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Council: Port Stephens and Dungog 

Delegate: Peter Peppin 

Venue: Dungog Memorial RSL Club 

Date: 9 June 2016 

Time: 7:00PM – 10PM 

  

Facilitator: [Indecipherable] public inquiry that would be terrific.  A couple of folks at the 

back there will bring you forward.  There’s some chairs out the front here and 

down the side as well.  My name is Ian Colley.  I'm going to be chairing 

tonight’s proceedings.  My job, strictly speaking, is to make sure that 5 

procedures run as smoothly as possible and, in particular, everybody who is 

registered to speak today gets to address the Delegate and be fully heard 

tonight.  Before we start formally, though, a couple of bits and pieces.  If 

you're a speaker, make sure that you’ve registered or if you have registered 

make sure you get a number allocated so we can call you out one after the 10 

other.  If you haven't already registered, please do so.   

 

If you're just an attendee rather than a speaker, that would be terrific.  If you 

could turn your mobile phones off to silent, that would be gratefully 

appreciated.  Just housekeeping bits and pieces.  Facilities, toilets, through 15 

the back door, across there or if you need to sneak out the side door here.  

Any emergencies, flood, fire, famine, we've got two side doors here with the 

‘exit’ green lights over them or obviously the back door as well.  I think that's 

all we need to say before we officially start.  So, I’d like to introduce our 

Delegate tonight, Mr Peter Peppin who will be listening to the various 20 

presentations tonight.  Peter will explain the what and the why of the meeting 

and then I will do a brief piece after that explaining the how we’ll do the 

proceedings.  Thanks, Peter. 

Peter: Okay.  Thank you, Ian.  There is a process we've got to follow.  I've got to go 

through the procedure.  But, it requires us to be in accordance with the 25 

relevant legislation.  Good evening.  My name is Peter Peppin and I am the 

Delegate appointed by the Acting Chief Executive of the Office of Local 

Government to examine the report on the proposal to merge Port Stephens 

and Dungog Shire Councils.  I’d like to formally welcome you to this public 

inquiry which is part of the examination and reporting process of the merging 30 

proposal.  Can I start by a welcome to country?  I begin by acknowledging the 

traditional custodians and their ancestors of the land on which this public 

inquiry takes place and also to pay my respects to elders, past and present.   

 

About the public inquiry process:  This public inquiry is being conducted in 35 

accordance with Section 26 of the Local Government Act of 1993.  My role as 

Delegate is to examine and report on the proposal that has been referred to 

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

for Local Government under Section 218 of the Act.  This proposal is for a 
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merger between Port Stephens and Dungog Shire Local Government areas.  I 

have been appointed to conduct an examination of the proposal and to 

provide a report to the Minister and the Boundaries Commission.   

 

I’d like to stress that my role is an impartial one and I'm not an advocate for or 5 

against the proposal.  Sections 263 and 218 of the Local Government Act 

require me to hold a public inquiry into the proposal to merge Port Stephens 

and Dungog Shire Councils.  The main purpose of this public inquiry is to 

provide members of the public with an opportunity to provide their views on 

the proposal.  As members of the public, you have been invited to attend this 10 
evening’s public inquiry and, should you choose, may speak about the 

proposal under examination.  More details about the examination reporting 

process can be found on the Council Boundary Review website and my staff 

can provide you with those details.   

 15 

The process also involves conducting a public inquiry, calling for written 

submissions and the preparation of a report on the proposal, having due 

regard to the 11 factors in Section 263(3) of the Act and these heads of 

consideration are: 

 20 

1. The financial advantages or disadvantages of the proposal to the 

residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned.   

2. A community of interest and geographic cohesion in the existing areas 

and at any proposed new area. 

3. The existing historical and traditional values in the existing areas and the 25 

impact of them. 

4. The attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned. 

5. The requirements of the area concerned in relation to elected 

representation for residents and ratepayers at the local level, the desirable 

and appropriate relationship between elected representatives and 30 
ratepayers and residents and such other matters as considered relevant in 

relation to the past and future patterns of elected representation for that 

area. 

6. The impact of the proposal on the ability of the council to provide 

adequate, equitable and appropriate services and facilities. 35 

7. The impact of the proposal on the employment of the staff by the Council. 

8. The impact of the proposal on any rural communities in the resulting area. 

9. The desirability or otherwise of dividing the resulting area or areas into 

wards. 

10. The need to ensure that the opinions of each of the diverse communities 40 

or the resulting area or areas are effectively represented. 

11. And, last, any other factors relevant to the provision of efficient and 

effective Local Government in the existing proposed new areas. 

 

At the conclusion of the examination’s process I will prepare a report to the 45 

Minister and the Boundaries Commission.  The Boundaries Commission will 

review and provide comment on the report and provide these comments to 

the Minister.  The Minister for Local Government will then consider the report, 

together with any comments from the Boundaries Commission and may or 

may not recommend to the Governor of New South Wales that the proposed 50 
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merger be implemented with or without modifications.  And, the process for 

tonight’s public inquiry is to allow the proceedings to be conducted fairly and 

efficiently.  The inquiry will be conducted and structured with a schedule of 

speakers and time limits on the speakers.   

 5 

Our Facilitator, Ian, will provide a more detailed rundown of today’s 

proceedings.  Other members of my team here today will provide you with 

assistance.  Joyce, Joyce Tappa and at the registration desk we've got 

Cameron Rudy.  Finally, it’s my duty to listen to all submissions and to 

consider them along with other material gathered throughout the course of the 10 
examination process in preparation of my final report.  I need to make it clear 

that I do not have the power to resolve any specific issues or identify solutions 

to any particular complaints that an individual or organisation may have about 

the proposal or the Local Government reform process today.    

 15 

So, what is the proposal?  It’s for the merger of Port Stephens Council and 

Dungog Shire Council and the submissions process, in addition to having the 

opportunity to speak at this public inquiry, members of the public may provide 

their views on the merger proposal by making a written submission.  Written 

submissions are one of the most important ways for me to gather information 20 

during the examination process, as are, of course, verbal submissions.  If you 

wish to make a written submission you are encouraged to focus on one or 

more of the 11 factors listed in Section 263 that I referred to earlier.  These 

factors can also be found under the Frequently Asked Questions on the 

website. 25 

 

My final report and all written submissions will be published at the end of 

the proposal examination process unless the author of the submission 

requests that their submission remain confidential.  And, my final comment 

is that written submissions close at 5:00pm Eastern Standard Time Sunday, 30 
26th of June and can be submitted either online at the Council Boundary 

Review website, which you can get from the staff here tonight, or they may 

be mailed to Council Boundary Review, PO Box R1772, Royal Exchange, 

New South Wales, 2001.  I now hand you over to Ian. 

 35 

Facilitator: Thanks.  Thanks, Peter.  Thanks for that.  So, in summary, then, that’s the 

what and why of what we’re trying to do today.  I’ll talk a little about how.  

Hands up those of you who have already been to a previous meeting on this 

one just in terms of this sort of thing.  I thought so.  Yes.  Most of us have 

been here.  So, a short version of this one, particularly for those who haven't 40 

been here before.  A reminder to sign in at the back if you're an attendee.  If 

you're a speaker you should’ve already registered and been given a number.   

 

We will have time limits on the speaking today.  I think we've got around 

about 29, 30 speakers so we’ll give the full five-minute allocation which will 45 

get us towards the end of the meeting but it will leave a bit of space at this 

point for any unregistered speakers.  So, we’ll review that towards the end.  

The only exception to the five-minute limit will be the Council presentation for 

15 minutes as the first presentation today.  I will ring a bell at the four-minute 

mark and then two bells at the five-minute mark and I would request that you 50 
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wrap up at that point so it creates some space for the speakers following you 

to have their – have their say.   

 

If, when you introduce yourself, you can just say your name and which LGA or 

area you're from, just to check it in, that would be useful.  Speak clearly 5 

through the microphone so we can both capture a sound recording of it and 

be fully heard by the Delegate.  Feel free, of course, to be forthright in your 

views about the proposal, whether for or against the proposal or in agreement 

or disagreement with any other speaker tonight.  But, be respectful in your 

language to the degree possible, nothing personal or insulting, if at all 10 
possible.   

 

Try and avoid, if you can, repeating points that have been made a number of 

times by other speakers but we’ll see how that rules goes in the exception 

rather than the respecting of it.  We’ll see.  All speakers should have the 15 

opportunity to have their say without interruption.  So, if we can keep other 

noise levels to a limit that would be great.  No audio/visual recordings tonight 

for privacy reasons but we will be doing a transcription, a sound recording of 

this event for the Delegate’s purposes, to make sure he gets an accurate 

record and also a full transcription of these proceedings will be made and will 20 

appear at the end of the whole process.  I think that's all I need to say.  So, 

with that in mind I’d like to invite our first speaker, Mr Craig Deasey speaking 

for Dungog Council.  Thanks, Craig. 

 

Craig: Thank you, Ian.  Round 3.  Mr Peppin, the merger proposal of Dungog and 25 

Port Stephens Council.  I think I need to explain this in view of some of the 

representation is away, is to present to the Delegate information about the 

Dungog LGA in terms of the heads of consideration.  My role as the General 

Manager is to implement the policy decisions of the Council.  Dungog Shire 

covers an area of 22,048 Km2, approximately 16,118 Ks within the Hunter 30 
Water Drink Catchment.  Approximately 26 percent of the land is 

non-rateable, 4,800 rateable assessment to the land value of 1.3 billion.  

There’s 723 Km of roads which are Council’s responsibility including 123 Ks 

of regional, 286 of rural sealed, 269 unsealed and 45 under burden.  130 

bridges of which 37 are timber.  Council’s infrastructure backlog of June 2015 35 

was assessed at 23 million.  We have an ADS of estimated residential 

population of 9,108.   

 

Dungog’s position has been to stand alone.  To stand alone was the decision 

of Council in June 2015.  It was reiterated again in November 2015 following 40 

the IPART announcement as unfit.  Council, once again in March 2016, 

following the Gloucester debacle, the decision of Council’s preference was to 

stand alone.  However, Council did identify the significance of special rate 

variations required to meet the New South Wales Government’s benchmarks.  

The Council also recognises State Government’s Fit For the Future agenda 45 

and enforce to amalgamate.  The Council wanted a seat at the table in the 

transition to the new entity.  Council also opposed rates’ moratoriums.   
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In May 2016 the Council resolved to present to this merger inquiry tonight, 

acknowledge the recommendation of Dr Tiley to the Minister of the 

Boundaries Commission.  The merger inquiry held in April 2016 in relation to 

Dungog and Maitland, the Delegate submitted in his report for the Boundaries 5 

Commission recommending a merger.  The Boundaries Commission 

forwarded their review of the Delegate’s report to the Minister for Local 

Government.  The Minister, at the present time, is holding onto the Delegate’s 

reports in relation to Dungog/Maitland and Newcastle/Port Stephens mergers 

pending the outcome of the Dungog/Port Stephens merger inquiry.  In both 10 
instances the Delegates have recommended the merger with the respective 

LGAs.  Port Stephens, who effectively was hit by a meteorite as a 

consequence of these merger announcements initially, has initiated proposals 

to now merge with Dungog as part of their response to the Newcastle/Port 

Stephens. 15 

 

Why are we here?  Council was deemed unfit by IPART but that does not 

mean that Dungog Shire Council is insolvent.  However, to meet the 

Government’s benchmarks require a rate increase of 13 percent per annum 

over six years.  Council’s asset management plan to be developed and 20 

identify the majority of the additional rates revenue is required for the road 

network.  In essence, the Council should be expending an additional 

4.6 million on roads and bridges.  If Council, only generating 5.3 million, 

generates now the legacy of decisions of the past with regards to not taking 

up rate increases that were available to Council today have now come home 25 

to roost. 

 

The other element was scale and capacity to the workforce of 65 is never 

achievable in the rapidly-changing business environment of today.  In terms of 

the heads of consideration, financial, local economy, the total estimated 30 
output of the Dungog Shire economy is estimated at 563 million.  The latest 

figures identify that agriculture accounts for 93.3 million or 16 percent of the 

gross revenue that is generated by businesses and organisations within the 

LGA.  However, the value of water, which is exported from the Shire every 

day, supplying drinking water to the Lower Hunter, is not part of the economic 35 

assessment of the Shire and for many years the Council has been arguing 

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

Hunter Water contributes to the State’s coffers. 

 

Being part of the Drinking Water Catchment, and I'm sure Port Stephens can 40 

appreciate this, it can be an impairment to economic development within a 

shire.  The natural attributes of the Shire are not valued yet they are very 

much part of and feature strongly in terms of visitor economy.  Financially, 

whatever the outcome of any of the merger proposals, residents of the Shire 

will, in the future, have to pay more.  What underpins the impact upon 45 

Dungog’s ratepayers will be upon how the land value of their property 

compares to others within a different rate area. 

 

The Council has 3,444 residential properties categorised across four 

subcategories of which rural residential dominates and that significantly 50 
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distorts the Office of Local Government’s reported average residential rate 

upwards as a consequence.  With the Shire’s total land value of 1.3 million the 

residential category accounts for 49.4 percent of the total land value whereas 

farmland equates to 640 million and 47 percent.  But, of the residential 

category, rural residential accounts for 74.5 percent of that 496 million.   5 

 

Irrespective again of the merger partner, the most significant rate impact is 

going to be within the distance rating category.  It’s going to affect every 

household and every business in this Shire no matter who the merger partner 

is.  To equalise rates, utilising the Port Stephens rating structure at the 10 
moment would result in a 28.95 percent increase to the rates base for the 

Dungog LGA.  However, this is still insufficient to meet the asset renewal 

program and reduce the infrastructure backlog in the Dungog LGA.  At least 

another $3 million is required annually.  If there is to be any merger I can only 

recommend that a differential rating structure is put in place within the new 15 

entity so that aspects including service levels and asset maintenance and 

renewal strategies, et cetera can then be determined as regards the future 

rates policy for the former Dungog LGA.   

 

I'm providing you with a couple of spreadsheets and they’ve been 20 

encapsulated in most of the reports I've done in the past on this.  There are 

financial risks in the event of the merger.  The Federal Government gave 

distribution to the States and the subsequent distribution to Councils.  At 

present, the difference between Dungog and Port Stephens equates to $83 

per resident.  Should the merger proceed after four years the new entities are 25 

facing a potential funding loss of $754,000 per annum.  Both councils do run 

the same IT platform for Local Government applications.  However, there will 

be significant costs in the merging of relevant systems and applications, 

records, GIS, et cetera with $5 million on the table for the merger costs I think 

it’s going to be a little bit short. 30 
 

From the communities of interest/geographic cohesion perspective, the 

geographic cohesion is more associated with the eastern side of the shire as 

the Williams River does join the Hunter River at Raymond Terrace.  However, 

Port Stephens Shire does extend across to Duns Creek, Paterson, Duns 35 

Creek, Butterwick, the localities are in proximity to Paterson and the services 

of Paterson are utilised by those residents.  However, there is no public 

transport service that connects between the two LGAs.  The Port Stephens 

Police Command covers the eastern side of the Dungog LGA including 

Salisbury, that area, whereas the western side is controlled by Central Hunter 40 

Command which includes right up the upper regions of Carrabolla, Ladies 

Well’s campgrounds, et cetera.   

 

Accordingly, the difficulties which we now experience are still going to 

continue in a merged entity with police.  The Dungog township is the principal 45 

centre of the LGA in terms of regional infrastructure, a high school, hospital, 

aged care facility.  These distinct communities in the Shire of Clarence Town, 

Paterson, Gresford and Vacy, all have different services available in the 

community.  From an urban hierarchy to the urban centre of Dungog will be 
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defined as a lower order urban centre meaning it provides a limited range of 

goods and services to local residents and the surrounding areas.   

 

The proximity of the LGA’s labour markets to the lower hunter is driving 

growth within the Shire, however this also attributes to the economic leakage 5 

from the Shire.  The University of Newcastle, in 2004, identified between 55 

and 60 percent spending by households leaks from the Shire.  The 2011 

census reported 2,064 local jobs of which 16,035 were filled by local 

residents.  The census also identified that 3,721 residents of the Shire are 

employed.  Accordingly, 56 percent of the Shire’s working population leave 10 
the Shire for work every day with 67 percent of them working in the Lower 

Hunter LGAs of Maitland, Newcastle, Port Stephens.  Communities of interest 

also include elements of the New South Wales Rural Fire Service where we 

are joined with Port Stephens, Cessnock and Maitland and it’s the same with 

the SES Services that are provided.   15 

 

In the context of the historical and the traditional values, prior to white 

occupation, the lands around the Shire were occupied by the Wonnarua and 

Worimi people.  The Gringai Tribe were the local inhabitants.  Foundries in the 

Dungog LGA that can link with the first European settlements with the 20 

Williams, Paterson and Allyn Rivers.  Paterson was the third site surveyed in 

the Hunter region.  The first land grant in Dungog was to a Mrs Mackay in 

1824 followed by land grants to the Hookes, Chapmans, Verges, Dowlings 

and Windeyers.  Present-day town streets are named after these families.  

Traditional industries were associated with the land and, as stated previously, 25 

agriculture is still the most important industry within our Shire.   

 

From a community strategic plan perspective, it is the rural heritage, the rural 

values and the protection of rural lands are utmost of the community’s priority.  

The attitudes of residents and ratepayers, the attitudes of people have 30 
differed.  I note that you have the receipt of the same position I have in 

respect of being signed by 1,794 residents.  Many saw that splitting the Shire 

three ways was a good idea whereas some of us have said that they're 

concerned as to regards to the loss of their voice in a larger area.  We have 

another element that, you know, they want to be – they don’t want to say what 35 

they really are thinking but many are the same, that we should stand alone.  

It’s not up to me to make the call in respect to that.   

 

From a representation perspective, Dungog comprises nine councillors across 

three wards with a mayor elected annually by the councils.  Port Stephens 40 

has ten councillors including a popularly-elected mayor across three wards.  

Assuming the Port Stephens elected Council structure you are looking at a 

total of 58,100 electors assuming all wards are equal numbers, say 

19,000-odd electors per ward, divide that by approximately three, that's about 

six and a half thousand, you’ve got 6,700-odd local electors in the Dungog 45 

LGA, so if you do the numbers on that basis I think you might find the Dungog 

LGA might get one on a new entity if it’s at nine.   

 

Impacts on the merger to provide adequate services, there are challenges in 

this regard with Dungog Shire Council providing a service to New South 50 
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Wales agencies that are resourced by Council staff.  To be quite honest, it 

doesn’t pay its way, never has and never will but the Councillors continue to 

provide that service out of the office here and if you were taking a business 

approach you certainly wouldn’t want it.   

 5 

There are different rates levies between Dungog and Port Stephens.  We’re 

$76.70, Port Stephens is $103.10 a tonne with an index to come 1st of July.  

But, the significant variance is as regards to rates between both entities, as 

I've said before, I strongly believe that there needs to be a differential rates 

structure in place.  Dungog Shire also has a bi-monthly health forum which 10 
encapsulates the various State agencies and non-government organisations 

as rural health is very much a focus in the Dungog LGA.  I'm not too sure 

what structures are in place in Port Stephens.  However, the health forum is 

providing an important avenue in which to advocate the services and facilities 

in the Dungog LGA and, most importantly, the Dungog community hospitals 15 

and it runs outside the domain of the home, mental and health.  

 

The concerns as to regards to what happens with the block grant in the 

merge, it’s not clear as regards to it given the levels of funding.  Port 

Stephens, I think it’s about 12,300 per kilometres.  Poor old Dungog, we only 20 

get eight and a half thousand a kilometre.  So, I hope that if there is a 

marriage that that will be spread at the higher rate in our LGA.  Dungog Shire 

from the staffing perspective has 66 staff at the moment plus one term 

contract associated with a natural disaster event.  Port Stephens has 409, 

looking at the last annual report, with the basis of population to staff ratio Port 25 

Stephens is 17 staff to 1,000, Dungog is 14 to 1,000.   

 

Since the initial merger proposals were announced prior to Christmas it just 

continues to disrupt the work organisations and morale has been pulled down 

as a consequence.  Irrespective of the work protection enshrined in the Local 30 
Government Act the staff are still worried about their futures.  As Dungog is 

the principal township with 2,131 residents - - - 

 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

 35 

Craig: - - - the Rural Standard Provisions of the Act come into play.  With two merger 

proposals still on the table we can’t even undertake transition planning and I 

feel the biggest challenge will be the cultural factors for many of my staff.   

 

Whilst a merger may create new opportunities in terms of the ability to 40 

specialise of some staff, coming from a small rural council where you know 

everyone, walking into a much larger council can be a daunting prospect to 

some.  We have suffered recruitment and retention difficulties over a number 

of years in technical and professional staff and only achieved the full 

complement of engineering staff until January of last year.  This is the first 45 

time in ten years that we've had a full complement of engineering staff.   

 

As previously mentioned, the retention of the Admin Centre in Dungog and 

entities after the merger is important.  Protection of employment within the 

town of Dungog will be crucial for the long-term recovery of the township.  50 
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From a diverse community perspective the census revealed 5.4 percent of the 

population was born overseas, predominantly from Anglo-European 

backgrounds with English being the first language in the households.  The 

ATSI population of the Shire comprises 4.5 percent of the population - - - 

 5 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

 

Craig: - - - and there are four land councils.  Thank you. 

 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thanks, Craig, for wrapping up on that.  I don't know whether 10 
that’s the high note or the final note.  Thanks for that.  Mr Wayne Wallis from 

Port Stephens.  Thanks, Wayne.  We’re back to the five-minute limit now.  

See how we go. 

 

Wayne: Well, good evening, Delegate Peppin and staff and good evening, ladies and 15 

gentlemen.  I’d firstly like to acknowledge the traditional owners of the land on 

which we’re meeting here today and pay my respects to their elders, past and 

present.  I am here today representing Port Stephens Council to speak in 

favour of the proposed merger of Dungog and Port Stephens Councils.  It is 

our contention that the creation of a Dungog/Port Stephens regional council 20 

recognises community wants and needs to deliver sustainable Local 

Government, supports the Local Government reform process and is the best 

option of all those that are currently under consideration.  At the outset I’d just 

like to state that Port Stephens Council has been a strong supporter of the 

New South Wales Local Government Reform Agenda and has been an active 25 

participant, the understanding that we have a part to play for the betterment of 

the region and Local Government as a whole.   

 

While it is strongly stated as the preferred position of Port Stephens Council to 

remain a stand-alone Local Government being designated through all the 30 
processes as Fit For the Future, if a merger is unavoidable, then a merger 

between Port Stephens and Dungog Shire stands to deliver more benefits to 

our combined communities than the current proposals put forward by the 

State Government.  We’ll be putting forward our submission to you which will 

detail all the Section 263 requirements.  So, in my probably three minutes left 35 

I’ll just touch on a few highlights.   

 

A merger between Port Stephens and Dungog is more affordable than the 

other proposals.  Council engaged independent consultants, Morrison Low 

and their estimate is that there will be a cost with the merger between Port 40 

Stephens and Dungog.  That net present value cost of $2.4 million over nine 

years is far more affordable than what we understand a merger between 

Maitland and Dungog would be at 4.9 million or a cost of $7.4 million between 

Port Stephens and Newcastle.  In the case of a Port Stephens/Dungog 

merger proposal, $2.4 million could be advertised over the ten-year long-term 45 

financial plan at $240,000 per annum which is certainly manageable. 

 

The other key aspect in the Local Government reform process is what’s 

regarded as infrastructure backlog, how much money is needed to be spent to 

bring assets up to their useful requirement.  The combined infrastructure 50 
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backlog of $41.7 million for Port Stephens and Dungog Council is far more 

affordable for our community when compared to the other alternatives of 

$116 million infrastructure backlog between Dungog and Maitland or 

$118 million between Port Stephens and Newcastle.  We believe that that 

infrastructure backlog between Port Stephens and Dungog certainly can be 5 

managed and funded without requiring increases to rates.  

 

Port Stephens and its communities consider this certainly a worthwhile 

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

sector as a whole.  In terms of rate affordability, there certainly would be 10 
moderate rate rises for Dungog residential rates under a merger with Port 

Stephens when compared to Maitland’s special rate variation.  That would be 

regarded as moderate.  Under the Port Stephens rate model Dungog 

residents, from our calculations, would be paying between 40 or 45 percent 

less than under the Maitland rate model by the year 2021 and we’ll detail this 15 

in our formal submission. 

 

Also, Port Stephens Council sees no reason why we would need to add a 

waiver on that proposed four-year rate part-freeze as suggested by or 

imposed by the New South Wales Government which has been indicated or 20 

flagged by Maitland Council.  It’s our view that Dungog Shire residents are 

substantially more aligned to Port Stephens than Maitland which primarily 

would be categorised as an urban Local Government area which is much the 

same as how Port Stephens Council has more in common with Dungog than 

its proposed partner with Newcastle which again is a large urban centre. 25 

 

Strong communities of interest are already in place, particularly in the Dungog 

township and Clarence Town areas with further similarities including white 

communities, similar settlement patterns and aligned population and age 

profiles.  Both LGAs have similar areas, rural lands, State National Parks and 30 
sensitive environmental lands and both councils certainly know how to 

manage those rural environments.  Both councils also embrace volunteerism 

as a key fabric of community life.   

 

There is significant cohesion between our Local Government areas, the 35 

Williams River and Paterson River and the tributaries and the Hunter River 

shaped by Local Government areas directly and geographically and you only 

look back in the history books, in the early 1800s there was the Raymond 

Terrace and Dungog District Councils.  So, we were all part of the same Local 

Government area once upon a time.  It’s a popular choice between Port 40 

Stephens and Dungog.  We understand that almost 3,000 Dungog Shire 

residents have signed one or two petitions that have been circulating this year 

and more recently to join with Port Stephens which, from our understanding, 

is around 27 percent of Dungog electors or 1,800 plus people in that 

component. 45 

 

77 percent of respondents to a Dungog Chronicle poll nominated Port 

Stephens as their preferred partner compared to 13.8 percent for Maitland.  

There were also 200 or more attendees at some public information sessions 

that were held in March or late March by Port Stephens Council in Dungog 50 
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and Gresford.  We acknowledge that there will be impacts on local 

representation under a merged council as Mr Deasey outlined, albeit they will 

be similar issues with the Maitland proposal. 

 

We are committed to working through representation concerns and I could go 5 

through but we know that Port Stephens has ten representatives makings its 

decisions on its behalf and Dungog Shire has nine Councillors making 

decisions on its behalf but under a merged council and if there were a similar 

number of staff as under the Port Stephens model, then the elected numbers 

generally under that merged Council will not be so similar as currently are 10 
concerned in the Port Stephens Local Government area and the Port 

Stephens Council will tell you that that certainly is manageable.   

 

Port Stephens has an established and proactive approach to helping 

businesses grow and we certainly have a really strong understanding of 15 

regional needs.  Destination Port Stephens which is Council’s peak tourism 

body and marketing arm exists to extend the service and can certainly assist 

in the Dungog area.  Certainly, it’s a clear benefit to bring to the table from 

Port Stephens in this very natural match in terms of the natural environment 

between Port Stephens and Dungog, Nature’s Playground into the hinterland. 20 

 

So, in closing, I’d just like to sum up on a couple of key points.  One is that the 

communities of Dungog and Port Stephens have expressed a strong level of 

support for the merger.  Between them they have rejected proposals to merge 

with the likes of Gloucester, Newcastle and even Maitland.  Port Stephens 25 

and Dungog are a good match.  Financially, it makes for a much better option 

in terms of the bottom line as well as benefits that could be brought to the 

table for the residents. 

 

Local Government reform is to be genuine and manageable.  The merger 30 
partners need to be a good match with strong community support.  We’ll be 

contending in our submission that the Dungog/Port Stephens Regional 

Council be sensible and a popular outcome and should be supported in your 

report to the State Government, Mr Delegate.  Thank you for your time today. 

 35 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Much appreciated.  Thanks, Wayne.  I think Speakers 2 and 3 are 

not here.  So, Speaker 4, Danny Mackay?  Speaker 4? 

 

Danny: Good evening, everybody.  What a wonderful night.  Look, before you press 

the timer I just thought I might ask the Delegate, because what your job is, is 40 

fairly important, if you could just tell us a little bit about you and have you ever 

lived in a rural environment like us and I mean you're not a judge, you’re a 

human being, you're obviously an experienced person in civil rights. 

 

Facilitator: You can choose to respond or not to. It’s yours, Peter. 45 

 

Peter: No.  I said at the meetings I've been to over the last couple of weeks I'm very 

open to transparency and I'm very happy to give you a quick rundown 

because it’s your night, not mine.  Yeah.  Look, I'm Peter Peppin.  I worked in 

Local and State Government all my working life.  And, in that period I have 50 
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been four times a Local Council CEO or General Manager as you call it here 

and one of those was actually in New South Wales when, for six and a half 

years, I was the GM at Burwood in Sydney.  I actually previously did actually 

work in public transport where I was the Assistant to the CEO of Public 

Transport Corporation WA and academically I have a Bachelors and Masters 5 

in Economics. My Economics Masters is in regional economic development 

which has got a strong affinity to these regional centres.  I'm also a Fellow of 

the Certified Practicing Accountants and some years ago I did the Diploma of 

Company Directors to be a strong governance person.  I have spent some 

time in the regions and can I say that even though I've been the CEO of 10 
metropolitan councils twice I've actually been in the regions a couple of times 

and I generally actually like them more because – I think it’s because I've got 

that Masters in Regional Economic Development that I get to visit these 

places. 

 15 

Facilitator: Thanks for that.  Thank you.  Thanks for the question and time is on.  Go for 

it. 

 

Peter: And, what I should’ve said also was many years ago I was actually born in the 

Hunter Valley in Singleton but I left when I was only about that high. 20 

 

Facilitator: Thank you. 

 

Danny: He just pinched one of my memories.  You've got to be careful here, 

everybody.  Well, thank you for that and you're welcome to come, live with us 25 

in the Shire any time you like.  Thank you for that and I wouldn’t have your job 

for quids by the way.  But, it’s auspicious that we’re here at the RSL tonight 

and looking around the building you'll see photos of some of the first Diggers 

of Gallipoli and over here long-handled bats used by local legend Doug 

Walters and his fabulous test career, 75 tests.  It may be modest but it’s our 30 
heritage and it means a lot to us.  Yet here we are in the hands of you, sir, to 

filter the thoughts, dreams and aspirations of this community for decades to 

come.   

 

What is reflected in the petitions gathered diligently by a caring few and what 35 

is said here tonight forms the basis for which Council wins the Dungog Shire.  

What makes us disappointed, no effort had been made official to seek the 

total voice in a plebiscite.  In other words, if the gutsy, local citizens had not 

stood up, started by John and Lisa, Government could’ve done what it liked 

without the benefit of the opinion of the ratepayers.   40 

 

Greens MP David Shoebridge said recently, “When a government tries to do a 

job in local communities and cut legal corners and rush through an 

undemocratic process, it’s no wonder they trip up”.  At the last election Mike 

Baird, as far as I can recall, did not have any mandate to do what he’s doing 45 

to the civil culture of this state.  But, tonight we need to prove to you the 

merger with Port Stephens is supported by Dungog ratepayers because 

Government was too divisive, too lazy to conduct a fair and accurate 

plebiscite. 
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Now, some say a shire is defined by its people and to look around the room I 

hope that the right balance of demographics are here for you to get a true 

picture of what we are.  The 20s, the 30s, the 40-somethings are going to 

inherit what decisions are to be made but I am very concerned that their voice 5 

will not be heard in full.  It’s imperative for you also to take away the 

perspective of our young ratepayers as they are our future.  So, surely I hope 

you recognise that point, that any considerations made in a merger must look 

forward in this regard and must look into a digital world and a workplace 

context for rural life.   10 
 

I drove through Maitland yesterday to Rutherford.  It’s a sprawl that’s quickly 

becoming a slum of the future.  Maitland could be transported into the bowels 

of Manila or Western Sydney and none would be the wiser.  It reflects an 

early, ugly urban look with hundreds of McMansions, grubby shopping centres 15 

and fast-food outlets.  Now, what sort of Council let that happen?  You’ve got 

to think about that.  We also know the rates would be much higher than with 

the Port Stephens option.  Sorry, not acceptable.  So, three strikes to 

Maitland, the cost, the political willingness and the urban ugliness.   

 20 

So, thanks to those who identified the issue and got out into the community 

activating.  We have at least a chance of a Port Stephens merger option 

before Government.  That option clearly works hard to enhance the right 

experience for its ratepayers and has gone out of its way to get constituents’ 

view on both Newcastle and Dungog options.  They are our next-door 25 

neighbours.  Our rivers become their rivers and our mountain ridges and our 

forests merge into theirs as well.  The case is compelling on a lot of number of 

fronts, not the least that they are in the black.  A meeting of two cultures 

commercially and philosophically is ready to go.  At a recent meeting the idea 

of developing a retirement village an allied interest was put forward.  This is a 30 
great idea.  Where better to retire?  It’s all here.  But, not with the Maitland 

influence, thanks.   

 

Back to the money trail - - - 

 35 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

 

Danny: - - - I should also highlight the superior rates analysis in favour of a recent 

Port Stephens solution over Maitland and the fact the pro rata, the Shire here 

would get two representatives on a new council.  So, a big tick for Port 40 

Stephens.  And, many people are going to talk about them tonight and our 

many, many virtues.  And, I think you still owe me a minute but I’ll say this.  If 

squeaky wheels get heard, great.  And, we deserve more than that.  We 

needed everyone’s voice.  That is a fundamental weakness in this process.  

It’s undemocratic. 45 

 

Please recommend that the Council that took the interest, took the care to 

present an excellent proposal and which supports the future of our kids in a 

regional and rural setting as Port Stephens.  Thank you, sir, for your attention 

today.  You have a considerable weight of responsibility on your shoulders 50 
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and this Shire’s future.  Once again, to John and Lisa, you were brilliant and I 

hope the support that you have won from the community leaves little doubt 

what this Shire wants.  Dungog wants Port Stephens.  I support Port 

Stephens.  Port Stephens, best by a country mile. 

 5 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thanks, Danny.  You do have that extra minute. Once I've rung 

that bell it means you’ve still got another minute, so don’t necessarily speed 

up then.  That's fine.  You did well.  I think Speakers 5 and 6 are not here.  

Speaker 7, Linda - - - 

 10 
Female: 6 is here. 

 

Facilitator: 6 is here.  Come forward then, thank you.  That’s Sally is it?  Yes.  Thank you.   

 

Sally: I’d like to pay my respects to the traditional custodians of this land.  They are 15 

my people.  Thank you, Mr Peppin, for this opportunity to speak.  I don’t 

support a merger with Port Stephens Council and note the current Dungog 

Shire Council motion which supports a stand-alone council or, in the case of a 

forced merger, that it be Maitland.  I support the idea of stand-alone supported 

by an expanded joint organisation like the Hunter Councils.   I wish to speak 20 

on three factors in Section 263 of the Act.  They are the community of interest 

and geographic cohesion, the requirements as to local representation and the 

residents and ratepayers and other factors and that is I’d like to introduce the 

idea of the joint organisations. 

 25 

Just a couple of comments first.  This process really has been far too long.  

It’s been confusing.  Many people that I spoke to, speak to, have given up on 

this process.  It’s been skewed towards the Baird Government’s agenda, not 

the public’s good.  The independence of the KPMG Report is being 

questioned in court.  The twists and turns of Dungog’s merger options have 30 
left a vacuum which has been filled by rumours and an aggressive PR 

campaign by Port Stephens Council and many of their claims can be 

disputed.   

 

I want to note that the Delegate who reported on the Maitland proposal did 35 

say the number of residents who provided submissions or attended the inquiry 

session was comparatively small and the vast majority did not engage in the 

public consultation and examination process, creating concerns for the 

Delegate whether those who had contributed represented a sufficient number 

and cross-section of constituents.  This is obviously always a problem with 40 

these public inquiries. 

 

So, Number 1, community of interest and geographic cohesion.  I see very 

little geographic cohesion between Port Stephens LGA and Dungog.  One is 

predominantly coastal with sprawling development, residential and tourist 45 

including Mallabula, Lemon Tree Passage area, the Nelson Bay, Shoal Bay, 

Anna Bay, stretching right to the Soldiers Point area and the urban Raymond 

Terrace area with a population of 12,000.  This does not remotely relate to 

Dungog’s predominantly rural LGA.  It’s hard to see any cohesion.  There is 

no commonality.   50 
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Development policies are necessarily different, each protecting its own 

different and unique needs.  If combined, it would be to the detriment of 

rural Dungog Shire.  So, our community of interest is different.  We in 

Dungog are concerned to keep our unique rural amenity.  Encouraging 5 

development complements that, hence our rural residential zoning which 

prevents large-scale, small-block development.  The development ambitions 

of Port Stephens are different.  It encourages greater population density 

development.   

 10 
Port Stephens tourism is based on a coastal experience, corporate-owned 

resorts, boating, whereas Dungog tourism is based around much more of the 

fresh air rural getaway experience with small family-owned accommodation.  

So, Number 2, local representation and attitudes of residents.  I note that 

Dungog Shire’s population is approximately one-eighth of Port Stephens LGA 15 

area.  So, there would be a drastic loss to local representation.   

 

The recent Queensland report on amalgamations - - - 

 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 20 

 

Sally: - - - reported that it was the smaller councils forced to merge with bigger ones 

that suffered.  Promised economic benefits were not realised and with closure 

of service centres people were disadvantaged.  The Port Stephens 

motherhood statements do not make any commitments to retain Dungog’s 25 

services or identity.  I support the joint organisation’s model.  It’s a model of 

cooperation, not the dismissal of small LGAs.  It should be properly funded 

perhaps with the money that is promised for forced amalgamations.  It would 

support the smaller LGAs in the designated area such as Dungog which 

would ensure that infrastructure, especially in our case roads, was funded on 30 
a needs basis.  Dungog could then secure its unique identity and its property 

representation. 

 

There is no doubt development is necessary.  The whole idea of local 

representation is that the public has a say.   35 

 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

 

Sally: We in Dungog will lose our say if we are forced to amalgamate. 

 40 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thanks, Sally.  Checking backwards, Speaker 3, Jordan?  Are 

you here, Jordan?  If not, Speaker 5, checking again, Anthony?  If not, 

Speaker 7, Linda Bowden.   

 

Male: 3. 45 

 

Facilitator: 3?  Thank you. 

 

Jordan: So, I'm Jordan from Vacy.  I'm basically here as a ratepayer.  Unfortunately, 

our city is being forced to merge.  It won’t be our decision unless we get up 50 
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and say something about it.  I feel that from a personal point of view Port 

Stephens has probably got the most to offer.  It’s a willing partner.  Maitland is 

not, at this stage, a willing partner.  Let’s talk about the economics in that.  

Quite simply, we’re all going to pay more no matter what happens.  So, I won’t 

take up much more of your time but I just wanted to make my point there.  I 5 

believe it would be nice to stay as Dungog but quite frankly who’s going to pay 

of it?  We’re going to be forced to merge.  Let’s pick someone that wants to be 

with us, that wants to help us.  Anyway, thank you. 

 

Facilitator: Thanks for that, and very distinctive as well.  Speaker 5, Anthony, are you 10 
here?  Anthony Nolan?  If not, I’ll try again.  Linda, speaker 7?  Thank you. 

 

Linda: I've just got to have some water.  I've got the Flu, I'm sorry.  Okay.  My name 

is Linda Bowden.  I'm a resident of Dungog Shire and will be speaking as an 

individual.  Because of time constraints I will briefly address (b), (d) (e) (3) and 15 

(a) of the relevant Act.  Firstly, attitude of residents and ratepayers.  Dungog 

Shire Council’s standing motion is to stand alone with appropriate resourcing 

from Government.  I have always believed it was in the best interests of this 

rural Council to be able to do this and therefore support our Council’s motion.  

We know from academic literature that amalgamations generally don’t meet 20 

expectations.  Research also shows that there can be significant loss of local 

identity, particularly in rural areas.  This was apparent as the previous speaker 

said in Queensland in 2013 where a number of amalgamations were reversed 

because small communities grew more passionate about getting their shires 

back, claiming a loss of service delivery and loss of local identity.  It is 25 

therefore critical to think very carefully about giving local democracy away.   

 

(b) Communities of interest and geographic cohesion.  If we are forced to 

merge it is my view that one of the key considerations should be geographic 

cohesion and communities of interest.  This is the glue which will potentially 30 
bind the two entities together.  It’s about where we do our business and where 

our services flow from and to.  In relation to this area residents in Dungog are 

drawn to Maitland as a service centre, not Port Stephens.  Except for the 

police head command being at Port Stephens, the majority of our connections 

are to the south and the rail link enhances this cohesion.   35 

 

From a health perspective allied health services such as community nursing 

and community health are provided into the Dungog LGA from East Maitland.  

Maitland Hospital and the new Metford site as well as palliative care, aged 

care, emergency services, follow-up surgical, dialysis and health transport all 40 

emanate from the Maitland area.  Maitland also provides services of the 

various therapies as well as women’s health, sexual assault, immunisation 

and audiometry.  And, Maitland is our principal place for employment, retail, 

markets, further education, business and sporting affiliations.  Other 

commonalities are agriculture, cultural events and tourism including Steamfest 45 

and Taste Fest.  

 

The DSC Health Forum is where our community and allied health 

professionals talk about our health needs.  Expanding into a larger entity 

where these health aspects are based means that services are understood, 50 
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protected and potentially strengthened through advocacy.  Amalgamating the 

Council where we don’t have these ongoing and historical relationships will, in 

my opinion, have little chance of success.  I note that the Tomaree 

Ratepayers and Residents Association from Port Stephens represent the 

interests of around 26,000 people who have a draft submission against Port 5 

Stephens and Dungog of merger up on their website show this view.   

 

Financial advantages and disadvantages.  Much has been said about the 

financial aspects tonight, especially from the GM.  So, I’ll raise one issue 

which will have an impact on our community should a merger proceed with 10 
Port Stephens.  There has been a lot said or not said about rates in relation to 

a merger proposal with Port Stephens Council.  Dungog Shire Council has 

completed a study of rates across a range of types of properties comparing 

the current rates of Dungog, Port Stephens and Maitland.  The findings show 

the following: there would be rate rises no matter who we merge with.  If you 15 

look at the Dungog Shire villages, Clarence Town urban and Dungog urban 

over the year there isn't a great deal of difference if we were to merge with 

Maitland or Port Stephens.   

 

Rural residential and farmlands would pay more under a Maitland merger.  20 

However, our businesses would pay substantially more under a Port 

Stephens merger.  This has not been put into the public domain.  My 

comment in relation to this is that with the loss of our Council, the support of 

our local economy and businesses becomes critical and therefore merging 

with Port Stephens would potentially - - - 25 

 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

 

Linda: - - - be a disadvantage to our business community.   

 30 
Impacts on rural communities.  In relation to a Port Stephens merger there is 

no commitment to the preservation of legislation and aspects of our 

community value including rural amenity which is depicted in our community 

strategic plan.  The Port Stephens proposal only mentions the need for future 

studies.  We know there are issues in that area.  We know from the 35 

Dungog/Maitland Delegate’s report and recommendation Maitland stated it 

had approximately 23 years of zoned residential land in those areas for 

growth in the LGA and therefore in the event of a merger there is neither the 

motivation, drive nor government policy for a replication of residential zones in 

the Dungog Shire.  They are offering us a commitment of protection to our 40 

rural values. 

 

The Delegate’s report also states that a merged Council will have the capacity 

to reinforce existing land zones in the DSC area which will ensure continuity 

to rural lifestyle and mitigate against adverse impacts on rural communities.  45 

These commitments will become significant when we don’t have the 

necessary councillor representation to preserve our rural amenity.   

 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

 50 
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Linda: As I've stated, my first preference, like most councils across New South 

Wales, is to stand alone.  I've briefly touched on four areas.  I'm going to 

make a larger contribution through my submission.  However, I am concerned 

about a merger with Port Stephens. 

 5 

Peter: Thank you. 

 

Facilitator: Thank you.  And, the most number of points in a short space of time.  You are 

in receipt of the words per square metre prize at the moment.  Number 8, 

John Connors?  John, are you here?  Yeah.  10 
 

John: Thank you, sir.  Sir, my name is John Connors. I'm a resident of the Dungog 

Local Government area.  Regrettably, because of mischievous statements 

that are being made I am obliged to make a statement that I am a Barrister 

and as such I'm obliged to accept a brief in the areas in which I practice from 15 

anyone who will pay my fees.  The areas in which I practice in this country are 

Local Government and Planning.  I am sometimes briefed by Port Stephens 

Council but I am not here on their behalf tonight nor am I speaking on their 

behalf in the written submissions that I will make in due course.   

 20 

The time tonight of course doesn’t permit a proper examination of the issues 

under Section 263(3) which you must consider.  I propose therefore to deal 

with a couple of the perhaps more important and more obvious ones.  The 

first is Section 263(3)(d).  That requires you by statute to take a count of the 

attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned, not the 25 

Council, the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned.   

 

Dungog Council doesn’t have a point of view.  The General Manager was sent 

here today on the basis of a motion of the 17th of May, a copy of which I gave 

you last night.  It’s a motion that doesn’t resolve to do anything, sends the 30 
poor guy along without a brief, without instructions, without a resolution even 

adopting the statements that he was obliged to make tonight.  As I said last 

night, councils can only have a point of view if they do so by resolution under 

Section 371 of the Local Government Act.  It’s got to be a decision supported 

by a majority of the votes at a meeting of the Council in which a forum is 35 

present.  That is decision.  This Council hasn’t made a decision. It’s made that 

what motion of the 17th of May of which you have a copy.   

 

But, as I said, it’s the attitude of the residents and ratepayers that you have to 

concern yourself with under Section 263(3)(d).  It’s not what you were told at 40 

the clandestine meeting yesterday morning, the meeting at which councillors 

were present and we, the people affected by your decision, were excluded.  A 

meeting that flies in the face of all fundamental principles of administrative 

decision-making.  Not your fault, I appreciate that.  It’s a protocol established 

by the government, a government that seems to ignore many aspects of the 45 

law when it suits them.   

 Fortunately, we do know that some of the things that were put to you there, 

which you must ignore or merely accept as the views of the person or persons 

who expressed them, were that the petition that you will hear more about 
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tonight signed by almost 1,800 people was signed under duress, people were 

forced to sign it.  You were told last night by people who collected those 

signatures that that’s nonsense.  You’ll be told that again tonight and I’ll wait 

to see the people stand up and say, “I was forced to sign this petition.”  That’s 

the view of the community.  That’s what you must consider under 263(3)(d). 5 

 You were also told, I’m told, that you limit the number of speakers who might 

speak in support of a Port Stephens Council merger.  Fortunately, you 

rejected that, I’m told.  And, you were generally told that the only thing good 

for the future of Dungog was an amalgamation with Maitland.  Well, hopefully 

that won’t be the conclusion you draw in due course. 10 

 Sir, in the course of your deliberations, under your delegation and the 

extended powers in that delegation, you have to consider anything else that’s 

relevant to the issue.  That includes the Delegate’s report with respect to  

the - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 15 

John: - - - Maitland/Dungog merger.  I invite you to read it.  I invite you, when you 

read it, to also read and look at the number of submissions that are on the 

government website and they're not all there, another display of the 

government’s attitude, but you will see that 80 percent of those that are there 

opposed the amalgamation, yet the Delegate wrote in his report that the 20 

majority of people supported it, a report that is completely and utterly 

discredited.  You must read it, you must take it into account.  It is a relevant 

consideration when you make your assessment as to what the outcome of 

this inquiry should be.  You don’t have KPMG report to fetter your decision.  

There is none.  This is not a government proposal, so there is no KPMG 25 

report.  You can ignore that.   

Sir, there is only one conclusion that you can reach when you properly 

consider the elements, those matters under the legislation - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

John: - - - and, in particular, the attitude of the community.  Thank you. 30 

Peter: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Number 9, Lisa [indecipherable].  Husband and wife.  

Thank you. 

Lisa: Mr Peppin, this is Dungog’s third merger hearing, third merger proposal, as 

you've already heard, and we are suffering a bit from amalgamation fatigue, 35 

because every time we’ve had to look at the latest proposal, we’ve all had to 

front up to hearings, make up speeches, which is not easy for most people, to 

do written submissions and I think the crowd that has turned up tonight should 

make it quite clear to you just how seriously we take this and how important it 

is to us.  I have had people on the phone and I've had emails all week saying, 40 
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‘Lisa, I’m terribly sorry, I just can’t make it tonight, I’ve got X, Y and Z,’ so 

these are just the people who managed to make it. 

 One of the other speakers indicated that our environmental concerns up here 

might be at risk if we merged with Port Stephens.  I’d just like to draw your 

attention to two things that have happened this week.  On the outskirts of 5 

Dungog here, we’ve had a very beautiful stand of 250 year old iron bark trees 

felled, clear felled, by a developer.  When one of our local environmental 

experts went to the council and said, ‘This is happening, please can you do 

something,’ she was told, ‘This is nothing to do with the council.’  

 Now, I’m not criticising our council for one minute.  I think with the restrictions 10 
on our council, I think they've done a wonderful job and I’m extremely 

supportive of the general manager and all the staff.  But, I think this is the sort 

of thing that happens when a council is stretched and doesn’t have the money 

and doesn’t have the staff.  In contrast, the Sydney Morning Herald and the 

Newcastle Herald have been full of the threat to koala habitat in the Port 15 

Stephens Shire where a very significant habitat is under threat, because the 

State Government is wanting to sell of koala habitat land for development.  

Who has leapt to the defence of the koalas?  The Port Stephens Council. 

 So, for those of you who are worried about environmental concerns, I think 

these two things that have happened this week can only show that a merger 20 

with a bigger, stronger council, with a large staff able to do these things, can 

only benefit our environment. 

 So, I’ll get onto what I really wanted to talk about, which is the petition, and I’d 

love to talk about all the other things, but I do feel the need to explain the 

petition to you.  We’ve been forced to do this, because in all the people I’ve 25 

spoken to after the last seven or eight months, there is very, very strong 

community support.  Unfortunately, for reasons unknown to us, our council 

does not support this merger.  We have tried to engage with them.  Our group 

came together after the August meetings held by council last year, where they 

told us that, without consulting us, they’d decided to stand alone and a merger 30 

with Maitland would be a disaster for us.   

 So, our group came together to look at alternatives.  We looked at splitting the 

shire, we looked at merger with Port Stephens and we looked at even things 

like creating a mega-shire.  It seemed to us that the only viable thing that we 

could achieve initially was a split and then, when Port Stephens wanted to 35 

avoid a merger with Newcastle and proposed a merger with us, well, that 

seemed like the perfect solution.  We kept lobbying our council just to inform 

and consult the community.  We couldn’t be sure that they would like that idea 

and we wanted to find out if they did.  So, we asked Port Stephens Council to 

come up and we arranged two meetings for them, which the general 40 

manager - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Lisa: - - - has already told you about.  They were both really well supported.  They 

went for two hours.  Everybody’s questions were answered.  And, then when 
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we still couldn’t get our councillors to engage, we did the petition.  We sat out 

there, all around the shire, numerous of us, at tables, engaging with people.  

Not everyone wanted to sign the petition and that's fine.  We’re a very 

inclusive group.  We’ve listened to everybody.  A lot of people don’t want to be 

involved, some people prefer Maitland, but the vast majority want to go to Port 5 

Stephens. 

 What I would really like to say to you is that because our council has 

completely ignored this proposal, has failed to inform residents about it, 

consult residents about it, listen to what the residents want, they are unable to 

speak for us.  They told us at the last council meeting that we needed to do 10 
our own thing, we needed to work out what the community wanted.  We’ve 

done that and so my submission to you tonight - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Lisa: - - - is the council cannot speak for us, because they haven’t asked us what 

we want. 15 

Peter: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Speaker number 10, are you here?  Michael, Michael Towbin. 

Michael: Look, I can’t really add anything, because I’d only be going over ground. 

Facilitator: Excellent.  Good. 

Michael: Other than to say I am for the proposal. 20 

Facilitator: Got you.  Thank you very much.  We’ve heard it loud and clear.  Thank you 

for creating a space for somebody else as well.  Number 11, Brian Farmer.  

Brian? 

Brian: My name is Brian Farmer.  I’m a resident of the Dungog Shire and I’m 

President of the Clarence Town Progress Association.  Delegate, others will 25 

tell you about the twists and turns that have brought us here today, other will 

tell you about some of the legal and political issues that we as a community 

have had to face.  I have to support the comment made by the previous 

speaker that our general manager and his staff do a fabulous job, but, equally, 

I do have to criticise our councillors and our council itself for not responding to 30 

community requests for it to analyse, inform, consult and take on board the 

express community views that have been expressed to council. 

 Our council has not itself considered the current merger options that are on 

the table.  The council has failed to determine and assess the facts that it has 

said previously that it must have before it can make any decision, and you've 35 

heard from previous speakers that there has been no council resolution.  

What I do want to touch on are the substantive factors or which you as a 

delegate must report.  In the allowed timeframe, I can only touch the tips of 

the iceberg, but I will address those factors more substantially in my 

submission.  And, while you are the delegate for a possible Dungog/Port 40 
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Stephens merger, we still have possible Dungog, Maitland and Port Stephens 

mergers on the table, so I will briefly touch on them. 

 Port Stephens is a financially strong council.  It’s stronger than Maitland and 

far stronger than but a financial match for Dungog Council itself.  While it’s 

clearly not the sole driver, likely rates increases when we merge with Port 5 

Stephens Council will be substantially less than those of Maitland and even 

less still than what was originally proposed by our council when it was 

pursuing its standalone views.  Maitland’s potential merger with Dungog is 

highly conditional on financial concessions from government.  Port Stephens 

potential merger is not.  Maitland requires exemption from the government 10 
announced four-year rates freeze.  Port Stephens does not.  Maitland 

required substantive government funding for backlog infrastructure works.  

Port Stephens does not. 

 Port Stephens’ highly developed tourism strategies are a natural fit and 

readily extendible to cover the Dungog Shire.  Maitland itself is not a natural 15 

tourism destination, so does not have a robust tourist strategy in place.  Port 

Stephens is predominantly a rural community, so is Dungog.  Maitland’s area 

is largely urban, so reflected in its name, Maitland City Council.  Both Dungog 

and Port Stephens’ natural assets include nature and pristine environments.  

Coming back to the grubby subject of money, the merger costs assessed 20 

between Dungog and Port Stephens Council are the lowest as assessed by 

consultants, Morrison Low, at 2.4 million, compared to the equivalent figure of 

4.7 million for Dungog and Maitland and 7.4 million for Port Stephens and 

Newcastle. 

 The Morrison Low, those same consultants that councils have relied on, the 25 

Morrison Low Dungog/Maitland Business Case Analysis was used by both 

those councils to campaign against the merger between Dungog and 

Maitland.  A Morrison Low report prepared in support the Dungog/Port 

Stephens Business Case was used by Port Stephens to inform it on moving 

forward and resolving to merge with Dungog.  Port Stephens Council has 30 

particularly high levels of support from its residents and ratepayers. 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Brian: We want some of what they're getting.  The Port Stephens community 

receives high levels of service delivered from its council.  We want some of 

what they're getting.  Maitland sees resolving service level deficiencies as 35 

potentially the largest risk to realising any financial benefits from the merger.  

Port Stephens is confident that these are manageable.   

 Lastly, Maitland Council does not want Dungog and Port Stephens does not 

want Newcastle, but Port Stephens wants to merge with Dungog and the 

Dungog community wants to merge with Port Stephens.  A statistically very 40 

significant number of our residents and ratepayers signed the petition that you 

have on your table in a three day period to evidence the Dungog community’s 

desire.  Delegate, this merger option is a no-brainer.  We ask that you write 

your report in the strongest terms possible evidencing both your endorsement 

of a Dungog/Port Stephens merger in absolute terms, but also comparing it 45 
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as being more beneficial than the other merger options still on the table.  

Thank you. 

Peter: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Speaker 12, Joan, Joan Dawson.  Joan, are you there?  Thank you.  Perhaps, 

speakers, if you can, maybe come forward before your piece.  That way, we 5 

might speed it up a bit and still keep a bit of space at the end for alternative 

speakers.  See how you go, but you're welcome to come forward before 

you're speaking.  Joan, thank you. 

Joan: Thank you.  Good evening.  My name is Joan Dawson and I’m a resident of 

Dungog and I thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight.  I first of all want 10 
to say how I found it fairly distressing to hear some insults being hurled 

tonight.  I don’t think it’s really the place for the kinds of comments I’ve heard 

being made about our elected council here in Dungog, and for the booing that 

occurred after one speaker.  That, I felt, was quite out of place tonight. 

 I want to speak about aspects of community of interest, historical and 15 

heritage, tourism and provision of service, if I can fit them all in.  The sharing 

of many services already occurs between Dungog and Maitland in important 

areas, as mentioned before, of health and allied services.  But, the transport 

links between Dungog and Maitland, especially its rail line, reflect the 

geographical and historical connection of Maitland with this area.  In earlier 20 

times, there was no high school here and kids had to go to Maitland by train 

from Dungog to go to high school.  Many of those residents have continued 

allegiances with Maitland for education and cultural services. 

 Some people have spoken to me about delays in processing of developments 

in Dungog, saying that they're faster at Port Stephens.  I don't know about 25 

that, because I haven’t needed to apply for a development application, 

however, I would urge caution in making a judgment.  Taking shortcuts in 

process can lead to poor decisions.  I refer to some matters that have landed 

Port Stephens in hot water, e.g. The Lagoons Estate which was allowed to be 

built without adequate drainage provision.  Other developments have been 30 

allowed in aircraft affected land, some in low lying situations. 

 There are risk assessments that we need to take into account, especially 

those to do with climate change currently.  Port Stephens is in the high risk 

coastal zone as determined this year at a nationwide conference.  Dungog 

Council lies totally within the central district of not being at such risk because 35 

of climate change.  There was a bit of a sling going on here tonight about 

undue development approvals.  I’ll just point to the Wyalong process that’s 

going on at the moment that’s just been rejected and just say that it isn’t the 

time for slinging insults around the place and I am heartily distressed by the 

amount of disgusting slinging that’s gone on tonight. 40 

 I have come here as a serious, earnest resident of this town, of which I am 

proud to be.  Tourism has been growing in Dungog with festivals that fetcher 

music and culture and historic and heritage values. 
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Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Joan: The James Theatre being an example.  Maitland people come here to perform 

in that theatre, as well as our own local activities.  Maitland tourism ventures 

can more easily, and do already, include Dungog.  Steamfest.  Someone said 

Maitland doesn’t have a tourist process.  Well, it does.  Steamfest comes here 5 

to Dungog from Maitland and it’s the most successful event in this whole 

region and it already has shared with us.  Tocal is an important rural feature 

that sits right between Maitland and Dungog. 

 I just say that we need to think carefully and, as well, we need to respect each 

other.  I have respected every view put around the place and I've had a 10 
bombardment of material in my letterbox, I must say, urging to link with Port 

Stephens.  I don’t believe that Port Stephens really - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Joan: I don’t believe it’s in our best interests to link with Port Stephens and I believe 

that it’s because Port Stephens is terrified of being linked to Newcastle that all 15 

this is occurring. 

Peter: Thank you. 

Joan: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thanks, Joan, [indecipherable] respectful wording as well.  Thank you for that.  

Have we got speaker 13, Michelle?  Michelle? 20 

Joan: Michelle already apologised.   

Facilitator: Okay.  Great. 

Joan: She spoke last night. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Yes.  I thought so.  Fourteen, Bob Doyle.  Bob? 

Bob: Thank you for this opportunity.  I’m Bob Doyle and I’m from Vacy.  I’m a sixth 25 

generation farmer in Dungog Shire.  Our three children work in this shire, 

which is probably a bit unique in itself.  Our four grandchildren go to school in 

Dungog Shire.  First up, I’d just like to say I support the Dungog/Port 

Stephens merger as the best option.  Stand alone is not an option.  The one 

proactive comment that I’ve really seen articulated is we need a government 30 

handout to get there and that’s just not sustainable.   

It hasn’t been demonstrated how a one-off grant will get Dungog Shire out of 

all the trouble it’s in.  We haven’t got a plan for our roads and our bridges that 

is sustainable.  Our roads and our infrastructure is going backwards.  It costs 

our business a fortune.  We lose time just by the speed we travel on roads.  It 35 

costs us a fortune in repairs and maintenance on vehicles.  And, we just 

cannot access technology that is available to agriculture further afield and it’s 

due to our infrastructure. 
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I made a presentation at the Gloucester merger and, significantly, I’ve 

changed my position from that time.  I was pro going to Maitland.  Maitland 

doesn’t want to merge with us.  It doesn’t stop and won’t stop us doing 

business in Maitland.  I actually was going to wear my Maitland rugby shirt 

tonight just to show that I’ve got very strong links with Maitland.  Our 5 

daughter-in-law works at Maitland Council. 

I am concerned that the big elephant is what’s happening with Newcastle and 

I think it’s really important that this government determine not what is best for 

Newcastle, but what is best for Dungog.  That is the critical thing to look at.  

And, I totally accept that Port Stephens feels the same way about merging 10 
with Newcastle and, from that point of view, Dungog is a better fit.  From our 

point of view, just an entirely selfish position as a Dungog ratepayer, it is my 

preference that we go to Port Stephens and that we can see some light at the 

end of the tunnel to get some improvement in our infrastructure. 

If you're going to have a long-term relationship, you need to at least want to 15 

be in the relationship at the start.  Even when you mutually enter into a 

relationship for the long haul, it’s never going to be easy and there’s always 

going to be some difficulties.  But, at this point in time, Port Stephens wants 

us in, Maitland really doesn’t.  I see Peter Blackmore was here tonight.  I 

made a lot of effort to contact Peter in the early stages of the Gloucester 20 

proposal when I was in favour of going to Maitland and it was quite obvious 

from all of that time that there isn’t much interest.  So, again, from our 

perspective, Port Stephens wants us to be included in with them. 

I suppose the one thing I would say about Maitland, and I went to a bit of 

length to write why I was keen on Maitland, in principle, those things don’t 25 

really change, so there are some advantages from where we live in being part 

of Maitland, but the more significant thing is Maitland really doesn’t want us.  

There’s been a few things said tonight about some fears, fears about losing 

local identity. 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 30 

Bob: I don’t have that fear at all and we actually live in the Paterson Valley and a lot 

of what happens in Dungog Shire is Dungog-centric, so we’re already on the 

edge of a shire.  It’s not going to be any different living on the edge of Port 

Stephens.  But, we’ve recently actually registered a name, Dungog Hemp, 

because we see the value in the name of Dungog and I don’t see that’s going 35 

to change.  We will still get the benefit out of our history of being part of this 

shire. 

 There’s not a lot of detail in my presentation and I do rely on John and Lisa 

and Brian for the more technical input that they've put into it and the efforts 

that they've put into it, and I do thank them for that and we have needed that, 40 

because, fundamentally, our council has not made any effort to consult with 

what the people of this community want.  The standalone proposal has been 

pushed - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 
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Bob: Thank you very much.  The standalone just will not have a future for us to be 

viable as a community.  Thank you. 

Peter: Thank you.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Speaker 16, Randall Grayson.  Randall, where are you? 

Randall: Good evening.  My name is Randall Grayson.  I’m the Chairman of Lagoons 5 

Estate Community Association from Nelson Bay.  I represent 110 ratepayers 

of Port Stephens Council and, when the estate is finally completed, it’ll contain 

approximately 200 homes.  We also enjoy the support of Tomaree 

Ratepayers and Residents Association.  We do not believe that it is in 

Dungog’s best interests, nor would they benefit from any amalgamation with 10 
Port Stephens Council.  Our submission will address aspects of the Local 

Government Act 1993 section 263 subparas (a), (d), (e1), (e3) and (e5). 

 The residents of Lagoons Estate together with the owners of the undeveloped 

proportion of Lagoons Estate are fighting Port Stephens Council in the 

Supreme Court of New South Wales.  I won’t bore you with the details of Port 15 

Stephens Council’s mismanagement of intransience over the year.  It is 

sufficient to say that this has been going on since the 1970s when the 

Seabreeze Estate was developed to the east of Lagoons Estate.  In 2006 the 

New South Wales Supreme Court of Appeal ordered Port Stephens Council to 

stop the discharge of stormwater in excess of the natural flow onto Lagoons 20 

Estate and to treat any stormwater coming onto the land to preclude 

pollutants, such as a high level of nutrients and waste.  They also gave Port 

Stephens Council 18 months to implement a drainage system that enabled 

the stormwater to be controlled within the catchment or disposed of by a flush 

bore drainage line or gravity drainage line to the next catchment in Port 25 

Stephens. 

 Port Stephens Council went on to construct their own filtration system in the 

footpaths of Seabreeze Estate – we believe it cost approximately $1.3 million 

– rather than construct the gravity fed pipe to the next catchment as was 

recommended by the Port Stephens Council’s own stormwater management 30 

plan which was adopted on the 21st of June 2001.  We approximated it as 

1.3 million as it is rather difficult to obtain the actual amount due to the 

nominal accounting methods used by Port Stephens Council for this project. 

 Our current case in the Supreme Court is that Port Stephens Council have 

failed to comply with the court orders of the Supreme Court.  We have 35 

eyewitness accounts, and both video and photographic evidence, that the 

Port Stephens Council stormwater management system is a failure.  It has not 

stopped the flow of untreated, nutrient-rich stormwater entering the ephemeral 

wetland located within Lagoons Estate.  We have written an email to the 

Mayor and councillors of Port Stephens Council dozens of times.  We’ve 40 

invited them to view the damage and our video and photographic evidence.  

Of those 11 people, only one, one councillor out of 11, none from our ward, 

was interested enough to come and talk with us and he has since been 

repeatedly shut down whenever he has tried to raise this issue at council 

meetings and get some form of accounting from the council. 45 
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 In the New South Wales Supreme Court, Michael Pembroke J has had the 

following to say to the legal representatives of Port Stephens Council at a 

number of their recent preliminary hearings of our case:  “Port Stephens 

Council’s reliance on a document from 2011 as a defence,” he said, “appears 

difficult to maintain.”  That document has since been withdrawn.  He also told 5 

the court he was - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Randall: - - - a little troubled by the council’s attitude in general.  He asked, “Why would 

you wait to come to court and incur the costs of four barristers to have an 

argument about something blindingly obvious?”  Port Stephens Council have 10 
engaged in dubious legal battles with the developers of Lagoons Estate over 

a number of years.  We estimate that they’ve expended more than $9 million 

in fighting this case and, if they lose, we estimate it will cost Port Stephens 

Council between ten and 14 million dollars to construct the gravity fed pipe as 

was recommended in their own storm management plan.  With legal costs, 15 

fines, damages, the final bill could easily exceed $20 million.  Ours is not the 

only legal battle that Port Stephens Council is fighting in the courts. 

 We believe that Port Stephens Council and its councillors are doing 

everything in their power to prevent their loss of influence and to avoid anyone 

having a critical look at their decision-making processes and management of 20 

ratepayer funds.  This is why they seek to amalgamate with Dungog - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Randall: - - - where they would be the dominant partner in the merger and able to 

continue unchecked.  I also note with interest that a number of those pushing 

hard for this proposed amalgamation have previously been recipients of Port 25 

Stephens Council largess in various matters.  Our advice to the Dungog 

councillors and ratepayers is the old adage, caveat and let the buyer beware.   

Peter: Thank you. 

Randall: Don’t be tricked into buying the rosy story Port Stephens Council is selling. 

Peter: Thank you. 30 

Randall: Thank you. 

Peter: Thanks, Randall. 

Facilitator: Speaker 16, Tom, Tom [indecipherable]  Tom?  If you're a speaker up to 

number 20, 21 or something, maybe come forward so we can capture you on 

the run.  Thank you.  Thanks, Tom. 35 

Tom: Thank you.  Thank you, Mr Delegate, for the opportunity.  The other day I 

made it to 80.  I’m amazed.  But, in all those years, I don’t believe I have seen 

a more cack-handed attempt to bring the public along with the government on 

any issue other than this Boundary Council Review.  The whole thing has 
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been a stuff from start to not yet finish.  It’s a disgrace.  The New South Wales 

Government should be ashamed of themselves. 

 Dungog, most like small towns, it seems, is doing it tough.  Shops are closing, 

the young are moving out as soon as they have finished their final exam.  

That alone is a terrible tragedy and it happens every year.  It’s awful.  It’s a 5 

direct consequence of the total concentration of the leaders of our nation in 

the big end of town.  We should be living in a community rather than an 

economy.  Everything and everyone have become subservient to the 

economy.  Our leaders are painting us into a corner from which the escape 

will be difficult and painful. 10 

 However, having said that, here I go with my presentation.  Dungog 

desperately needs a destination or, rather, to be seen as one, rather than just 

as the end of the road as we are at present.  I think Port Stephens Tourism 

Organisation, with their very successful destination, Port Stephens, as being 

able to promote Dungog as part of their existing vibrant tourism scene.  I do 15 

not see a similar outcome from a takeover from Maitland.  They have another 

problems with their amazing, burgeoning urbanisation.  The last thing 

Maitland needs is a rural rump tacked onto it to try and sort that out. 

 Port Stephens is an LGA made up of largely rural villages and townships.  

Even the development around the harbour, Edgewick, call it what you will, has 20 

been controlled, so that the urban developments are not all consuming.  They 

are, for the most part, tucked into the bushland that is so much an integral 

part of Port Stephens.  There is, always has been, a great empathy with their 

beautiful natural environment.  That too is Dungog’s great asset. 

 That cannot be said of Maitland.  Maitland is consuming its surrounding 25 

countryside like some sort of a demented monster.  I have great sympathy for 

Maitland’s planners.  I don’t think they have much choice, but they don’t have 

to like it.  I really believe that if you're going to move in with somebody, it’s 

much better to move in with someone who wants to move in with you.  

Maitland has made it very plain they do not want to combine with Dungog and 30 

I don’t blame them for that.  Hell, who would, except Port Stephens? 

 Maitland have said, ‘We are not going to spend our rates on fixing Dungog’s 

awful roads’.  That, I guess, is fair enough.  Port Stephens, on the other hand, 

sees Dungog, rather than as a problem, as an opportunity.  To their credit, 

there is no negativity from Port Stephens.  They see only positives from a 35 

merger with Dungog.  So, do most of us.  There is a song, Accentuate the 

Positive.  Let’s go with that one.  

 There are many reasons why a partnership of Dungog and Port Stephens 

would be the preferred thing to do.  Port Stephens already has a Fit for the 

Future council.  That is the mantra that this whole tin of worms was predicated 40 

upon.  They see us as a way to increase that fitness.  It would pretty dopey to 

reject that opportunity.  Our two councils already share many local services.  

They are already familiar with each other.  There should be – should be – an 

easy integration. 
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 The cost of a merger with Port Stephens and Dungog would be less than half 

the cost of a merger - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Tom: - - - with Maitland and Dungog.  The retention of the ward system of 

representation has been recommended which will ensure local input and 5 

representation for Dungog, a problem that has been uppermost in many local 

minds.  Dungog would be gobbled up in the Maitland [indecipherable].  I have 

had a lengthy chat to a Maitland City councillor and that is exactly how he 

sees it:  Dungog will be swallowed whole. 

 The previous Delegate to come here to Dungog to hear about this merger 10 
listened to 20 some odd speakers, of whom I was one.  As I recall, only two of 

those speakers favoured a merger with Maitland.  One other thought we 

should stand alone.  The remainder seemed to be strongly of the view that 

Port Stephens was the better option and, yet, the report from the Delegate 

claimed there was a preference for Maitland; that the new council should be 15 

entitled Maitland Municipal Council.  Whisky tango foxtrot is going on there? 

 There can be no doubt that a vast majority of the citizenry of Dungog - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Tom: - - - would prefer to form a union with Port Stephens.  If that kind of horse 

democracy is to get a run in this tortuous scheme of things, then everyone’s 20 

money would be on Port Stephens, and if your job is to ensure democracy, 

your report should reflect that.  Thank you. 

Peter: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Boy, I’ve always wondered about that whiskey, tango, foxtrot.  Now I’ve got a 

hint.  Okay.  Thank you.  Seventeen, Greg Riley.  Seventeen. 25 

Greg: Thanks very much.  My name is Greg Riley.  I’m a farmer.  I’ve got a place out 

past Flat Tops and a little place down on Glen Martin.  I’m not affiliated with 

anybody, I’m speaking for myself.  Dungog Shire is a rural area and so I’m 

going to address the rural issues.  We live in a time when agriculture is 

growing in importance worldwide, but, at the same time, it’s undergoing 30 

massive change.  The family farm of 50 to 100 years ago is under threat and 

we can see, for example, the pressure on the dairy industry at the moment 

which affects our farmers here in Dungog. 

 The thing is we’re not located on prime agricultural land in Dungog.  We do 

make really good farming land, but we have an abundance of intermediate 35 

and poor farming land.  We have magnificent water resources and a strong 

and resourceful farming community.  We’re located one hour from Australia’s 

sixth largest city and two and a half hours from Australia’s largest city, both of 

which are going through strong growth.   
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So, I ask myself what types of agricultural will be the future for Dungog?  How 

will our agricultural industries interface with Dungog’s drive for the tourist 

dollar?  For an answer, I turned to Dungog’s Rural Strategy document.  

However, I discovered that it’s not a rural strategy document at all, but an 

urban expansion document.  The rural strategy clause draws a circle around 5 

the towns of Clarence Town and Vacy and Gresford.  Here it is.  There’s the 

Dungog Rural Strategy in summary.  There’s a circle around Clarence Town 

of five kilometres and the other towns of two and one kilometres.  There’s a 

big blank space.  That’s the rest of the Dungog Shire. 

So, I read carefully through the rural policy and found no reference really to 10 
agriculture at all.  I thought that’s strange for a rural council, so I then 

searched through the website to see if there was any reference to agriculture 

and, once again, found little.  Now, I’m not blaming people at council for this.  

Their resources are very, very limited.  They don’t have the resources to do a 

lot of this stuff in detail.   15 

So, the Rural Strategy contains nothing about the steeply sloping land around 

Dungog slowly slipping downhill; nothing about the use of water for beef 

cattle, one of the least productive uses of our precious water; nothing on 

current agriculture alternatives or the suitability of our lands for such; nothing 

on weeds, agricultural trends, opportunities or challenges.   20 

I then went to Port Stephens and had a look at their website.  The first thing I 

noticed was a 175-page detailed report on rural strategy.  It goes into every 

sort of detail about the type of agriculture, the distribution of agriculture, the 

suitability of lands throughout their area.  Their documentation shows a 

willingness to support agriculture investment and innovation in many 25 

enterprises.  These include – and it’s listed on their website and in their 

documentation – fishing aquaculture, dairy, poultry, sheep and cattle grazing, 

lucerne, market gardens, orchards, [indecipherable], horse studs, farm 

homestays, B&B, vineyards, goat meat and milk products, rabbit meat, native 

and fresh flowers, Asian vegetables, herbs - - -  30 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Greg: - - - chillies, Echinacea, exotic stud cattle and essential oils. 

 Dungog needs the resources, skills and energy to drive the development of 

our rural lands.  They've shown a willingness to drive agriculture in their own 

area and to attract investment.  Equally, Port Stephens has a hell of a lot to 35 

gain from combining with Dungog.  Council staff are knowledgeable, skilled 

and dedicated to the community, but they lack resources and competent 

leadership.  Our agricultural potential is significant.  Because we’re close to 

Newcastle and Sydney, we are placed to attract investment in innovative 

agriculture enterprises, especially from mature investors who want to remain 40 

close to Sydney or Newcastle, but see agriculture both as a smart lifestyle 

and investment strategy. 

 The Netherlands has become the food bowl of Europe through its innovative 

greenhouse horticulture and there’s nothing preventing Dungog from - - -  



 31 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Greg: - - - having that same sort of impact on the areas of Sydney and Newcastle.  I 

can go on.  A hard wood forest is worth about $30,000 over 30 years per 

hectare and is a much better strategy for steeply sloping land than beef cattle 

farming.  But, all of these require investment and investment requires 5 

guidance, support and a can-do attitude from council.  I believe a merger 

between Port Stephens and Dungog will have this attitude, plus the resources 

and leadership to attract investment, drive agriculture and present wealth 

opportunities for residents.   

Peter: Thank you. 10 

Facilitator: Thank you very much for that.  [indecipherable] some of these issues.  

Number 18 I think it is, Sharon, Sharon Farrell.  Thank you. 

Sharon: Hello. 

Peter: Hello. 

Sharon: Sharon Farrell from Dungog.  I just wanted to say hello to everyone.  I hope 15 

you would see me as a community-minded person in what I’m going to say.  

I’m not disrespectful to anyone.  I know a lot of you have got divergent views 

out there.  This is mine and it’s based on the facts as I see them.  They might 

be all lies, I'm not sure.  At the moment, I feel like I’m caught up in a political 

vortex, but I’m going to give it my best shot. 20 

 Maitland Business Chamber in the Dungog/Maitland submission process, they 

said that they oppose a forced merger at this proposition and it makes poor 

business sense.  There is no basis or need upon which Maitland should seek 

to merge with any other council and that included Dungog.  They went on to 

say that the off again-on again nature of Maitland/Dungog proposal has left 25 

the Maitland community in a position where it has been forced to respond in a 

tight timeframe.  The Maitland community is confused about whether this is a 

real proposition, with many residents still believing the merger is off the table.  

And, I can vouch for that.  I went to a friend’s business in the levy.  A friend of 

theirs came in.  She had no idea that we were still going to merge.  She 30 

thought they were standalone. 

 So, cutting to the chase, Craig McGregor said it is of paramount importance 

that any change to councils be considered in light of the Hunter Regional 

Plan, including the Hunter City, with the possibility of aligning council areas 

with Hunter City districts.  Maitland’s future is as an urban commercial centre 35 

linked to Newcastle. 

 I then went back, because there’s not only four areas involved here, Maitland, 

Dungog, Newcastle and Port Stephens, but there’s a fifth factor and that’s 

Lake Macquarie.  It’s been like a political football, saying, ‘Well, we don’t want 

to merge with Newcastle, let someone else bear that responsibility.’  So, I 40 

went back to IPART and under their proposal, Lake Macquarie said that both 

Lake Macquarie and Newcastle have sufficient scale and capacity to stand 
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alone.  Lake Macquarie can demonstrate that it is already Fit for the Future, 

Newcastle has a plan to become Fit for the Future and that the region is 

stronger with two large councils that have different and complementary 

expertise.  If they were to merge, it would have created a weaker 

organisation. 5 

 Conversely, back on the 30th of June 2015, Gouldthorp, who I think was the 

General Manager for the City of Newcastle, I read through his to IPART, the 

Independent Pricing and Review Tribunal.  I thought it was a cogent 

argument, saying that Newcastle City is Fit for the Future, that its decided not 

to merge with the Lake Macquarie City Council for the following reasons.  10 
There’s four.  It wants the local government area to serve the whole Hunter 

Region, as it currently does, as a regional centre, rather than diluting this 

focus.  It considers a merger would distract its focus from renewing the 

Newcastle Central Business District.  It is already big enough to meet scale 

and capacity and it will satisfy Fit for the Future benchmarks within the desired 15 

timeframe. 

 He summed up by saying that the city should remain a separate LGA - - -  

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Sharon: - - - so that it can concentrate on growing its CBD to serve all the LGAs within 

the wider region by becoming a buttress for the slower growing Lake 20 

Macquarie LGA.   

 I then want to just sum up with Morpeth, lack of loos and other infrastructure 

in Morpeth.  Just a few days ago, Morpeth resident and business store 

worker, Trevor Richards, he vented his frustration this week, saying that 

Morpeth is Maitland’s poor relation and forgotten suburb.  He said that it’s 25 

been a real life Game of Thrones, with countless calls made to council over 

the decades to replace or extend the town’s main street toilet block which was 

established in 1853.  So, I don’t want to be flushed down with Maitland.  I’m 

sorry.  Please forgive me there.  Maitland to Morpeth is 8.7 kilometres.  If they 

can’t in that beautiful little town get services from their own council, what hope 30 

have we got 52 kilometres away? 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Sharon: Peter, I just want to quickly sum up.  I see on LinkedIn that you were involved 

in managing radical transformational change and futuristic city reform.  I will 

be putting to you in my third submission, I’m absolutely exhausted by this 35 

process, but I believe that Maitland should stand alone, that Newcastle should 

stand alone, that Dungog should be merged with Port Stephens and that Lake 

Macquarie, that those three, they basically form the heart of the Hunter City.  

And, I’ve gone through those two documents of 140-odd pages and I’ll be able 

to show you that is the case.  Thank you. 40 

Peter: Thank you. 
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Facilitator: Thanks, Sharon.  I would remind you too that some of these submissions are 

quite complex, so, yes, absolutely, thank you for your written submission as 

well.  Number 19, David [indecipherable] is it?  Thank you.  Thanks, David. 

David: Thank you, Mr Chair, for the opportunity to speak.  My name is David 

[indecipherable].  I’m from Clarence Town and I support the merger between 5 

Dungog and Port Stephens Council.  I’m here to speak as an individual, but I 

believe I speak on behalf of many in our community who can’t make it here 

tonight due to family commitments, sport and work.   

But, I’d like to publicly thank those in the community who worked on collecting 

the petition signatures.  They've done an amazing job to collect signatures 10 
from such a large proportion of a small yet diverse community.  They've done 

it without any funds, using volunteers, and I know that blood, sweat and tears 

have gone in to making sure they represent the community views to the best 

that they're able.  They've stood outside supermarkets at night-time in the 

cold, answering all sorts of questions, speaking to people from all corners of 15 

the district, explaining the different positions on the issue.  I say well done to 

you and what a great example you have set of consultative community 

leadership. 

But, it strikes me as unbelievable that our own Dungog councillors have not 

met the challenge, have failed in comparison and it’s such an important 20 

decision.  I’m disappointed by the level of community engagement by our 

council.  I’ve seen very little evidence of an open debate by councillors on 

these issues, few efforts by councillors on gauging what the community 

wants.  I’ve seen very little open communication by councillors to explain their 

position and that explanation on why the position stated by councillors seems 25 

so unanimous and yet it flies in the face of community opinion. 

I live in Clarence Town, so we are in the sector of the district that is closest to 

Port Stephens Council.  We are part of the commuter belt to Newcastle, so 

many of us travel through Raymond Terrace to go to work and rely on it for 

our shopping.  So, I can say we definitely lean more towards Raymond 30 

Terrace as a centre of business than probably any other parts of our shire, but 

I strongly believe the benefits will be the same for all and, as we’re all natural 

neighbours, we will align our communities to a newly merged council. 

Mr Chair, I commend the Dungog/Port Stephens merger to you and I give it 

my full support.  Thank you. 35 

Peter: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you, David, for your succinctness as well.  I think it’s speaker 20, Kevin 

Barnes.  Is that right, Kevin?  Thank you. 

Kevin: Thank you.  I’m Kevin Barnes from Port Stephens.  This is my fourth inquiry 

I’ve been to now, the second one I’ve spoken at.  I read the report last night 40 

on Newcastle and Port Stephens and it’s a shame that the taxpayers’ money 

has been wasted on that report.  And, Peter, I hope you give this fair 

consideration in your report as to what the community has conveyed.  I 
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attended the meeting last night at the Raymond Terrace inquiry.  It was good 

to see people from Dungog and Vacy come down to Port Stephens, the same 

as us Port Stephens have come up here. 

 Everyone’s touched on a lot of things I’ve wanted to touch on as well.  I at Joe 

Blow off the street, but one thing that we do have in common with Dungog 5 

and Port Stephens is our small communities, which others have conveyed.  

People think that Port Stephens is coastal.  A very small portion of Port 

Stephens is coastal, but you go to Nelson Bay, it’s Nelson Bay.  A couple of 

kilometres down the road, you have Corlette.  Still Corlette.  It’s not all a big 

city like Newcastle or Maitland.   10 

I haven’t really looked at much of the Maitland merger, but Maitland and 

Newcastle are two large cities.  Port Stephens and Dungog are reasonably 

equal sized communities and the same sort of towns within those 

communities, our farmland and so on.  I’ve volunteered with an organisation 

for 15 years.  We’ve got those organisations both across this Dungog/Port 15 

Stephens area.  Our council maintains the vehicles for that organisation, so 

there’s already a working relationship there.   

I’ll go back to Newcastle a little bit when I spoke then.  There was 

approximately 15 people there.  Nine of those spoke for Port Stephens and 

only one spoke for Newcastle.  I think a merger with Dungog and Newcastle is 20 

definitely a better way for us to go.  And, I’ve read in the paper where our 

councillors have come up here, they appear willing to share our resources.  

From Fingal Bay up to the top end of Dungog, throughout that community, it’s 

nearly all the same.  We’ve got national parks, tourism.  Some may see that 

it’s different, but the two areas are very similar and I really do believe you 25 

strongly put in your report that this is the better option for Port Stephens.  

Thank you. 

Peter: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thanks very much, Kevin.  Now, I think we’ve got a few speakers who are 

either not here or have pulled back for the moment.  I think that was 21 30 

through 25 at this point.  So, speaker 26.  If I’m wrong come and tell me.  

Kerry, Kerry Jeffers.  Thanks, Kerry. 

Kerry: Thank you.  And, before you put the timer on, we got something thrown at us 

tonight that was one person’s side and it didn’t give the Port Stephens Shire 

Council their chance to rebuttal.  I think hearing only one side of a person’s 35 

operation, be it negative or positive, is impractical and improper at a situation 

here where Dungog people are making a decision, not somebody else that’s 

got a beef with Port Stephens Shire Council.  That’s all I have to say.  Thank 

you. 

Peter: Thank you.  Timer is on. 40 

Kerry: I read with interest the points put forward for consideration on a merger which 

applies to both proposals and you can’t really look at one proposal without 

looking at both, because some of the things that apply to one do apply to the 
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other.  It said the following.  And, with these proposals, I note, number one, 

there should be a geographic cohesion.  Well, both councils have got that.  

One joins us that way and one joins us that way.  What we do have if we go 

with Port Stephens is the best of both worlds that they want in Sydney, a tree 

change and a sea change, all in 50 kilometres.   5 

So, we should go to Maitland, because that’s where we do our business and 

where our services flow from.  Don't tell me business is guided by the council 

shire in which you live. People are still going – they’re still going to go to Port 

Stephens. They are still going to go to Dungog. They are still going to go up to 

Tamworth or wherever the hell they like. So, it is immaterial and it is not a 10 
point that should be put together to say people are going to – you have got a 

business somewhere else, therefore it is not a good cohesion. Okay. 

 Then we come on – so there’s the health perspective. Services are provided 

into Dungog LGA from East Maitland and Maitland. Yep. They are. Now, 

unless we move Dungog somewhere else, and move Maitland over there; but 15 

things are still going to happen because it is cross border. Sorry. But, it 

doesn’t ring true as a reason. Righto. 

 Maitland was our principal place of employment, retail markets, business, 

sporting affiliations. Surely that is not going to change. Surely. If Maitland is 

still there, we are still going to go and do your shopping. Okay. 20 

 Now, a wise young lady recently sent me an email – and this is the only time I 

am going to get personal on this thing tonight. A little personal, because I am 

enthused by the utterings of one young lady called Nancy Knutson, who 

issued an email emphasising a number of points which bear understanding 

and reading. Not the least of which is, that no one knows the composition of 25 

an amalgamated council, so we all have to go on the utterings of both 

proponents. Think about it, and let’s just cool down for a minute. 

 It has been said, this decision needs to be taken into consideration, the effect 

on our children and their children. Hey, I am 77 years of age. I have got a 43-

year-old daughter and I have got – she is older than that, I think. Son – 30 

daughter is older. She complains all the time, yes. I have spent my lifetime 

worrying about them. Sorry. It is about bloody time I worried about myself. 

They can look after themselves. They have done it for years. 

 We went through the idea of, “Geez, the bloke down the street has got a 

motor car.” You know? Nowadays, it is, “Hey, somebody down the street has 35 

got five cars. Let’s go and get another garage.” People evolve and move with 

what is going on. Hard as it might seem, a lot of us here tonight are saying 

with the computer revolution, we are finding it a bit difficult. Our kids are doing 

it like this. In fact, they are talking to one another, sitting next to one another 

texting. 40 

 So, don’t worry about your kids. Try and make a decision for yourself, 

knowing that what is good for you is going to be good for them. 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 
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Kerry: Nancy, I thank you for your clear headed and even handed approach in a 

difficult situation. Somewhere there was mention of a railway line from 

Maitland going to Dungog. Hey, isn’t that great? They going to move it if we 

change and move to Port Stephens? No. They are not. 

 Okay. Let us get a few facts straight then. I believe, because I was recently 5 

told by somebody, whom I admire, go and look at the internet. Go and look at 

our website. So, I did. I went and read April 8, 2016, letter to Dr Tilley from the 

Dungog Shire Council. I went and looked at the positive proposal [2:03:50] by 

Maitland Amalgamation and I also looked at Dungog, and I also looked at the 

Morrison Low report. This is what I have come up with. Check me if I am 10 
wrong. Somebody. Morrison Low said there are risks associated with Dungog. 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Kerry: IPART infrastructure given the net cost of the merger, the proposal fails to 

deliver a financial benefit to the council. Challenge to find infrastructure needs 

of a combined council. Create limited opportunities et cetera. Maitland does 15 

not – a combined council with Maitland does not fit the following IPART 

criteria. It is not fit for the future. There is no scale and capacity, financial 

criteria, sustainability and efficiency. There you go. That’s what IPART have 

said. Not what I have said, what IPART have said. 

Facilitator: Thanks Kerry. I think your time is up. Have you got a concluding sentence? 20 

Kerry: I will conclude very quickly. The IPART assessment for Port Stephens Council 

says that a combination fit for the future satisfied all financial criteria, satisfied 

scales of capacity, satisfies sustainability, satisfied infrastructure and 

management and satisfies efficiency. Now, Nancy, you also said you don’t 

know what is going to happen with the next councils that are coming along. 25 

No. We do not. But, you also made it very pointed that we should get our facts 

straight and that is what I am trying to do, and I thank you for guiding me that 

area.  

Facilitator: Thank you. 

Kerry: That is it. 30 

Facilitator: Thank you. Speaker 27, Glen Wall.  Speaker 27, thanks Glen. 

Glen: Good evening everybody. My name is Glen Wall and I am a councillor with 

Dungog Council. Look, before I start, I would just like to acknowledge the 

traditional landowners, but I would also like to make welcome to Dungog, 

Mayors MacKenzie and Blackmore, Councillors Paul Le Mottee and Ken 35 

Jordan, and GMs David Evans and Wayne Wallis. I don’t think we have got 

any other visiting council staff or councillors. If I have, I apologise. 

 Mr Peppin, thank you very much for the opportunity to speak. I am only going 

to address a few matters relating to the heads of consideration in accordance 

with the Local Government Act, and only aspects that have not been 40 

addressed by other speakers. 
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 The first one I would like to raise is, communities of interest. Dungog shire has 

extremely large geographical ties in that we are bound to Port Stephens 

localities at Duns Creek, Glen Oak, East Seaham and Balickera, and all these 

precincts are rural and they have a great connection to Dungog shire. All one 

has to do is go to Patterson Primary School and ask some of the kids where 5 

they are from and they will say, “I’m from Duns Creek and it’s in Port 

Stephens”. 

 Look, other matters that I would like to address that have been raised, to do 

with health. We have a hospital here in Dungog. Port Stephens has the 

Nelson Bay District Hospital and the Polyclinic, but we all fall in under the 10 
cluster. But, more so, people have raised the point that we have a health 

forum here in Dungog, where Port Stephens also has health forums with the 

Port Stephens East and the Port Stephens West community forums for their 

health services. So, we do nothing different. 

 The only difference I can actually find is we do have different community 15 

nursing aspects across both LGAs. As the GM alluded to, we have half the 

shire covered by the Port Stephens LAC and the Central Hunter LAC. 

Regardless of any merger, that will probably more than likely stay the same. 

 With New South Wales Rural Fire Service – not the Rural Fire Service, Fire & 

Rescue sorry – both the Dungog Fire Brigade and the Raymond Terrace Fire 20 

Brigade and Salamander Bay Fire Brigade, both come under the metropolitan 

north zone three, or Lower Hunter, which is basically Maitland. 

 With regard to the Rural Fire Service, all four LGAs, being Maitland, Port 

Stephens, Dungog and Cessnock form part of what is called the Lower Hunter 

Zone, but predominantly with regards to the Rural Fire Service, it does have 25 

implications with regards to mergers and the major issue here would relate to 

the rural impact. And, that is the provision of bush fire protection. Currently 

both Port Stephens and the Dungog LGAs are intrinsically linked by our 

bushfire risk management plan. This plan is a strategic document which 

identifies community assets at risk and sets out a five year program of 30 

coordinated multi agency treatments to reduce the risk of bushfire to those 

assets. 

 The merger of our LGA with any other LGA, other than Port Stephens, would 

mean that the new entity would have responsibility for both the Lower Hunter 

and the Hunter Bushfire Risk Management Plans, which would mean that one 35 

single plan would then cover the existing Maitland, Port Stephens, Cessnock 

and Dungog LGAs. This would be untenable from a land management agency 

perspective. 

 Very quickly, the SES – both Dungog and Port Stephens have SES 

representation with their near shire, as we do with their own local emergency 40 

management committees in both LGAs at the moment, but we, all of us, come 

under the agency of the Lower Hunter Emergency Management Coordinating 

Committee for regional disaster plans. Both of us are serviced by Hunter 

Water and communities of interest continues because we have rugby league 

teams here in Dungog, - - -  45 
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Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Glen: - - - Patterson and – yeah, well I won’t go through them. But, we have sporting 

ties not only with Port Stephens but with Maitland.  

Joint initiatives that we have had. We have had on-site sewage management 

strategies that were shared, collaboration with Port Stephens Council that was 5 

done in 2001. With the Parsons Brinckerhoff PB Main Road 301 route 

development study of April 2005 – was commissioned by Dungog and Port 

Stephens Council and it was amended in 2007 for the final route access 

study. Our local boundary roads, Patterson and Clarence Town Roads 

reconstructed by Port Stephens Council under contract in the past. 10 

 Dungog Council utilised Port Stephens’ range of staff for a number of years 

and staff share in arrangements and the sand dunes to snow mountain 

tourism initiative in the 1990s was a collaborative project by Hunter 

[indecipherable] Islands Tourism and Port Stephens Tourism. I would like to 

go on, but obviously I am going to run out of time very shortly. 15 

Facilitator: You have already. 

Glen: But, the sad part is, as a council we have come up with the information that 

we put into the press with regards to the Maitland and Dungog merger 

proposal where the information we put out there was a little bit misleading to 

the community, that if we went to Maitland, our rates would double. All right. 20 

Hence, the confusion in the community. Hence, the community undertaking 

the actions that I have and I would just implore you, Mr Peppin, given the 

continuing position of the council, and rightly so in fact that our community has 

never been consulted with this Port Stephens merger, I’d ask you to take the 

comments on board from tonight, look at the facts, and please take into 25 

consideration the polls and the petitions, because it is the only voice our 

community have had through this process, because we have an undertaking 

to do it for them. 

Facilitator: Thank you. Speaker 28, Bruce MacKenzie. Thanks Bruce. 

Bruce: Thanks Peter. Ladies and gentlemen, I am Bruce MacKenzie from Port 30 

Stephens. I think everything has been covered, or most things have been 

covered. Can I just say that I was astounded when somebody from Nelson 

Bay came to this forum tonight and spoke about the Lagoons Estate. The 

Lagoons Estate is before the court. It is not the place to air dirty washing at 

this forum. Because, I think Lagoons Estate is only because the developer 35 

hadn’t got his own way, so he is taking the council to court. And, when that 

gentleman started to speak, I had to go out into the toilet, because I would 

have been physically sick, absolutely physically sick, that that guy came here 

tonight to talk about that in this forum. 

 Can I also – can I also say, Peter, that – and to the residents of Dungog Shire, 40 

that the – the councillors were sent an email some couple of months ago, full 

of lies and innuendos by one of Port Stephens councillors. And, our general 

manager replied to the councillors and queried what that gentleman – that 
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councillor, had to say. That particular councillor has said publicly he wishes to 

go Newcastle. But, when he can send – when he can send lies and innuendos 

to the councillors at Dungog, and I have no doubt some of the councillors 

have spread those lies to – to the residents, I have – I have some copies 

tonight, ladies and gentlemen, and I will give Peter one.  5 

 The answers to those lies and innuendos made by a councillor at Port 

Stephens to the councillors at Dungog – and I have no doubt that some of the 

councillors at Dungog think that we have got two heads in Port Stephens. But, 

we haven’t. We are a very, very good council. We are open for business and 

we are a can do council. We are a can do council. And, if we are 10 
amalgamated or you are amalgamated with Port Stephens we will be a family, 

and we have a war chest of about $150m where the residents and ratepayers 

of Dungog will own that $150m. Because, over the last 40 years that I have 

been there, we have made some great commercial decisions. 

 In Hunter Street, Newcastle alone, Port Stephens – Hunter Street, Newcastle, 15 

what a beaut place. We own – we own commercial properties – blue chip 

commercial properties that return us – return us, about $2.5m a year income 

because we have bought, in the last 30 years, decent blue chip investments. 

 But, can I also say that I probably will not be around if the amalgamation 

happens between Port Stephens and Dungog, because you will have an 20 

administrator and the elections will not be until September 2017. But, if I was 

around, I could guarantee the people of Dungog the service that I give 

personally to the ratepayers of Port Stephens. At least two days a week I go 

out and have a look at their drains, have a look at their trees, that the little old 

lady is not going to put her clothes on the clothesline because the tree might 25 

fall over. Last year, we allocated after that storm $100,000 to cut out trees on 

parks, reserves and footpaths so that it would keep people safe. 

 We are a very active, can do, council, and you people, if you are 

amalgamated with Dungog, you will benefit by our investments and the way 

that our staff have a can do attitude. You will benefit by that because you will 30 

be one of the Port Stephens and Dungog people. 

 Can I just say that, also it mentioned – it would mention that TRA, Tomaree 

Residents and Ratepayers Association, represents 26,000 or 2,600 people or 

26,000 people. 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 35 

Bruce: Can I just say, that they – they’re meant – the people that they represent 

would not fill a bus because you would have empty seats. That is how many 

people the Tomaree Residents and Ratepayers Association represents. And, 

the Tomaree Residents and Ratepayers Association, they email the 

councillors before the council meeting and tell them how to vote. I don’t even 40 

read their emails, ladies and gentlemen. I burn them as soon as I get them. 

Burn them as soon as I get them. 
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 But, people of Dungog, the best option for you people is to come to Port 

Stephens. You will be looked after. There will more jobs for the outside staff. 

There will be more jobs for the inside staff, because we have the expertise, 

we have the money. We have the financial capabilities to make Dungog a 

better local government area. 5 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thanks Bruce. 

Bruce: If you want to have a look at the lies, and the answers to the lies, have look at 

it. 

Facilitator: Speaker 29, Chris Atkinson. Chris, where are you? Thank you. 

Chris: What an act to follow. And, especially seeing I am not in favour of the Port 10 
Stephens Dungog merger. So, I am Chris Atkinson from Paterson. I am 

representing myself, just as a citizen. 

 We had a single issue in Paterson, which we have been battling. I am not 

going to bag out the council this time, because I am going to say that they 

have supported us 100 percent. 15 

 We have had a quarry, Martins Creek – by the way Peter, it’s items five, six 

and ten that I am looking at. That is the representational side. 

 The Martins Creek Quarry, again it is in legal action at the moment. And, the 

Council have given us 100 percent support. Now, that quarry is going to triple 

its production. It is going to – it has actually put in that it wants 24-hour access 20 

and there have been lots and lots of issues. 

 Now, it doesn't worry in Dungog unless you drive through Paterson and you 

will come across the trucks and you will do the road, et cetera. But, for me, I 

have been able to access someone locally. I have been able to deal with the 

council. It doesn’t – everyone here has rattled off numbers and done the 25 

calculations. Port Stephens is that big. We are that big. So, when I sit there in 

Paterson and we have these issues, what is my representation going to be? 

That's my biggest concern. 

 Not that I do not like Port Stephens. And. that was a terrific speech there and 

he could sell ice to an Eskimo. Good. Good. And, if you want to do it, go for it. 30 

But, for me, think of the bigger picture. A lot of people have bagged out the 

council. Are we throwing the baby out with the bathwater? 

 Of course we have a council that is under-performing. Are we going to throw 

them out and then join Port Stephens just to spite them? Or, are we going to 

fix the problem that we have got? At the moment it is all, let’s join there, let’s 35 

join there. What is wrong with what we have got at the moment? Let’s fix it. 

 Obviously, a report will go through. There are people in Macquarie Street that 

have got another agenda. Will my voice be listened to? Just as much as 

yours. So, someone read something from IPART. Well, we went through – 

and Dungog Council did come to Paterson and they had a meeting. I think the 40 
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whole council was – well, let’s say there were about ten council people there. I 

was the only citizen that turned up. Now, I stayed half an hour, three-quarters 

of an hour, chatting to them, and left.  

At that time, it was Maitland Dungog. We talked about Maitland Dungog, then 

all of a sudden when the government dropped their bombshell it was Dungog 5 

and Gloucester. What we are talking about today, how relevant will that be 

down in Macquarie Street? I question that. And, I question whether we are 

jumping into saying, “Yes. Let’s go with Port Stephens.” And, isn’t $150m a 

great war chest? Isn’t that fantastic? But, is that going to be used against us 

so that we lose our voice? 10 

Now, it is a really odd little thing. We will have how many councillors covering 

this area? Are we going to lose our voice? Okay. You will not have a quarry. 

Well, you haven’t got a quarry in your backyard yet, but if you get something 

like the Martins Creek Quarry then you might want a voice, and that is where 

you are going to have to think, not in the here and now, but in the years to 15 

come. In the years to come. I will put a submission out on that. Thank you 

very much. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thanks very much, Chris.  

Peter: Have we got more?  Have we got a couple more? 

Facilitator: We have got a couple more speakers. Yes. I have got a couple more. Number 20 

30, Ken Jordan. We have got two more official and then we will just think 

about where we go to then. Thanks Ken. 

Ken: Thank you. My name is Councillor Ken Jordan from Port Stephens Council. I 

live in a little area called Osterley. A lot of people in the room may not know 

where that is. It has a very relevant link because the school I went to as a 25 

young boy was a school called Mount Kanwary and right next to the school is 

a pipeline. A pipeline that I grew up walking along the top of. And, it runs from 

there to Dungog. Right up the middle. It doesn’t go through Maitland. We are 

joined by a pipeline that supplies water to the people of the bigger cities down 

in the Hunter Valley.  30 

The reason why I talk tonight – I’m not going to go through all the points, I did 

that last night at Raymond Terrace. I want to talk about what it means to be in 

the community. That is the reason why I ran for council 12 years ago. 

Because, a few people said, “You’ve got the gift of the gab. You’d better get in 

there and make a difference.” One of those people was my father. My father 35 

was born in Summer Hill Vasey, and a very proud man of this area. If he was 

alive today, I think he would be pretty proud of me standing up here tonight. 

My mother was born in Mayfield but spent her whole life in Gresford and they 

owned the Gresford shop. So, I have long ties, and I grew up on my 

grandmother’s property out at Summer Hill, and I still go back there every 40 

year to Murray Brooker’s property fishing on the river. So, I have a lot of ties 

to this area. I mean, it is very dear to my heart, as does Port Stephens. 
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The reason why people vote for me is because I put my hand on my heart and 

I do what is the right thing. I did the right thing by saying that Newcastle did 

not make sense. And, I spoke at the rallies and I made it very clear, and what 

my community was saying to me, they didn’t want it. But, I have yet to find 

anybody – anybody, and I life in the rural west – the rural west, that’s what it is 5 

called – the rural west of Port Stephens – and I am yet to find anybody that is 

saying to me they do not want to go with Dungog.  

Every single person I have spoken to, and that is lots, have said Dungog is 

the right mix for us. We are alike and the same. We are pocketed villages and 

it goes together. We are not Maitland City and we are not Newcastle City. We 10 
are a group of little villages who are proud of their turf. 

In Port Stephens we have 800 volunteers and they volunteer because they 

are passionate about their little piece of Port Stephens. And, I’m sure that 

Dungog with Gresford, Vasey, Paterson, Clarence Town, is exactly the same. 

So, tonight I pull on the heart strings saying that this makes sense. It is a good 15 

marriage. It makes sense. And, can I say to you as a councillor, the Mayor, 

Bruce MacKenzie might not be there at the next election, but if there is a 

merger with Dungog, I will be and I will be doing my best to be elected so that 

I can make sure that Port Stephens and Dungog merger is a true success. 

That’s what I am going to work towards. 20 

Look, recently I went to a local government conference, and Peter would 

probably vouch for this, there was a councillor there. He said to me, “Jordo, if 

we merge with Dungog, we’ll be the size of the ACT. And, they can take a 

hike. We don’t want them. We don’t want that and it would make it –” he said, 

“At the moment, we can go from one side to the other in 25 minutes. That 25 

would just make it a nightmare.” Well, our council – tonight here you said your 

council doesn’t have a motion. Ours does. Unanimously it says, “Let’s go with 

Dungog.” The motion on our books. So, your council does not have one and 

we do. Wholeheartedly supported by everyone, even the fella that sent the 

email stood up and voted for it. So, work that out. 30 

Can I say to you, a lot of people who are in the Dungog area go to Port 

Stephens to shop. We hopefully will announce that Raymond Terrace will 

grow at shopping centres soon, and I know Maitland is, and that attracts 

people.  

Can I say to you also, something a few people haven’t talked about tonight, is 35 

the Newcastle Airport? Mayor MacKenzie spoke about the money we raise on 

our property ownings. We also own half of the airport. Guess what? When we 

merge, you get half, no, 25 percent. All right? So, wow. 

Facilitator: [BELL]. 

Ken: We can have the airport and go to Barrington Tops. We can have it there.  40 

But, the last thing that I really want to talk about, and I spoke about it at the 

Newcastle hearing and I am going to speak about it tonight, it is so important, 
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Peter, that you nail the name. That you get the name right. The name right is 

Dungog and Port Stephens Council. You need to have both, because we rely 

heavily on tourism. We built – we have spent a lot of money – since I have 

been on council it is about five or $600,000 a year for 12 years – do the sums 

– to build that brand, and I know Dungogers do the same. We need to be 5 

called the Dungog Port Stephens Shire so that brand is still known to all the 

people that come here. It’s crucial, crucial, that it is not called something that 

you pick out of a hat. It really – we need to keep both of those identities and it 

is so crucial. When it – when it does that – look, I can tell you now, it will come 

together. There are people in room who have got doubts. Trust me, it will 10 
come together. We are so similar; it just makes sense. Thank you. 

Facilitator: [BELL]. Thank you.  Thank you very much. Speaker 31, thank you. Paul Le 

Mottee. Thanks, Paul. 

Paul: Good evening. Thanks for your time once again. I just wanted to quickly touch 

on three things that have not been mentioned tonight, which is quarries, roads 15 

and water. 

 In respect of roads, what I wanted to point out was if you drive from here to 

the city of Maitland, and you go through Clarence Town, you have got to 

drive, I am only estimating, but about 25 kilometres through the Port Stephens 

LGA to get there. Should you take the other route and go through Paterson, 20 

you come within 150 metres of the boundary with Port Stephens LGA. Just as 

you leave Paterson there is a bridge on your left – other side of the bridge, 

and suddenly you are in Port Stephens. At that point, where you get within 

150 metres, you are still 15 kilometres from the city of Maitland. So, you get 

either through or real close to Port Stephens a long time before you get to 25 

Maitland. It will not have any effect on the way people do business or the 

provision of health services either. 

 Quarries. Martins Creek Quarry is a very important local issue and it does 

have an effect on the roads in Dungog local government area. But, it only 

travels through Dungog local government area for a relatively short distance 30 

compared to the distance it travels then through either Maitland or, more 

frequently to get to the Pacific Highway, Port Stephens.  

 If you combine that with the fact that Brandy Hill Quarry is also seeking 

expansion at the same time, and both of these matters are being dealt with by 

the state government – councils are not the consent authority – it is a real 35 

problem for Port Stephens LGA. So, any suggestion that a quarry is an issue 

that only relates to Dungog is not quite correct. 

 In terms of water, if the LGAs of Dungog and Port Stephens were merged, 

then you would have one LGA that covered the entire catchment of the water 

supplies for the whole Hunter area, being Chichester in the pipeline, Williams 40 

River and the water that is pumped out of there, and the Grahamstown Dam. 

 There is no other water supply services for anywhere in the whole Hunter 

region. Having one LGA to cover that entire water catchment, I think, is a 

very, very important factor. 
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 So, anyway, everybody else has touched on all the other points and you will 

hear more from me in my submission, but thank you once again. 

Facilitator: Thank you. Thank you, Paul. Thank you for that. That is our last formal 

registered speaker. So, what we are proposing to do – with Peter’s idea, is a 

five-minute break for those who care to. We will reconvene after that. You 5 

don’t have to stay for that. We are here until ten o’clock in any case, just by 

virtue of our requirements. We will give this lovely woman a chance to finish 

crocheting her hat in the last part of the meeting.  

Peter: And, ask - - -  

Facilitator: Yes. 10 

Peter: And, ask if any more want to speak. 

Facilitator: And, if you do want to speak, can you register at the back with Cameron and 

the team and we will take a few unregistered speakers at the end of this short 

break. Thank you. 

[BREAK] 15 

Facilitator: Thanks everybody. If we can reconvene. For those of you who care, all sit 

down and be quiet. [BELL].  If you need to leave, we will make some – some 

closing remarks as well. Grab a seat. Thank you for that. Thank you for that. 

 Checking at the back, were there any more speakers who would like to say 

something at this point in the conversation? Anybody for whom the spirit has 20 

moved you to step up to the microphone? Anybody? If not, we will make some 

closing remarks and then I will call once more. We will make the closing 

remarks now, but we of course, will stay until ten o’clock. Over to Peter to give 

us the next steps. Thank you.  

Peter: Okay.  Thank you, Ian. I would like to thank everyone for coming along this 25 

evening. Those who have taken time to prepare and speak, as well as those 

who have attended to listen. A transcript of today’s proceedings will be 

generated to provide a formal record of proceedings. Naturally, the words 

whisky, tango and foxtrot will be included. 

 These transcripts will be publicly available at the conclusion of the 30 

examination reporting process. I would like to remind everyone that as well as 

the information provided by speakers today, written submissions will be one of 

the most important ways for me to gather information during the examination 

process. 

 I repeat, written submissions close at 5:00pm on Sunday, 26th of June, that’s 35 

Eastern Standard Time, and can be submitted either online at the Council 

Boundary Review website. See the staff for the details. Or, at PO Box R1772, 

Royal Exchange, New South Wales 2001. 

 A reminder that the Council Boundary Review website also provides more 

detail about the merger proposal process – more generally, as well as details 40 
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about the proposed merger between Port Stephens and Dungog Shire local 

government areas. 

 I would like to thank the staff, that is Ian, Joyce, and the registration staff, 

Cameron, Maeve and Ruby, and I also want to thank you for your attendance 

here tonight. Thank you. 5 

Facilitator: If anybody wishes to speak, just put up a hand for the moment. If not, we will 

remain here and feel free to come and talk to Peter quietly up the front if that 

is the procedure. But, we will be in attendance up to when we officially close. 

Any – any spirit moving around here? Okay. Thank you. We will just wait here 

and see how we go. Thank you.  10 

[BREAK] 

Facilitator: You’re welcome.  You’re going to have to make your official closing remarks. 

Peter: It’s ten o’clock is it? 

Facilitator: It’s two minutes to.  How long will you take to make your remarks? I can give 

you another minute. Anyway, I’ve got – I’ve got – I’ve just got to officially - - -  15 

Peter: I’ve also got to close by ten o’clock.  Okay. Here we go. Just me. I would like 

to thank everyone for coming along this evening. Those who have taken time 

to prepare and speak as well as those who have attended to listen. A 

transcript of today’s proceedings will be generated to provide a formal record 

of proceedings.  20 

 These transcripts will be publicly available at the conclusion of the 

examination reporting process. I would like to remind everyone that as well as 

the information provided by speakers today, written submissions will be one of 

the most important ways for me to gather information during the examination 

process. 25 

 Written submissions close at 5:00pm Eastern Standard Time on Sunday, 26th 

of June, and can be submitted either online at the Council Boundary Review 

website, or by mail to Council Boundary Review at PO Box R1772, Royal 

Exchange, New South Wales 2001. 

 A reminder that the Council Boundary Review website also provides more 30 

detail about the merger proposal process more generally, as well as details 

about the proposed merger between Port Stephens and Dungog Shire local 

government areas. 

 Finally, once again, my thanks to you all for attending today.  

END TRANSCRIPT 35 

 


