

Government and to the Boundaries Commission.  The Boundaries 

Commission role is to actually review my report and provide their comments 

on that report and give those comments to the Minister as well.  The Minister 

then considers the report together with comments from the Boundaries 

Commission and he may or may not recommend to the Government that the 10 
merger go ahead with or without modification.  So, there are quite a number of 

steps in this process still to go.  But, ultimately it’s the Minister’s decision to 

recommend to the governor.   

In terms of today’s proceedings **** has already mentioned the rough order 

that we’ll follow.  We have a schedule of speakers.  We have put time limits 15 

on to make sure everyone has the same sort of opportunity to address me.   

The function of the day is actually to address comments to me.  Tell me things 

that you want me to hear.   

**** will keep a run sheet going.   

Can I emphasis again my duty here today is to listen to all submissions.  I 20 

consider them along with all other material tendered in the course of my 

examination in preparing my final report.   

I’m not here to answer questions about the proposal.  It’s the Minister’s 

Proposal that I’m enquiring into.  If there are issues that you want to raise with 

the proposal, then you need to tell me about and put that into your 25 

submissions.  And, I’m not going to be able to answer those today.   

To summarise, the proposal we’re talking about today is the merger of the two 

Councils, the proposed merger of Port Stephens and Newcastle.  I think there 

are small scale maps available on the way in that show that proposal.   

As well as speaking today members of the public can provide their views on 30 
the merger proposal by making a written submission to me.  If you would like 

to make a written submission it would be most helpful if your submission 

looked at the factors in the Act that I mentioned under 263(3).  Those factors 

can also be found on our website under the frequently asked questions.   

My final report and any written submissions will be published at the end of my 35 

examination process.  So, it will be public unless the author on a written 

submission wants their submission to remain confidential then I’ll respect that 

confidentiality.   

Written submissions close at five o’clock on Sunday the 28th of February 

2016.  They can come in either via the website I mentioned before, 40 
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www.Councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au.  Or, if you’re a bit like me, via mail 

to the mailbox Council Boundary Review, GPO Box 5341, Sydney 2001.   

So, that’s enough from me.  I’m here to hear from you.  I’ll hand over to **** 

who will carry a smooth day calling the speakers in turn.  Thanks, ****. 

Facilitator: Thanks, Ian.  So, ladies and gentlemen, each registered speaker has been 5 

given a number.  What I propose to do is call each of you in turn to the 

lectern.  As I say, Council will have 15 minutes, any community organisation 

will have six minutes and individual speakers will have five.  I’ll give you a two 

minute and a one-minute warning before your time’s up so you know exactly 

where you are in terms of your timing of your submissions.   10 

 Our first speaker today is ****.  He’s the general manager of Newcastle City 

Council.  Thank you. 

Speaker 1: Thank you very much.  Just to correct that I’m the interim CEO.  Doing the 

same role but called something different.  I’d just like to thank Mr Reynolds for 

the opportunity to be able to speak here today on behalf of Council.   15 

We will certainly be submitting a written submission that covers all the areas 

in the Act.  Fifteen minutes doesn’t all me to cover that this afternoon.  I’ll be 

touching on some of those issues.  Specifically, the stance that Council has in 

relation to the merger, some issues that we have in relation to the 

assumptions that have been built into the merger proposal, benefits and costs 20 

of the merger proposal and also possibly some of the opportunities that might 

arise from such a merger going forward.   

 In response to the Government’s Fit for the Future process Council submitted 

its response back in November 2015.  Following that part of that process 

Council resolved in November that its preference was to remain a standalone 25 

Council.  But, if a merger was forced the preference of Newcastle Council was 

to partner with Port Stephens.   

We were found to be financially fit under the Fit for the Future process by the 

statement government.  They claimed that we failed to meet the scale and 

capacity criteria.  But, certainly we were found to be financially fit and remain 30 

so.  In fact, some of the data that has been presented in the merger proposal 

shows quite a different story from that which currently is in place in Newcastle. 

 Just some background.  The Newcastle City Council LGA is relatively small 

compared to Port Stephens in size.  But, it does have a much larger 

population, a hundred sixty thousand.  That’s expected to grow over the next 35 

few years to a hundred and seventy-five by 2031.   

 In terms of the size of the operations of Council we have a permanent 

employee base of 930.  We do have temporary employees over that number 

who don’t have permanent funding but are funded by grants and projects and 

various other things.   40 
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We currently this year have an annual revenue coming into Council of 270 

million.   

 We have a large infrastructure base, nearly 1.6 billion.  Of that we have an 

infrastructure backlog.  The backlog being that infrastructure which requires a 

significant amount of work to bring it back to the purpose for which it was built 5 

in the first place.   

 First thing I wanted to talk about is the financial position of Council.  A lot has 

been said about that in various forums and I’d like to certainly put some 

information on the table now that states the current position.  I think it certainly 

combats some of the misinformation that’s flying around at the moment. 10 

 Newcastle Council in the last financial year achieved the eighth largest 

operating surplus.  That’s operating revenue over expenditure in the state.  

So, out of 151 Councils Newcastle was very strong in that regard and 

certainly compared to our neighbours performed extremely well.  I’d like to say 

that that was the second year in a row that that was achieved.  The year prior 15 

to that financial year ’14 we didn’t do so well and achieved somewhere around 

this level here.  But, compared to our neighbouring Councils were still ahead 

of them in that process.  Financially speaking Newcastle is doing very well on 

a day by day basis.   

 This graphs a bit complicated but it’s important to show it because this is the 20 

basis under which the merger proposal has determined that Newcastle needs 

to merge with another organisation.  The dotted line here is the graph in the 

merger proposal that shows the projected position of Newcastle and its 

operating ratio.  In other words, similar to the previous graph I’ve showed you, 

our operating revenue minus expenditure, and it shows us starting in a 25 

negative position in 2016 and getting steadily worse over the next decade.   

Now, the actual fact, and within the Fit for the Future proposal that we tabled 

for the Government, our long term financial forecast is actually this red light 

here which shows an initial dip.  That was to take heed of certainly some 

efficiencies that we’d achieved in Council over the last couple of years and we 30 

thought it would take a while for them to wash into the system before we 

started to recover.  It also contains benefits from a special rate variation that 

we achieved from the Government in order to help us to particularly address 

our infrastructure position.   

The position going forward that we proposed was much different from the one 35 

that was proposed in the merger proposal.  I can say that we’re doing well on 

that too because if you have a look at the blue line here this is our actual 

results for 2015.  So, instead of actually achieving a deficit that we forecast at 

that stage we turned that around to quite a strong or certainly a medium 

surplus within that year.  We’re still tracking on that basis going forward.  I’ve 40 

got a couple of slides to say on that.   

 I’d just like to really strongly make the point that our financial position is 

strong.  Our Council is robust.  We have control over our day to day 

operations such that we’re achieving a modest surplus.  To achieve that it 
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wasn’t just in relation to a special rate that we achieved.  We’ve put a lot of 

effort into non-ratepayer revenue sources including fees and the performance 

of our landfill site at Summerhill.  We’ve put a lot of effort and the staff of the 

organisation need to be commended on the effort they’ve put in to help us 

achieve efficiencies across our workforce of about a hundred staff, that’s 5 

about ten percent of our staff, that we achieved in 2013 and ’14.  That helped 

reduce costs proposed by about ten percent as well.  That’s a significant 

contributing factor to where we are now.  That hasn’t been taken into account 

in the financial analysis that’s been done by consultants who have been 

advising on the merger process. 10 

 We’re forecasting a budget surplus this year and we are in surplus and at the 

same time, both last year and this year, we managed to deliver 

[indecipherable] capital works programs and we’ll talk more about that in a 

minute. 

 Just having a look at some of the numbers over the last three years we’ve 15 

taken ourselves from a significant operating deficit in financial year ‘13 

through to a modest surplus in financial year ’15.  Year to date we’re still 

tracking on that positive basis and have achieved a $7.2 million surplus this 

financial year.  So, the Council itself is performing quite well. 

Facilitator: That’s seven minutes. 20 

Speaker 1: Is it? Okay.  In terms of managing our debt we also are in a really strong 

position too.  So, debt service cover ratio is a KPI or a criteria which shows 

how much cash that you’re actually bringing in compared to that which is 

required to service your debt obligations.  The office of Local Government has 

the criteria of X times two.  You need to have a debt covariation of at least 25 

two.  Newcastle is in a very strong position at the moment of having greater 

than eight times the net cover.  So, very strong.  We don’t have a problem in 

covering our obligations from a debt point of view. 

 We are also very strongly position from a cash and investments view point.  

Our cash and investments in reserves are of the order of 274 million at the 30 

end of last year.  And, it’s the funds from those reserves, from the operating 

surpluses and from the special rate variation we achieved last year, that are 

going into supporting our operations but specifically allowing us to address 

the infrastructure backlog that we have.  In fact, all those funding sources will 

give us the funds by 2020 which is at the end of the four-year rate freeze 35 

period.  We’ll have funds in the bank to fully address that total infrastructure 

backlog.  To do that we have strong capital works programs.   

Last year we achieved 58 million and the black line there is our capital works 

program that we’ve achieved over the last three years and the projected as at 

the last quarterly review that we’ll achieve this year which is $77 million.  So, 40 

very strong there.   

 In addition to that we’ve made significant progress on getting sustainable in 

an operating sense.  Just to talk a bit more about the breakup of those total 

reserves that we have, a large slice is naturally committed to restricting uses 
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covering our future commitments and provisions both for the workforce and 

for our infrastructure and for long term rehabilitation of landfill sites and 

various other things like that.  So, a large proportion of that is already 

restricted.  But, there’s a fair slice, $60 million, that isn’t restricted and it’s 

from that and the operating surpluses that we’ll be drawing to cover our 5 

backlog going forward. 

Facilitator: You’ve got five minutes. 

Speaker 1: Okay.  Some of the things that we’re spending this money on and all these 

programs have been developed after the consultation with the community and 

identified them as priority for Newcastle.  Bathers Way, seven kilometre 10 
journey there from Merewether right through to Nobbys over the last four 

years or so we’ve been working hard on building that shared pathway and 

we’re now pretty close to 50 percent complete with a completion of the 

Nobbys to Newcastle section.  Revitalising the community centre, the city 

centre has been one which is also high on the radar.  There’s a number of 15 

things there that you can see that we’ve done.  We would have liked to have 

done more in that but the issue of light rail transport and so forth utilising 

Hunter Street has really held us back [indecipherable] until we get finalisation 

of where all that’s going.   

 Blackbutt Reserve is highly regarded and won many awards for being a 20 

bushland reserve and in the last couple of years we spent money building 

new amenities, new playground, new barbeques and shade structures.  And, 

a wildlife arena that you can see on the slide there.  We’ve spent a lot of 

money on cycle ways as well and spent somewhere between two and half 

and five million dollars a year on new cycle ways across the LGA.   25 

 One of the things that people don’t realise about Newcastle is we are the 

regional capital of this region.  We do provide a range of cultural facilities that 

all LGA’s in the region enjoy and come and use and we host major events 

and have facilities to do that which certainly the more general Hunter region 

users to enjoy.   30 

 We are working strongly with Urban Growth on that urban transformation 

program in the city centre and it’s worth noting that the local State 

Government has committed 460 million to that to be spent over the next few 

years.   

 There has been a bit of comment on rates.  Our view about what happens 35 

with rates going forward is that at this point in time the State Government 

hasn’t really indicated how it’s going to handle differential rate increases 

across Local Government areas.  They have frozen rates on the path that 

they’re on for the next four years.   

We’ve done some analysis around this about what we think that might do in 40 

terms on the impact on ratepayers in Newcastle and Port Stephens.  I think 

it’s worth noting that rates are determined on the basis of the land value of 

properties across those areas and certainly the latest data shows that 
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average land values in Port Stephens are lower than Newcastle and again 

they increase historically at a lower rate than Newcastle.   

When you apply that factor to the increase in rates that Newcastle ratepayers 

are enjoying at the end of the four-year period, taking into account that our 

domestic waste management charter which you can see on the graph there 5 

which is the lowest in the lower Hunter area also appears on that rate notice, 

taking into account the effects on that we believe that the rate increase that 

might be seen by Port Stephens ratepayers is going to be very low.   

The new Council if formed does have a number of levers to pull in terms of 

how they calculate rates.  One of those levers could be to quarantine the 2012 10 
special rate variation just to Newcastle ratepayers because it’s only been 

spent on infrastructure to the Newcastle area.  If that was done there would 

end up being no impact to ratepayers in the Port Stephens area. 

Facilitator: One minute, please.  Thank you. 

Speaker 1: Just in response to merger proposal objections.  $85 million is what is 15 

proposed.  Twenty million of that is coming from grants from the Government.  

$65 million cost savings proposed.  Now, we think that’s possible to achieve 

that.   You have to look at that in a context that’s spread over a twenty-year 

period.  The proposal is $5 million a year by the state.  That’s about 1.3 

percent across the size of the two merged Councils which any Council either 20 

merged or standalone can achieve easily with a decent continuous 

improvement program.  There’s not a real lot of drive there in terms of 

potential savings that support the proposal.   

We believe the proposal understates the costs.  The proposal itself isn’t real 

clear on what the costs are but infers that they will be covered by savings 25 

over three years.  So, that infers about $15 million.  I guess our view is that 

they’re more likely to be double that and in the lower thirties and we’ll be 

continuing to crystallise that. 

Facilitator: Do you want to conclude now.  Thank you. 

Speaker 1: Okay.  That’s it. 30 

Facilitator: Okay.  Thank you.  One last comment? 

Speaker 1: Yep.  Just one last comment, which is my last slide, in that we’ve reached a 

number of merger opportunities there in the new LGA.  It does have a lot of 

jewels that are unique to this LGA and we’d make it a very strong contender 

within the New South Wales scene and Local Government.  Thank you. 35 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Next speaker is speaker two, please.  **** from United Services 

Union. 

Speaker 2: Good afternoon delegate and ladies and gentlemen of the community.  My 

name’s ****.  I’m representing the United Services Union.  The USU as we’re 

known but the New South Wales and Local Government Clerical, 40 



 10 

Administrative, Energy, Airlines and Utilities union is the largest Local 

Government employee organisation in New South Wales with over 25,000 

members working within the industry.  That includes members in every single 

current Local Government entity across the state, 152.  We currently 

represent over 650 members at Newcastle City Council out of the 930.  That 5 

makes us clearly the largest employee organisation, not in the state but in this 

employer. 

 I’ve been a proud advocate on behalf of the USU membership for the 

Newcastle City Council members for over nine years and also a local 

Newcastle ratepayer.  I make it clear that I’m not here as a local ratepayer but 10 
I’m here on behalf of USU.   

 Fundamentally the USU is opposed to forced Council amalgamations.  We 

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

reflecting the unique differences and character of communities across the 

state.  That any decision to merge Councils should be driven by and with the 15 

consent of the local community.   

 To end this the USU ask whether the Minister’s merger proposal is at odds 

with the views of the community of the areas affected and the delegate 

conduct a full poll of ratepayers. While we note the delegate is not required to 

conduct a poll we strongly urge you to exercise your discretion under section 20 

218F subsection (3)(b) of the Local Government Act 1993.  To take this 

important step to understand the views of the communities affected by these 

proposals.  However, where amalgamation do occur the maintenance and 

growth of employment in Local Government should be afforded the highest 

priority.   25 

 Employment in Local Government provides stable well-paying jobs for local 

residents while also providing life services throughout the communities.  This 

is extremely important in the Newcastle, Hunter Valley area where we’ve 

seen downturn in the mining sector [indecipherable] has seen the downturn 

and 150 jobs go [indecipherable].   30 

 It is also imperative that any merger complies with employment sections 

contain in the Local Government Act 1993 section 354, subsection (d) 

through to (i).  The USU is also opposed to large accounts becoming a venue 

for the wholesale outsourcing of Council services.  That sharing of Council 

services continue to be provided and managed by the local communities is 35 

the only way to ensure stable, well-paying jobs and the provision of high 

quality services to ratepayers.  This is again extremely important to the 

Newcastle region as was just mentioned by the previous speaker.  The 

Newcastle region cannot afford another hundred job losses after the job 

losses in Newcastle Council in 2013 and 2014.  Local Government jobs are 40 

the lifeblood of these communities.  They’re not just workers pays, the 

community pays.   

 In the event of any amalgamation the new Council should commence 

discussions with the USU and other industry unions including the 

Development and Environmental Professional Association and the Local 45 
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Government Engineers Association as soon as possible and no way within 

week after a Council is constituted by proclamation.  This is best facilitated by 

a working party between management and new Council and delegates which 

we have some in the room today of the above mentioned industry unions.  

This working party should commence and the process to identify above award 5 

conditions and assist in the negotiation of a new salary system, employment 

policies and other relevant documents to be implemented in the new Council.  

It is quite pertinent because USU is the New South Wales Industrial relations 

commission today where we’ve had to put off negotiations and new enterprise 

agreement due to this proposal.  With the Port Stephens Council finalising the 10 
enterprising agreement recently discussions about any future industrial 

arrangements are pertinent and held as soon as possible. 

Facilitator: Two minutes, please. 

Speaker 2: The working party should commence no later than one week but certainly the 

USU at any stage is prepared to discuss an agreement by all parties earlier.  15 

The USU is of the view that if amalgamation still occurred should be done by 

the way of mergers of two or more as opposed to splitting up and dividing 

Council areas.  The splitting up of Council areas negatively impacts on staff 

moral and complicates the issue of staffing of the new Council.  This is 

especially true in areas where the splitting of Council could see Council 20 

employees required to travel several or a hundred kilometres for employment 

in the new Council which could create a situation where section 354(i) of the 

Local Government Act is breached.   

 The USU also has concerns for the protection of smaller communities 

affected by the merger proposals and we don’t want to see a repeat of what 25 

happened in the former Nundle Shire where job numbers decreased by 9 

percent after the amalgamation of 2004 Tamworth Regional Council.  

Obviously, we will not see areas such as the Nelson Bay area or the 

Beresfield area be affected by loss of jobs in those smaller communities.   

 The USU wishes to restate the position it has adopted throughout this whole 30 

process.  That the unions primary concern is to ensuring the security of 

employment and good pay ambitions for its members and community and that 

if amalgamations are to occur the USU wishes to be an active participant in 

the process in order to ensure that its members interests are protected.   

 I’d like to thank the delegate and the community for the opportunity of 35 

speaking today.  The USU will also be providing a full detailed submission on 

behalf of our members.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Next speaker is number 3, ****, please.  **** here? ****.  If not can we go to 

speaker four, please.  ****.  Thank you. 

Speaker 4: I’ll repeat my name again, ****.  I’m a resident of Hamilton [indecipherable] 40 

and I have just a little preamble to make and that’s in relation to the Local 

Government Act which we’ve had quite a few acts over the years which Mr 

Reynolds would be aware of.  That is the 1919 Act which was in for many 

years.  Of course we had the Newcastle Act of 1937 which is very pertinent to 
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today’s comments.  Because, that will see the era whereby all the municipals 

Councils of the district amalgamated into one and became the City of Greater 

Newcastle.  So, we do have a precedent [indecipherable] that in time, if I may 

say so from comment, that it was justified.  We then of course have a current 

act which we’re operating under and that is the 1993.   5 

 We often think that we have three levels of government but we have not.  

Local government is not recognised in the Australian Constitution but it is an 

arm of state of New South Wales.  This relates to past and future problems in 

funding not grants of Local Government and in a sense are democratic 

process.  Because, Local Government not being recognised in the Australian 10 
Constitution relies very heavily on local people getting a view point over.  The 

residents and tax payers of smaller areas have to be recognised.   

 To say that New South Wales is in reality the Local Government for all it could 

tomorrow abolish all 152 existing Councils.  The comment on the intention of 

the State Government to reduce the number of Councils in New South Wales 15 

currently may have some merit in the Sydney metropolitan area.   

Some Sydney municipal Councils need to be amalgamated because they 

haven’t been developed as full urbanisation has taken place.  Their role is to 

carry out existing services that could be more economically carried out.  Many 

savings and benefits could actually be achieved.   20 

 Within our local proposal of Newcastle and Port Stephens Councils 

amalgamation, for the residents of Port Stephens I think there is a loss of 

identity for the local community.  Less local representation in a democratic 

sense minor participation in an overall greater Newcastle City Council would 

occur.   25 

 Local residents will always find it hard to get things done or be involved being 

on the fringe area.  Look at the geographics of the proposal to amalgamate 

the two Councils.  It’s a very large area indeed. 

 I think tourists will suffer, the state will lose out and the nation also.  But, more 

importantly the local economy through business will suffer. 30 

Facilitator: Two minutes, please. 

Speaker 4: Whilst many have said the proposed amalgamated area are compatible the 

areas are quite different.  A rural environment, tourist orientated recreational 

holiday area paired with the city centre of Newcastle and its suburban 

residential, technical, educational and industrial content.  Central control will 35 

fix into the Newcastle CBD.  You have already seen past segments in 

Newcastle that we fight Sydney all the time for just equal opportunity, a fair 

share of the state’s coffers be spent in our local area.   

 The proposed geographical district is too large to administer from the central 

Newcastle which itself is on the Southern Peninsular.  The natural basic 40 

boundary is the north arm of the Hunter River, the national park reserves and 

water conservation land which we currently have. 
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Facilitator: One minute, please. 

Speaker 4: Financially I see a drain of wealth and community resources from the Port 

Stephens residents to the proposed amalgamated entity.  Newcastle City 

Council will exercise its strength and will probably under its guise of power for 

the good of the region.  Local Port Stephens residents will battle for things to 5 

be done and recognise essential needs and services.   

 As a closing remark Port Stephens Council as is can continue to grow and 

expand with its financial leadership and community support and benefit as a 

Council Fit for the Future.   

The Newcastle City Council also can and should standalone as a grown 10 

existing Council and exercise an all united front in providing leadership and 

demanding its fair share of the state’s financial resources.   

 And, just one more comment.  Mr Reynolds, I’d like to mention that I’d hate to 

see Port Stephens’ residence become [indecipherable].  But, if it did occur I’d 

like to see no wards in that proposed area.  Because, I think that is a fairer 15 

way of getting the new point over. 

Facilitator: Thank you. 

Speaker 4: From an economic viewpoint there’s also a cost in electing the 

representatives from the various political and dependent sources.   

One has also have to look at the future of how those are to be done.  20 

Electronic voting is on its way.  So, this has a cost savings in itself. 

Facilitator: Start to wrap now.   

Speaker 4: Again, that one area should be the Council [indecipherable]. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Speaker number 5, please.  ****.   

Speaker 5: Thank you.  Mr Reynolds, I’ve got my written submission. 25 

Ian: Thank you. 

Speaker 5: Yes.  Can everyone hear me? I believe so.  Premier Baird, Minister for Local 

Government, Paul Toole, Parliamentary secretary for the Hunter and Central 

Coast, Mr Scott McDonald, and MPS delegate, Mr Ian Reynolds, my fellow 

residents of Newcastle City Council area, assembled attendees and media 30 
representatives, I’ll start my submission by detailing my personal details and 

history.  I do this so, especially yourself Mr Reynolds but others, can 

understand my very, very, very close connection to Lake Macquarie.   

 Notwithstanding that I’ve lived in Merewether since 1981.  I’m 68 and I went 

to Marks Point Primary from ’55 to ’59, Belmont High School from ‘60 to ’64 35 

and Newcastle University from ’65 to ’70.  My mum lived in Belmont South 

from 1955 to 2005 when she went into Anglicare Nursing Home in Carey Bay.  
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Mum died in 2009 and my step dad continued to live in the family home until 

died in July 2013.   

 I’ll skip some of the things here.  I joined Belmont Golf Club in 1961 when I 

turned 14 and through that process you get to meet a lot of people in Lake 

Macquarie.  I was president and then treasurer of Belmont Golf Club in 2004 5 

and 2005 and during my times there the club went from verging on insolvency 

to being profitable, financially strong and viable.  In that regard there’s a lot 

been said about just how financially strong all those Councils are.  I believe 

that if Councils are not being well managed they can be turned around with 

good management.   10 

 In summary I have long and strong connections and interest in Lake 

Macquarie and apart from the current arbitrary boundary I already think that of 

Newcastle and Lake Macquarie as one city.  Whereas I have little connection 

with Port Stephens when maybe once or twice a year my wife and I go up to 

the bay, which is what we [indecipherable] call it, for a drive and a day out.   15 

 The Newcastle Port Stephens merger proposal.  Considering my close 

linkages and contacts with Lake Macquarie I was therefore bewildered and 

astounded when the Baird government announced last December to propose 

to merge Newcastle and Port Stephens Councils.  I also felt very strongly that 

if Newcastle had to merge it had to be Lake Macquarie and not Port 20 

Stephens.  However, in case my personal views were not representative of 

the Newcastle Council residents generally I decided I should do an informal 

personal poll to see what the other Newcastle city Council residents thought. 

 Through that process I’ve actually spoke to about 30 residents of Newcastle 

and I think if you do the numbers on percentage basis for what the population 25 

is at Newcastle City Council what you will find is that represents a greater 

proportion of respondents than what Newspoll does each year.  In that regard 

although it’s a small cohort it’s a pretty representative sample. 

Facilitator: Two minutes, please.  Thank you. 

Speaker 5: What I found out was every 30 people I spoke to said if Newcastle has to join 30 

with another Council it should be Lake Macquarie.  Now, in saying that I know 

that a few representative attitudes of residents and ratepayers very strongly to 

contention.   

 To wind up, in my opinion there is a very sound and strong case be made of 

two Council areas with people, geographically, historically, infrastructure fit 35 

than merging to form one Council will result in operational efficiencies, better 

services and lower rates.  This is certainly the case with Newcastle and Lake 

Macquarie.  So, why is the Baird government proposed Newcastle and Port 

Stephen’s? Basically for political reasons.  The details are there.  Essentially 

you’ve got 26 Councillors in Newcastle and Lake Macquarie.  If they join it 40 

goes from 26 down to 13.  Where to from here? 

Facilitator: One minute, please? 



 15 

Speaker 5: In my opinion the Baird government needs to review its position and revert to the 

earlier and expected outcome that Newcastle and Lake Macquarie should to 

merge for the two reasons listed below.  Firstly, because of the obviously 

natural fit between Newcastle and Lake Macquarie and secondly, and 

perhaps the most important, because the overwhelming view of Newcastle 5 

City Council residents that Newcastle should merge with Lake Macquarie 

rather than Port Stephens.   

If that is the case, there should certainly be an information campaign to 

address the incorrect information that has been given to Lake Macquarie 

residents dealing with the dysfunctionality of Newcastle City Council which 10 
has been in many ways quite inaccurate.  It’s not the real basis on which 

Council mergers should be decided.  Thank you very much. 

Facilitator: Speaker number six, please? Councillor Doyle. 

Therese: Good afternoon.  Thank you for allowing me to speak.  I’m Therese Doyle and 

I speak as a representative of those people who support me as a Councillor, 15 

as a representative of the people in Newcastle who have a very good idea of 

what I’m going to say.   

 I also would like to acknowledge that I speak on the land of the Awabakal 

people and pay my respects to their elders past, present and future.   

What I chiefly want to say about the recommendation that’s before us is that it 20 

is the final part of a process that has been inconsistent and largely I would 

suggest incoherent.  I’m going to outline why I think that. 

There is no mandate for this merger in particular.  I don’t believe that the 

Government has a mandate for the wide spread forced amalgamations that 

are taking place.   25 

In the preamble to the report for Newcastle and Port Stephens the Minister 

says four years of extensive consultation, research and analysis have 

demonstrated that change is needed in Local Government to strengthen local 

communities.  That is a complete misrepresentation of the reality I suggest.  

Local communities and this local community in particular are not strengthened 30 

by forced amalgamations and that it what this is.  Neither Council wants it and 

I would suggest that if you ask them that the population doesn’t want it. 

The population will significantly increase and local democracy will be 

weakened because of a number of reasons.  Partly because the ration of 

electors to Councillors will be greatly increased.  The distances between 35 

service centres will be increased, access to Council services will suffer and I 

believe most important, and I want to expand on this point, local expertise will 

be lost as corporate knowledge is dispensed with as we sack senior and 

many junior staff. 

There has been no extensive consultation unless you regard the hand picking 40 

of ideologically driven experts and discussions behind closed doors as 

consultation.  Even Professor Sansom, one of the authors of the report that 
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set the whole thing going, has distanced himself from the so called 

consultative process that has followed his initial recommendations.   

Furthermore, those experts with credible arguments in favour of retaining 

those Councils such as Professor Brian Dollery, Professor of economics and 

director of the centre for Local Government at the University of New England, 5 

and Peter Abelson, Mayor of Mossman, they’re just not heard.  I will just 

quote Professor Dollery because I think these two quotes are very important. 

Facilitator: Two minutes, please.  Thank you. 

Therese: Anyone who still believes that compulsory Council consolidation will somehow 

lead to financial sustainability in Local Government with more efficient 10 

Councils, lower costs and substantial scale economies has not bother to 

acquaint themselves with vast empirical literature on amalgamation.  

Professor Dollery goes on to recommend a process of community 

consultation and regulation.  He particularly sites the processes undertaken 

by Lake Macquarie as a good example of effective community consultation.   15 

Professor Percy Allen, secretary of the New South Wales Treasury and 

Chairman of New South Wales TCorp between 1985 and ’94 whose company 

prepared Newcastle’s case to stand alone says of the proposed merger, 

“There is no direct general relationship between Council size and efficiency of 

the service delivery.  Mergers will fail to produce worthwhile cost savings.” 20 

Facilitator: One minute, please.  Thank you. 

Therese: I believe that in terms of the incoherence of this process we were told that 

scale and capacity was the deciding factor that would distinguish between 

whether a Council was fit to stand alone or not.  Port Stephens was declared 

fit, Newcastle was declared unfit because of this nebulous set of scale and 25 

capacity criteria.  In deed there are two starkly differing set of sub criteria that 

makes up what scale and capacity is.  They are so defusing and loose in their 

meaning that it has been clearly impossible for any Council to seriously meet 

that criteria and the subset of different criteria that go with it.   

I’ll just point out that there’s one set of key elements of strategic capacity 30 

given in the first IPART report and in the IPART report that was given to 

Councils there’s quite different set of criteria that’s supposed to make up the 

scale and capacity criteria.  Therefore, it’s impossible and it’s obvious a trick 

to foist on Council that has no clear definition.   Thank you. 

Facilitator: Speaker number 7, please.  ****. 35 

Speaker 7: Thank you.  Thank you for the opportunity to speak and I take your 

acknowledgment of the country earlier for me as well.   

I was a Councillor on Newcastle Council from 1991 to 1999.  I served two 

terms.  I’ve been very involved in civic affairs in the city from the time to 

present.  I’ve been involved in quite a number of community organisations.  40 

Now, I’m actually the co-ordinator of the Islington community group.  The area 
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I live.  I’m not speaking on their behalf.  I haven’t actually asked to do so 

because they’re actually in recess at the moment which I think is in itself a 

relevant consideration in terms of the timing of this enquiry.  It was announced 

out of the blue at the end of December and the beginning of the holiday 

season.  I mean most community groups are involved with family matters and 5 

are not focused on public policy matters.  So, it’s a shame that this happened 

at this time. 

 I am going to write a long submission that I’ll tender in writing and I suppose 

this is a work in process to some extent.  I’m going to dabble into that today.  I 

want to concentrate primarily on the loss of local democracy that I see 10 
involved in this.   

Now, the figures that are actually in the room on the proposal itself and I give 

that report credit for doing so.  Previous reports have dealt with this issue at 

all.  At least the merger proposal does actually provide figures.  I’ve turned 

them into a graph and here they are.  Here it is.  That’s the graph.  I’ll tender 15 

this for you so you can see what I’m talking about.   

That’s the graph that shows essentially the decline trajectory of loss of local 

democracy that would represent this merger proposal.  It’s in the opposite 

chronological order if you like.  So, the smaller one is what Port Stephens has 

at the moment on a number of Councillors per population basis.  This is 20 

Newcastle.  This one is what it would be on the basis of 13 Councillors under 

a merged entity.  This is what it would be by 2030 under the projected figures 

in the report.  So, there it is.  That’s the picture of the decline in local 

democracy that this represents.  You can see rapid development just in the 

start figures.  Now, there’s one quantitative way to put it.  There’s a lot more to 25 

this of course.   

 In my experience, and I’m sure it’s other people’s experiences too, the larger 

decentralised democracies become remote from communities.  This will 

become a large electoral area.  It will make it very difficult for modestly 

resourced independent small parties or groups to compete with larger political 30 

parties or wealthy organised vested interest that Council representation 

certainly has in Newcastle.   

 The Local Government political culture of the two areas is markedly different.  

This is directly relevant to the criteria that you need to look at 263, section (c).  

The culture of the two areas.  They have remarkably different political 35 

cultures.  Port Stephens follows that more rural tradition where Councillors are 

independent even if they’re members of parties while Newcastle follows that 

more metropolitan tradition of political party representation.  Quite starkly 

different traditions. 

 The implications and potential consequences of the local democracy are 40 

totally unexplored in the Government’s proposed merger.  The government 

argues that it will be offset by unsubstantiated [indecipherable] scale capacity 

[indecipherable] and, that the merger [indecipherable] and I love this quote.  

There’s some wonderful quotes in that report.  The Councillors, “Will have the 

opportunity to take a more regional approach to economic developments, 45 
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particularly planning.” That’s code for they will be forced to provide less local 

representation.  That’s what that’s code for.  I know from personal experience 

that the current scale of Newcastle Council already makes it difficult for the 

small number of elective representatives and an increase in remote 

bureaucracy to provide sufficient demographic localism.   5 

 When I moved to Newcastle in 1982 there was, I think, was 23.  It might have 

been 21.  Certainly over 20 Councillors.  The story of Greater Newcastle 

Council which was formed in the late ‘30s has been a story in itself of 

decreasing. 

Facilitator: One minute please thank you. 10 

Speaker 7: Thanks.  Can I say to, echoing some of the contributions before me, the 

merger report offers very little credible evidence of any community of interest 

between the two.  There’s a wonderful example under transport and, again, I’ll 

take a document that I found just by going through standard ABS statistics 

that show some significant differences in demographics in terms of age, 15 

profile, in terms of things like weekly household income, in terms of university 

and tertiary education for which I find no evidence of the claim in the report 

itself.  They’re widely different in the ABS which is an eyesore.   

In relation to transport the merger proposal tries to create a picture of strong 

linkages of transport and travel between the two entities.  In fact, the statistical 20 

evidence is quite the opposite.  It talks about the fact that most of the workers 

in the two areas live in quotes, “The area.” Now, when you read that sentence 

of the report the implication is by the area they’re talking about the merged 

area.  In fact, what the statistics show is that most of the workers live in the 

area of the Local Government area in which they do work. 25 

Facilitator: If you’d like to wind up now, please. 

Speaker 7: Thank you.  Yep.  Fifty-one percent of workers in the Newcastle LGA live in 

the Newcastle LGA.  Sixty percent of the Port Stephens workers live in the 

Port Stephens LGA.  Only six percent of workers in Newcastle come from the 

Port Stephens LGA.  Fifteen percent of Newcastle workers come from the 30 

Port Stephens LGA.  There is very little evidence in any of the statistics for the 

argument that is put in the merger proposal of communities of interest.  And, I 

could go through and will in my written submission a lot more detail in than 

that. 

Facilitator: Thank you. 35 

Speaker 7: But, can I just conclude, it’s difficult in this case not to conclude that the push 

for this merger arises primarily from an agenda that’s driven by an ideological 

belief that bigger is self-evidently better and it prioritises vague and probable 

claims and economic financial benefits above clear and democratic deficits.   

The merger process has been flawed and un democratic.  The merger 40 

proposal itself is anti-democratic and financially irresponsible.  If the statement 

government general cared about local democracy it would put the merger 
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proposals to the people in a plebiscite.  If the Government genuinely wanted a 

rational evidence based consideration of their Local Government merger 

proposals, it would provide all the key documentation for the public’s scrutiny.  

They have quite specifically refused to do that despite repeated requests. 

Facilitator: Thank you. 5 

Speaker 7: The citizens of both areas are entitled to feel that they’ve been treated with an 

intent but we harbour suspicion of the Government’s motive in refusing to 

release key information relevant to the mergers despite repeated requests. 

 Mr Reynolds, all I ask you to do, and I was very pleased that you said that you 

regard yourself as independent, is to do your job, look carefully at the 10 

evidence when it’s presented, look carefully when it isn’t presented and ask 

for it.  Because, I think if you do that you will find that this merger proposal is 

not justified.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Ladies and gentlemen, that concludes our registered speakers for this 

afternoon.  But, we do have some time.  Ian, are you happy for there to be 15 

other speakers from the floor if they want to register?  

 So, ladies and gentlemen we have a bit of time.  If somebody’s moved to 

speak and they wish to speak we would ask you to register.  Can I just get an 

indication of whether there’s anyone in the room who wishes to speak this 

afternoon who hasn’t registered to do so? Yep. 20 

If you would like to give us your name when you come up you’re very 

welcome to speak.  Thank you.  Would you like to come forward? Thank you. 

Speaker 8:  Yes.  Good afternoon.  Thank you for coming to Newcastle.  My name is ****.  

I’m a ratepayer of Newcastle and a resident of Newcastle.  I’ve also been 

Newcastle citizen of the year 2012 for community services. 25 

 I was inspired to speak by the earlier speakers.  My main concern as with so 

many is the one that **** just said when he talked today which is the dilution of 

local democracy and the inevitable event this [indecipherable] highly invested 

in Newcastle [indecipherable] the city centre but I’m already spending a lot of 

my time driving backwards and forwards to different meetings or catching the 30 
bus occasionally and should[indecipherable] this enormous Council area 

where the centre is eventually located.  It will be a long way from where the 

action takes place, where the decisions are made, from where the Council 

meetings are as well as the consultations.  I don’t see how this can benefit 

local communities in the slightest.   35 

 That’s probably all I want to say and I will certainly take a bit more care in the 

written submission by the end of the month. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Ladies and gentlemen is there anyone else who would like to 

make a contribution? Thank you. 
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Speaker 9: Delegate Ian and attendees.  My name is ****, former Councillor for Port 

Stephens.  I’ve been a resident of Charles Town which falls into the Lake 

Macquarie Local Government area for the last five years and I also manage a 

business here in Newcastle. 

 I’ve got to say this proposal when it came about was one of great surprise 5 

both to myself and to a lot of colleagues within the political business sector 

throughout Newcastle, Port Stephens and wider areas.  Certainly as other 

speakers have mentioned, a Newcastle Lake Macquarie merger had been 

talked about for some time.  Just like a merger between Maitland and Dungog 

had been spoken about for some time.  But, it seems all the investigations 10 

were thrown out the window and a quickly cobbled together approach to 

Newcastle and Port Stephens had been thrown up in the air to a similar 

response. 

 To follow on from some of the areas, delegate, that you are looking at in 

regards to the areas of Newcastle inner city.  As ****, the Acting CEO of 15 

Newcastle, mentioned it is the original hub.  Port Stephens is a small regional 

shire.  It’s a small community that comes together as an area with very 

diverse population and also very diverse employment aspects.  I represent the 

western board which takes in rural communities such as Seaham, Hinton, 

Wallalong, out to Karuah and into Raymond Terrace which is the business 20 

hub for the area.   

If we look at the history there is no history shared between Newcastle and 

Port Stephens.  Both these areas have grown up.  Both these areas have 

grown up individually and very much have their very own identities.   

If we look at representation Port Stephens would be greatly affected by the 25 

disproportionate representation that would come via the population 

distribution of elected representatives.   

If we’re looking at the impact to services and facilities, well, if we look at 

Newcastle, Newcastle itself has no small regional communities within its 

boundaries.  It is a city.  Where Port Stephens is predominately made up of 30 

rural communities.   

These communities in Port Stephens are serviced by long held facilities that 

have been built up over time such as the mobile library.  The mobile library 

service which also operates to small communities in Lake Macquarie does not 

exist within the Newcastle Local Government area because it doesn’t have 35 

rural communities.  There is not a single unsealed road in the Newcastle 

Local Government area.  But, still many communities in Port Stephens live on 

unsealed roads.   

If we look at the employment of staff, then certainly one would expect that 

Newcastle Council would be a dominating factor in the merging of these two 40 

Councils.  And, that would mean that predominately Port Stephens would be 

the employment losses that we would incur.  One would imagine that 

Newcastle would not be the hub of the new Local Government if merged and 

one would see a lot of the staff in Port Stephens fairly unwilling to have to 

travel all the way into the Newcastle CBD.   45 
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Impact on rural communities will be great.  Newcastle Council and its 

administration does not know how to look after rural communities.  It has no 

expertise in looking after rural communities or obviously providing any 

representation in an elective representative for those rural communities. 

Ward break-ups.  One would imagine that Port Stephens would probably 5 

become a single ward of the new merged Council area.   

Facilitator: One minute, thanks. 

Speaker 9: We’d make that maximum of three Councillors representing the total 

population of Port Stephens which has ten Councils representing it.  The 

workload on those Councillors would be significant and would be 10 

unmanageable to represent that entire community.   

When we look at the diverse communities Newcastle has a very wide and an 

ethic based communities.  It has over many years.  If we look at over at 

Waratah there is the union’s Council which represents a number of different 

communities.  If we look at Port Stephens, there simply isn’t that ethnic 15 

diversity amongst the community.  If we look at the Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, you will see that Newcastle has a much higher ethnic community 

base than what Port Stephens does.  All of these things adding up it’s very 

simple to see that Newcastle and Port Stephens is not an appropriate merger.  

Thank you. 20 

Facilitator: Ladies and gentlemen are there any further speakers before – the lady here.  

I’ll come back to the Councillor here.  So, thank you.  Yes, please.  And, the 

lady here. 

Speaker 10: My name is ****.  I’m an economist and managing director at Meta Economics. 

Facilitator: Sorry, can I just get your name again? 25 

Speaker 10: ****. 

Facilitator: Thank you. 

Speaker 10:  I look at these things from an economist perspective.  I spent 18 years in 

Commonwealth government and as someone born and bred in Newcastle and 

recently returned from Sydney. 30 

 I have a particular interest in looking at whether this proposal makes sense.  

At the moment I’d have to say it looks strongly like a solution in search of 

problem.  I looked through the document that was circulated – that outlined 

the merger proposal.  The numbers seemed a bit thin and I think it’s a major 

issue that the KPMG report that supports the notion of a merger has not been 35 

publicly available.   

 Again, from an economist perspective I look for a deep analysis of costs and 

benefits.  I look for the benefits to outweigh the costs and I look for some 

sensitivity analysis around the range and potential estimates of both those 

things and an analysis of risk.  All those things are very sadly lacking.   40 
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 We’ve heard earlier today that the supposedly dire financial situation of 

Newcastle City Council reported in the document is thin to say the least and 

potentially an illusion.  So, really we’re are the benefits likely to be coming 

from through this proposed merger.  They need to be substantiated.  As 

someone who’s been involved in policies for many years it is heartbreaking to 5 

see the political interest in change passing itself of progress.  But, as policy 

analyst so often see that the change is nearly [indecipherable] and results in 

significance costs with very little benefit.  There may be some synergies here.  

I’m not completely antagonistic to the proposal but it needs to be driven by a 

deeper analysis of those costs and benefits and the potential synergies that 10 
might emerge from greater co-ordination of the resources that are being 

managed by the Councils of Port Stephens and Newcastle. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  I think the lady here wishes to speak.  Thank you. 

Speaker 11: I haven’t prepared anything.  I have started my submission.  I’m ****.  I come 

from Corlette.  I’m a Port Stephens ratepayer and I probably hassle Council 15 

more than I should.  I’m here today like a number of you.  I wasn’t at the 360 

odd people that was there this morning.  I had a prior commitment elsewhere 

and the main thing that I was interested in hearing is when is read about the 

CEO from Newcastle Council who was going to address this session.  That 

was my decision to come to hear that.   20 

Could I ask please that the CEO from Newcastle City Council be invited to 

next the session that’s being proposed for Port Stephens and that he be the 

first speaker.  I don’t think it’s fair from what was said here today about 

Newcastle Council.   

 Port Stephens Council has improved their position too and it seems like the 25 

same sort of thing has happened at Newcastle.  So, that’s my request there.   

 My other main concern when I think about the merger proposal is you see the 

quite successful models of big Councils in the UK and New Zealand and they 

don’t have State Governments.  But, that’s not part of this proposal but by 

golly that’s what I wish would impact.  That’s what we don’t need.   30 

I think upon this angle of government departments not talking to each other is 

something that was drawn to my attention in the last week or so since this 

merger proposal has come through. 

 The Department of Planning is calling on comments from the public in 

practically the same time period as this, the 28th of February, comments on 35 

the Hunter Regional Plan for the future for the 20 years next.  I’ve had a look 

at the map for that and I was greatly concerned.  It was divided into districts 

and a map of the potential Newcastle Greater Council and here it is dividing 

[indecipherable] including Maitland, all up the valley, Lake Macquarie and Port 

Stephens.  The only thing missing in the Port Stephens section was it cut off 40 

at [indecipherable].   

There we were out on the Tomaree Peninsular and even the Tilligerry 

Peninsular not being shown on that map.  And, here we have one government 

department proposing a merger between Port Stephens Council and 
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Newcastle Council and leaving Tomaree Peninsular out in that other 

government department that’s conducting other similar comments from the 

public.   

 They’re the main things I wanted to raise and I’ll be putting in a submission 

anyway. 5 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Councillor, I think you’ve been given two minutes in addition to 

the minutes you had this morning. 

Speaker 12: Thank you very much, Delegate.  Having been here this morning we heard 

100 percent a complete and utter total unqualified opposition to the proposed 

merger.  This afternoon what I’ve heard is pretty much universal opposition to 10 

it with maybe some qualifications from the Acting GM that mightn’t actually 

occur.  But, I have not heard a sole at either part of this enquiry come out and 

say that they think it is a good idea or it has merit.  I just wanted that on the 

record.   

Thank you once again for letting me finish my five minutes from this morning. 15 

Facilitator: Ladies and gentlemen, are there any other speakers before I hand back to 

the delegate to make some closing remarks.  Although they won’t be totally 

closing remarks because we are here till five o’clock in case other people 

come in but, just to thank you for your contributions.  If not perhaps I could 

hand back to Ian Reynolds.  Thank you. 20 

Ian: Thanks ****.   

Facilitator: And, ****. 

Ian: And, ****.  Look, as I mentioned at the beginning my job here is to listen to 

what you have to say.  What you’ve had to say has been very clear and direct 

to me which is great.  It’s now for me to take all this [indecipherable] as I do 25 

my report.  I can think about the issues along with the issues I will hear 

tonight, I heard this morning and obviously through other submissions later.   

 Can I epically thank those who have taken the time to speak to me.  It’s been 

great and that’s what I wanted to hear and also to those who’ve attended to 

listen.  Can I thank you for speaking and listening in a really respectful 30 

manner.  That’s really helpful for us to get the transcript well and truly across 

to us and for us to hear issues very clearly. 

 A transcript of today’s proceedings will be made available after the 

examination and reporting process.  So, once I finish my report and so on the 

transcript will be there for you to see on the website if you wish. 35 

 As I mentioned before a reminder that I’m very active at seeing written 

submissions as well, even if you’ve spoken today or you haven’t spoken 

today, written submissions are welcome.  They’re due to close at 5:00pm on 

Sunday the 28th of February 2016.  So, that’s about, by my calculations, 

another three and a half weeks or so.  They can be submitted either online at 40 

the Council Boundary review website which is 

www.Councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au for those who are computer 
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challenged as I am, although my children are educating me, you can send 

them by snail mail.  Although it will be more expensive now unless you want it 

to come slowly.  So, you can send it to Council Boundary Review, GPO Box 

5341, Sydney 2001.   

 If you do look on the website there is a lot more information about the merger 5 

proposal process generally as well as details about the proposed merger that 

we’ve been talking about today, Port Stephens and Newcastle.   

So, once again, my formal thanks.  I think I’ve got to hand you back.   Do you 

wish to speak? 

Male: Just a procedural question. 10 

Ian: Sure. 

Male: You talked about the transcript becoming available. 

Ian: Yes. 

Male: Can I suggest that those transcripts would be extremely useful to those of us 

that are making written submissions.  Is there any reason why they can’t be 15 

put up in advance of the submission date? 

Ian: I’ll take it on advice but I think it may be a logistical question.  There are a 

number of hearings being held across the state so I’m not actually sure how 

physically they will need to do that given the time available.  I’m sorry.  But, I’ll 

take that on advice.   20 

 Unless there are any other speakers my thanks to all who attended today.  I 

will be here till 5:00.  The enquiry is formally open till 5:00 and I won’t close it 

till then.  So, if you wish to stay and if there’s other things you wish to speak 

about you can certainly do that.  But, if you wish to go you don’t have to stay.  

If there are other things you need to do that’s fine.  But, I will still be here till 25 

5:00. 

 Again, thank you for coming and thank you for going through the proceedings 

in such a calm and helpful manner.  Thank you. 

[BREAK] 

Ian: So, ladies and gentlemen, again thank you for your attendance today.  Thank 30 

you for listening so respectfully as I mentioned before.   

A reminder that written submissions if you wish to make one close on Sunday 

the 28th of February 2016 at 5:00pm and they can be made via mail or via the 

website.  I see that by my watch is now 5:00pm.  I declare this session of the 

public hearing closed.  Thank you. 35 

END TRANSCRIPT 


