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Executive Summary 
Gunnedah Shire Council (GSC) is committed to providing quality services and infrastructure to its 
residents, ratepayers, and visitors in an efficient manner. 

Like many councils in NSW, GSC has been impacted by the effects of high inflation, rising fuel and 
electricity costs, ongoing cost shifting from the state and federal governments, reduced ‘real’ 
financial support from other levels of government for operational works, including the fact that the 
rate peg has failed to keep up with the increase in Council’s expenditure as well as the impacts of 
natural disasters such as drought, bushfires, and flooding.  

It has led to Council facing a financially unsustainable outlook without an increase in funding 
and/or decrease in service levels. During the preparation of Council’s Operational Plan and Budget 
for the 2024/25 financial year, which was endorsed on 19 June 2024, Council committed to having 
a conversation with the community regarding a potential Special Rate Variation (SRV).  

The goals of the engagement: 

 provide public awareness of Council’s financial position and need for additional funding to 
maintain Council’s Infrastructure at current service levels, 

 provide understanding regarding the necessity of and potential impacts of an SRV 

 provide understanding and service level impacts of not progressing with an SRV 

 gauge the community’s opinion for the potential SRV, knowing that in the current environment, 
any potential increase in rates was likely to face heavy resistance from ratepayers 

This report summarises the discussion that was had and outlines the community feedback 
regarding a potential Special Rate Variation for GSC. It highlights prominent community questions 
and themes that arose during community consultations, particularly around affordability, services 
and economic sustainability.  

The report also captures the approach to this consultation, examples of GSC's due diligence 
provided to the community, and Council Executive’s approach to balancing short-term financial 
burdens and long-term benefits for local regional and rural development. 

In developing the 2024/25 Operational Plan (which outlines the strategic priorities and specific 
actions for the upcoming period) Council Executive undertook a comprehensive review of available 
funds, budgetary forecasting and considerations, alongside a review of the alignment of the fiscal 
position with Gunnedah’s long-term strategic goals.  

While Council is in a stable position, to ensure it can continue to maintain assets at current service 
levels, have a sustainable budget and an appropriate cash position, it was identified that GSC 
would need to improve the financial position of the General Fund. 
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How did we get here?  
The key factors that have led to Council’s financial position: 

 impacts of recent high inflation resulting in a higher cost for the delivery of key Council services 
and a significantly higher level of construction costs associated with the renewal and upgrade 
of infrastructure 

 ongoing cost-shifting and reduced operational financial support from other levels of 
government, and 

 inadequate rate peg values that have slowly added up to large gaps in the availability of renewal 
funding. 

The numbers:  
Based on the current long term financial plan, Council estimates there is a funding gap of 
approximately $3.1 million per annum in the General Fund. As Council’s asset management data 
improves, this value may change and is likely to increase. 

The proposed SRV discussed was for a permanent SRV of 38.88%, split over two years, comprised 
of a 24% increase in the first year (2025/26) and a 12% increase in year two (2026/27). 
 

 Year 1 2025/26 Year 2 2026/27 Cumulative 
Permanent increase above rate peg 19% 7%  
Rate Peg (forecast) 5% 5%  
Total Increase 24% 12% 38.88% 

 

How did we engage: 
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Council used a variety of methods and tools to engage with the community including: 

 Face to face sessions in villages 
throughout the shire, a Town Hall 
style meeting and information 
stands in the main street 

 Social media including Facebook, 
LinkedIn and Instagram 

 A phone survey independently run 
by a research house 

 Council’s website 

 Radio 

 Newspaper 

 Media releases 

 Councils’ operational plans 

 A survey accessible from Councils 
website 

 Internal staff briefings 

 
The face-to-face sessions: 

Type Date Location # Attendees 
Internal Staff 
briefing 

16 July 24 Council Offices 20 
18 July 24 Council Offices 20 
8 August 24 Council Depot 100 

  Sub total 140 
Community 
sessions 

5 August 24 Curlewis Community Hall 65 
7 August 24 Gunnedah Town Hall 60 
7 August 24 Verdict Café 17 
8 August 24 Tambar Springs Community Hall 24 
13 August 24 Carroll Hall (Progress association shed) 9 
13 August 24 Breeza Progress association 15 
14 August 24 Gunnedah Verdict Café 9 
14 August 24 Gunnedah Town Hall 105 
15 August 24 Gunnedah Library 25 
15 August 24 Club Gunnedah (West Rotary) 1 
17 August 24 Gunnedah Markets, Wolseley Park  55 
20,21,22 August 24 Agquip field days 27 
2 September 24 Gunnedah Library 8 

  Sub total 420 
  Total 560 

 IMAGE FROM CURLEWIS COMMUNITY SESSION 
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IMAGE FROM TAMBAR SPRINGS COMMUNITY SESSION  

Council developed an easy-to-use 
online rates calculator that was 
actively promoted and used 
throughout the consultation period. 
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Who did we Reach? 
Throughout the engagement process, we achieved the following reach: 

Type of Engagement Reach 
Internal Staff briefings 140 
Face to face community sessions 420 
Council SRV webpage 1,144 views by 678 visitors 
Webpage Rates calculator 821 views by 632 visitors 
Social Media  37,500 post reach  

 75 Direct shares 
 A reel discussing the SRV and showcasing the Rates 

Calculator available on Council’s website was played 
2,400 times with a reach of 1,400. 

News articles >20 articles across radio, TV and print 
Media releases and media calls Significant community reach 
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What did the Community tell us 
In summary, the key points of feedback from the engagement were: 
1. The community does not want to see an increase in rates 
2. The community wants/expects to see an improvement in Council services (roads in particular) 
3. The community wants to see increased engagement and transparency. It was also noted that 

there is lots of information available to the community that can be accessed 
4. The community wants/expects to see an improvement in Council communications (response 

to customer requests in particular) 
5. Rural ratepayers, particularly farmers, and those living within the outlying villages, expressed 

concern about paying higher rates with limited visible benefits, especially regarding road 
maintenance and other critical infrastructure, they suggested the increased rate burden 
associated with the special rate variation should be more highly attributed to ratepayers closer 
to or in the Gunnedah township e.g. residential ratepayers 

6. The mining sector should be paying a larger portion of Councils rate base. 
7. If the SRV is required, it should be implemented over a longer period to lessen the impact on 

those on fixed incomes 
8. They want Council to ensure it has the right balance of indoor/outdoor staff and operating as 

efficiently as possible  
9. Council should tighten its belt and reduce its expense rather than just raising rates 
10. Council needs to find other (non-rate) methods to raise revenue rather than just raising rates 
11. Address the NSW local government sustainability root cause issues that have led to the SRV 

requirements and work with the community to address the ineffectiveness of the rate peg process 
and seek increased funding from the state and federal government 

12. Important to note only 26% of the 38.88% is above the rate peg that will occur regardless of the SRV 

What questions did the Community ask? 
 Why wasn’t this brought up sooner? If we were in this situation for some time, why hasn’t the 

community heard about it sooner? 

 Can the SRV be spread over a longer period to make it easier on ratepayers? 

 Why haven’t our rates gradually risen each year of the past ten years to avoid a big rise? 

 Are these the only four options (referring to options on presentation)? 

 What is the breakdown of what Council rates are currently spent on each year? 

 Does the community get a say in what community services get cut if SRV doesn’t go ahead? 

 If we had to sell assets, what assets would be sold? 

 How much money is being spent on staff wages? (relating to GoCo as well as general 
internal/external Council staff wages)?  

 What is the breakdown of funding/spending on the Airport, Saleyards and Koala Sanctuary?  
 What do the mines contribute? Are the mines paying a large enough proportion of rates? 
 How are you ensuring you capture everyone in your community consultation? 

 Can these community sessions continue after the election? 
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Conclusion of Executive Summary 
Council committed to having a conversation with the community about ensuring its financial 
sustainability and this included a discussion for a potential SRV. Council used many methods and 
channels to provide many opportunities for the community to provide feedback. 

This engagement will inform the newly elected Council on the community’s feedback and will be 
used to guide Council’s position on a potential SRV application.  

Through the engagement, Council interacted with thousands of residents and ratepayers to ensure 
a high level of confidence in the feedback. 

While questions were raised about Council being as efficient as possible, most people were 
understanding that Council’s costs have gone up significantly due to recent inflation rises. Emotion 
came into the discussion when it was canvassed that the matter of addressing these higher costs 
would require a large rate rise (i.e. if the increased costs were addressed through increased state 
and/or federal government grants, there was less discussion). 

The key feedback regarding the potential SRV of 38.88% implemented over two years was; 

 the community does not want to pay more rates (noting current difficult times and costs) 

 the community does not want to see a reduction in service levels and wants to see an increase 
in some areas (especially in the condition of Council’s roads) 

 if an SRV is required, then it should be phased in over a longer period to reduce the single year 
impact on residents and ratepayers (especially those on fixed incomes)  

 the split of how an SRV is applied should be reviewed so the balance is right between farmland 
and residential rates to be more of a user pays model 

 The mining sector should be paying a larger portion of Councils rate base 

 Council needs to ensure it is transparent in its decision making, engaging with the community 
and operating as efficiently as possible, with the right balance of indoor and outdoor staff along 
with ensuring that current funds and resources are being maximised for the shire 

 Only 26% of the 38.88% is above the rate peg that will occur regardless of the SRV 
 Council needs to look at non-rate revenue that can help address the asset renewal gap without 

large rate rises being required and find a solution so large SRVs are not needed in the future  

The highest support for the SRV came through the phone survey, which is also the most 
independent and community wide aspect of the engagement, with 39% of phone survey 
respondents “somewhat supportive” of the proposed SRV option. 

While the feedback provided by the community indicated a clear view of not wanting to pay more 
rates, there was also a clear view that the community does not want to see any service level 
reduction. Without additional funding, maintaining current service levels will not be possible.  

The key is to finding the right and most acceptable balance that will ultimately result in a 
sustainable Council that provides quality services and infrastructure that the current and future 
residents of Gunnedah expect and deserve.  
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The community engagement sessions were undertaken over a five-week period from 2nd August – 
6th September 2024.  

Using an integrated engagement approach, Council provided members of the community with 
access to information and the opportunity to engage in the conversation.  

GSC social media channels provided updates regularly with 25 posts in total related to the SRV 
consultation session locations, dates and times were promoted extensively across GSC Social 
media channels during the period. 

A landing page on Council’s website was developed to house all information regarding the 
Proposed SRV, including essential elements such as ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ and a Rates 
Calculator App where ratepayers could input their details and receive an estimate of their rates if 
the SRV was to be applied for and approved by IPART at the proposed percentage (see Appendix A).  

The Proposed SRV web page received 678 visitors and 1,144 views over the engagement period, 
with 632 ratepayers utilising the Rates Calculator App. See Appendix B. 

A broader phone survey was conducted at the start of the engagement period. This survey 
identified the types of rates paid by respondents, the importance placed by the individual on 
various Council services and their satisfaction level of Council’s delivery of these services. 
Although not directly related to the SRV engagement, a portion of the survey enquired if the 
respondent was aware of the proposed SRV, showing almost three quarters of residents surveyed 
were aware of the proposed SRV. The phone survey also asked how supportive the interviewee 
would be of an SRV if it meant improving various services. When speaking to specific services 
affected, the responses were somewhat supportive of the SRV. Overall, the survey provided 
valuable insight into the community’s value of services provided by Council, and where they would 
be willing to pay higher rates to maintain or improve. See Appendix C. 

Upon completion of the phone survey period, an online survey was launched on Council’s website 
from Wednesday 14th August. The online survey was the same format as the telephone survey and 
was made available to anyone wishing to complete via Council’s SRV website. See Appendix D. 

Offline engagements included flyers and posters, radio advertising, newspaper advertising, 
community information sessions, community group meetings, town and village meetings.   

Apart from the engagement methods outlined above, the option of making a written submission via 
Council’s website, email or letter was also made available and promoted. Council received 26 
submissions via these methods. 

The overarching goal of having a planned approach to community consultation and engagement 
was to ensure the community was made aware of the opportunities to engage with Council on the 
potential SRV, and to provide easy and accessible way to supply Council with informed feedback.  
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A key focus of the engagement approach was to ensure activities were undertaken in Gunnedah as 
well as some of the villages, to provide sufficient geographic coverage and affording as many 
community members as possible an opportunity to participate.   

Public Relations 
A media call was held at Gunnedah Shire Council 
Chambers on Friday 2nd August to announce the Proposed 
SRV, to provide top-level information on what an SRV 
would mean and why it is needed, to detail the general 
approach to community consultation and to provide media 
the opportunity to ask any relevant questions. Covered in 
advance by NBN TV News, the media call was attended by 
Prime7 TV News and the Gunnedah Times newspaper and 
was covered by ABC New England North-West (NENW) 
Breakfast Radio and ABC NENW Radio News.  

A GSC SRV Media Release and Backgrounder were 
distributed that same day to raise awareness in the 
community and encourage attendance at the upcoming 
community information sessions (consultation and 
engagement sessions). See Appendix E. 

The Gunnedah Times newspaper live-streamed the Media Call on their Facebook page, and the 
also invited their audience on social media to contribute questions for Council. An in-depth 
interview with Gunnedah Shire Council General Manager, Eric Groth, has been organised for the 
following week, and was conducted by the Gunnedah Times News Editor Sam Woods on Monday 
5th August. This was deliberate approach in helping facilitate a comprehensive and local approach 
to editorial coverage around the proposed SRV, answering key questions and concerns from the 
community.  

Media coverage resulted in much coverage, both traditional and online options for television, radio 
and newspaper news, as well as radio and newspaper interviews and editorials respectively.  
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Media Coverage 
Considering the relevance of the SRV topic due to 
several neighbouring Councils having recently 
undertaken SRVs, (Tamworth Regional Council recently 
announced an SRV – 14th May), and the potential impact 
on Gunnedah’s residents, local media interest was high.  
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Additionally, GSC GM Eric Groth recorded an interview which was played across both stations, 
capturing the full demographic spread of the local commercial radio offering. For a map of 
GGG/2MO radio coverage area, see Appendix F.  

An interview with GM Eric Groth by a reporter at ABC NENW was recorded on the day of Media Call 
(Friday 2nd August) and broadcast the following Monday for local ABC radio news and replayed on 
ABC NENW Breakfast. An important interview to secure, considering the prior SRV coverage on the 
broadcaster from across the greater region (Tamworth, Armidale, Tenterfield, Walcha, and 
Liverpool Plains have all successfully applied for SRVs within the same listening area). 

ABC New England North-West covers a significant area of northern New South Wales, 
broadcasting across the New England region, the Northern Tablelands, and the North West Slopes. 
This includes key towns and cities like Tamworth, Armidale, Moree, Tenterfield, and Glen Innes. 
The station operates on both AM and FM frequencies, including 648 AM, 819 AM, and FM bands at 
99.1 and 101.9 MHz. As part of the broader ABC Local Radio network, its programming focuses on 
talk radio, providing local news, weather, sports, and community stories. The station's potential 
listenership is supported by its reach across a wide rural area, connecting regional communities 
through its mix of both local content, as well as ABC's broader state, national and international 
coverage. 

Print 
A full-page advertisement was designed and distributed to the local newspaper, The Gunnedah 
Times, and the regional publication, the Northern Daily Leader. See Appendix G. 

A3 posters and DL leaflet flyers were also developed for display and distribution at community 
information session locations, village and town meetings as well as local Council-run venues to 
ensure residents were made aware of the community information sessions. The posters and DL 
flyer also included a QR code which gave direct access to the GSC SRV information page. This 
provided a direct opportunity for the community to submit their feedback through online forms. See 
Appendix H. 

Editorially, the proposal was also included in Council's regular items such as Council News in the 
Gunnedah Times, extensive editorial coverage in The Gunnedah Times, and received coverage in 
publications including Inside Local Government, Northern Daily Leader and the New England 
Times. See Appendix I. 

Social Media  
Gunnedah Shire Council utilised their existing social media platforms to boost online engagement 
and feedback opportunities to increase awareness reach. A social media content calendar was 
created with content based on key messages drafted to reach various stakeholder groups. See 
Appendix J. 

Council posted 23 Facebook posts informing the community about aspects of the proposed rate 
variation, including promotion of the website page, the rates calculator and the community 
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Face-to-face: Community Conversations | Sessions 
Speaking with community 
members face to face was key to 
the consultation process. 
Allowing community to feel heard 
and understood, for community 
to be able to ask questions 
directly to Council 
representatives and to be able to 
portray their individual 
experiences, was a very 
important part of the community 
consultation and engagement 
process.  
Councillors, Executive, and staff 
from Gunnedah Shire Council 
facilitated several community 
information sessions. These 

sessions were designed to present comprehensive details about the proposed SRV for the 
Gunnedah Shire, and to provide residents with opportunities to ask questions and gain clarity on 
the issue.  

In anticipation of the engagement process, Gunnedah Shire Council proactively reached out to 
core community groups and relevant Progress Associations within the villages of Breeza, Carroll, 
Curlewis, Emerald Hill, Kelvin, Mullaley, Piallaway, and Tambar Springs.  

Consultation was held in correlation with the village community groups who were open and willing 
to engage with Council around hosting consultation sessions within those villages. Those 
engagement sessions provided information to community members in attendance and captured 
vital feedback, ideas, and concerns around the potential SRV, as well as other issues that were 
pertinent to that particular village and the rural residents who lived in the vicinity. See Appendix K. 

As part of the engagement process, key community-led groups were also contacted, such as the 
local branch of NSW Farmers, the Gunnedah Business Chamber, the Gunnedah Show Society and 
Country Women’s Association (CWA). Whilst uptake was low for these groups to host information 
sessions, members of these groups were consulted during other engagement opportunities across 
the period. 

Outside of the initially planned village and Gunnedah sessions, some additional sessions were 
hosted by Gunnedah Shire Council Executive for Gunnedah West Rotary Club, the Breeza Village 
Progress Association and the Gunnedah Library Brain Trainers Group, displaying Council’s 
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Frequently Asked Questions 
Across the many community consultation sessions held during the period, several of the same 
questions were asked. During every session, the community were invited to ask questions and 
interact with Council’s representatives (Executive, staff and external support), fostering an open 
and proactive conversation around the potential for an SRV and the related implications. 

As a result of these commonly asked questions, and to help answer them in a more visual sense 
during the community sessions, the GSC SRV Information Presentation was regularly updated to 
include details regarding items that the community wanted more information about (see Appendix 
L). For example, details were commonly sought on projects such as the Gunnedah Saleyards 
upgrade, the Airport, and the Koala Sanctuary. 

Here are some examples of questions asked at the consultation sessions that weren’t already 
captured on the FAQ’s on the landing page: 

Q. Why wasn’t this bought up sooner? If we were in this situation for some time, why hasn’t 
the community heard about it sooner? 
Response: This has been raised during previous plans, however, the recent significant cost 
increases and the need to be proactive with managing Councils cash position has required the 
matter to be addressed in the near future.  

Q. Can the SRV be spread over a longer period to make it easier on ratepayers? 
Response: Yes, any potential increase could be implemented over a longer period of time. It is 
important to note that the longer the implementation period, the larger the impact on Councils 
cash position.  

Q. Why weren’t our rates gradually raised over each year of the past ten years to avoid this big 
rate rise? 
Response: The current SRV process does not allow for this. This type of approach could be 
considered for the future and has been suggested as a part addressing the rate peg review. 

Q. Are these the only four options (referring to options on presentation)? 
Response: No, the four options supplied in the GSC – Community SRV Information Pack can be 
changed and adapted to suit the direction the community wants to move forward in. 

Q. Do you have a breakdown of what amount from Council rates is currently spent on the 
community? 
Response: Yes, Councils budget detail is provided in the operational plan and more detailed 
information can be provided on request. 

Q. If we had to sell assets, what assets would be sold? How much percentage would that 
account for? 
Response: This is yet to be determined and would require further community consultation before 
any decisions could be made. 

Q. Does the community get a say in what community services get cut if SRV doesn’t go ahead? 
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Response: Yes, if the SRV goes ahead, the community will have a say in what services they would 
like to be cut/reduced. Further community consultation will take place to gather feedback to 
inform council which services the community would like to see cut/reduced. 

Q. How much money is being spent on staff wages? (relating to GoCo as well as general 
internal/external Council staff wages)?  
Response: Councils budget detail is provided in the operational plan and more detailed 
information can be provided on request. 

Q. What is the breakdown of spending on the airport? How much were the grants? What’s the 
upkeep? Why did Council invest so much money in the Gunnedah airport when there’s no 
commercial airline operating and it’s unlikely they ever will? 
Response: The information related to the funding of this project is provided in the community 
presentation pack. 

Q. What is the breakdown of spending on the Koala Sanctuary? And how much will it cost the 
community (Council) to maintain this? 
Response: The information related to the funding of the construction of this project is provided in 
the community presentation pack. The operating costs are being finalised as the agreement with 
the operator is finalised. This information, once finalised, will be included in Councils future 
operational plans and budgets. 

Q. What do the mines contribute? Do we have costs of mining impacts and can VPAs be 
publicly released? Should mines pay a greater overall proportion of rates? 
Response: The mining rates paid is provided in Councils operational plans. The VPAs were set by 
the State government approvals (to which Council had made a submission). 

Q. How are you ensuring you capture everyone in your community consultation? 
Response: We have used several communication methods including an independent phone 
survey that is designed to achieve a >90% level of confidence in the response representing the 
community’s views. In addition, Councils also used Community Information Sessions both in 
Gunnedah and the surrounding villages along with radio, TV, print and social media methods.  

Q. Why do we say the increase is 38.88% when the increase associated with the SRV is 26%? 
Response: The IPART process requires Council to engage based on the full value of the potential 
rate rise, inclusive of the rate peg component that will occur regardless of an SRV application. 

Q. Can these community sessions continue after the election? 
Response: Yes. This is the first phase of community consultation. Once the new Council is 
elected, they will be presented with the initial consultation report, along with the financials from 
Council Executive. Councillors will then discuss and determine whether or not to apply for an SRV. 
Once that decision is made, there will be further consultation with the community.  
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Consultation Process, Key Themes and Feedback 
 

In-person consultation 
Throughout the consultation period, feedback was gathered from a range of sources, including 
public forums, surveys, written submissions, and direct conversations with residents. This process 
allowed for a comprehensive understanding of current community perspectives, revealing several 
consistent themes warranting Council's attention. Among the most prominent were concerns 
about the affordability of higher rates, the potential impact on local businesses and agricultural 
enterprises, and the need for transparency in how the additional funds would be allocated. These 
themes reflect a shared desire for a balanced approach that considers both the financial 
sustainability of the Council going forward, and the economic realities faced by the community. 
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Key Themes 
Lack of Community Engagement and Transparency 
The desire for improved transparency around Council decision-making was a key theme observed 
throughout the various feedback channels. The community emphasised the importance of holding 
public meetings for important communications and consultation and called for meetings after 
hours and in rural locations like Mullaley and Emerald Hill, to allow for broader participation in the 
SRV Consultation process specifically.  

It was noted that while there is a general understanding of how Council operates internally, there is 
significantly less awareness or connection when it comes to the decision-making processes of 
local Councillors and the workings of Council meetings. It was noted there was appetite for a more 
proactive connection by community with Council and Council processes, particularly within 
villages like Curlewis and Carroll. 

A perception of overall poor communication from Council created an atmosphere of distrust 
around the information shared with the community. Most attendees were respectful and open to 
the information being shared during presentation sessions and conversations but expressed a 
strong need for more open communication from Council generally. It was made clear by several 
community members, that if they weren’t kept regularly informed by Council, they were likely to fill 
those knowledge gaps with their own conclusions, recognising this information might not be true 
nor entirely correct. There were community members who were calling for clearer, more frequent 
communication about highly visible activities happening within community (e.g. helicopter 
involvement in saleyards construction) and significant Council decisions, particularly around 
financial matters and the allocation of resources and funding. 

Transparency around how money was being spent by Council was also a concern for the 
community, particularly around major projects, like the Gunnedah Airport.  

Questions were raised about the Council's overall debt level and how the proposed SRV will impact 
the Council's income. Some residents were unsure how raising rates would generate more income, 
if by doing an SRV, it would merely cover depreciation costs, rather than providing additional 
services. 

It is also very important to note that the community members were also advised that there is a lot 
of information available to the community should they want to access it. The key is finding a 
balance of what information the community want to be aware of noting the resources it takes to 
provide this information. 
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Service Delivery and Efficiency Concerns 
Many community members felt the services they receive are insufficient compared to the rates 
they are paying currently. Rural ratepayers, particularly farmers, and those living within the outlying 
villages, expressed concern about paying higher rates with limited visible benefits, especially 
regarding road maintenance and other critical infrastructure. It was noted that while they have 
access to all of Councils services, they do not use most of these services. 

A common concern raised by rural ratepayers was around their perception of the unsatisfactory 
condition of their unsealed rural roads and the lack of frequency of maintenance of these roads, 
such as road grading. Many of those in attendance at the session felt their local unsealed roads 
were being maintained less than ever before, and were in very poor condition, in their opinion.  

Elderly, pensioners and/or self-declared lower socioeconomic community members and living 
within Gunnedah township itself, were commonly more open to Council proceeding with an SRV. 
This demographic was proactive in offering constructive solutions around lessening the impact 
financially, with many suggesting the proposed percentage might be better spread over three or 
four years, rather than two-year split. It was noted that those who spoke of being on the pension, or 
in a less affluent financial position personally, were more likely to be open to the SRV as they were 
commonly more likely to be using community and town services, services provided, funded and 
maintained by Gunnedah Shire Council. 

Multiple comments shared by those in consultation reflected a frustration with Council operations, 
expressing their perception around Council staffing and resource allocation. Some locals felt 
Council workers were not operating as efficiently as possible, with a particular focus on the 
perceived growth in numbers of indoor staff (ie those based within the Elgin Street office), and 
expressing a wish to see more investment on outdoor Council workers who were perceived to be 
the staff who were able to fix infrastructure such as roads.  

Internal Council operations and efficiency was often called into question at the start of 
consultation sessions, with residents calling for internal reviews to reduce costs and improve 
accountability, before asking rate payers to meet the shortfall, by way of an SRV. 
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Questions regarding Councils Financial Management 
Concerns were raised around the management of finances within Council. The perception by 
community members that mismanagement of key internal financials had ultimately led to the need 
for an SRV, which would then supplement the cost of delivering basic services to the district.  

The Gunnedah Airport was a common concern raised by community members, due to the 
significant size of the expenditure, versus the perceived usage and value of the facility by the wider 
public. It should be noted there is still an opportunity for Council to communicate more fully to 
community around the current and future usage of the airport, now that is has been upgraded.  

It was raised on a number of occasions by attendees of consultation sessions, their dissatisfaction 
around Council’s use of contractors. There were some questions within the consultation process 
around the use of contractors to deliver the Proposed SRV information sessions. Council Executive 
and representatives were very open around the use of contractors for this process, explaining the 
benefit of the skills and independent support those individuals bring, and the ultimate savings 
brought by not having to pay entire wages to keep those individuals engaged in full time 
employment.  

The general use of contractors, as opposed to in-house management capability was raised, and 
was commonly placed alongside rhetoric around perceived poor efficiencies within Council 
overall.   

There were many community members at the face-to-face sessions who felt the justification for the 
rate increases was insufficient. They were particularly concerned about being asked to shoulder 
higher financial burdens while questioning the Council's efficiency. A small number of community 
members raised concerns over the high operational costs attributed to Council staff, including 
questions around staff being based in Tamworth and being supplied a work vehicle to travel back 
and forth to work each day, wages of Council workers was also raised, as was the wage of the 
General Manager.  

Questions around staff expenses were then aligned with concerns around efficiency and 
statements around whether the best people were in the right jobs. Commonly there were concerns 
about the number of Council employees and whether their roles were necessary and/or 
productive. 

There was a response advising that Councils structure and efficiency are reviewed regularly with a 
view of maximising Councils resources while meeting Councils statutory obligations and meeting 
as many of the community’s expectations as possible. 

  



 
 

Page 30 
 

Perception of Inequity 
Dissatisfaction around the perceived imbalance of services between Gunnedah and the 
surrounding villages contributed to the negative sentiment towards the proposed SRV.  

Feedback indicated residents in the villages, particularly the farmland ratepayers, felt they paid a 
high level of rates for the infrastructure in their local areas (e.g., lack of sewer, stormwater 
drainage, and public amenities with disability access) compared to the larger townships. These 
examples were given in comparison to Gunnedah's parks and community infrastructure such as 
the new dog park, swimming pool complex, library and civic precinct. 

There is a clear feeling among rural ratepayers, especially farmers, that they are shouldering what 
they believe is a disproportionate burden of rate increases while receiving fewer services in return. 
Rural residents voiced concern that they feel they’re being unfairly impacted compared to other 
sectors of the community, such as mining or village residents, and suggested the percentage mix of 
rate contributions should be reconsidered. There was also a clear message from the broader rate 
base that the mining sector should be paying a larger portion of Councils rate base. 

The flip side of this discussion is that the ratepayers use a larger portion of the assets per 
ratepayers (e.g., there are a number of roads that may service as few as 2-3 households). 

Pensioners who shared their opinions gave a mix of views. Many spoke of utilising the community 
services provided by Council. Many spoke of understanding the value of the work Council does, 
and shared observations around the good services and amenity Council provides to the town of 
Gunnedah in particular. Many pensioners spoke about how hard they would find increased rate 
payments but were also understanding in why they were being proposed.  

It should be noted that those who disclosed they were in a less fortunate position financially, also 
displayed a greater awareness of the general challenges faced by community members financially, 
and yet this sector of the community also indicated a stronger proactiveness in trying to offer 
problem solving for the situation longer term. 

Local Government Funding | Cost shifting 
The farming community (in Tambar Springs particularly) expressed dire concerns over the 
reduction of Local Government funding by both State and Federal Governments. Many were 
specifically critical of how these reduced funds are now typically allocated as grants for specific 
facilities, placing the ongoing burden of upkeep and maintenance on the local Council.  

Due to this cost shifting, rural ratepayers felt they suffered the consequences, in being required to 
pay more rates (by way of an SRV) and compensate for a system they perceive to be broken. 

In addition, there was general frustration and an overall summation that Local Government is being 
deprioritised by State and Federal Government processes. This frustration was only heightened by 
the feeling that this de-prioritisation came, even though local Councils like Gunnedah Shire are 
required to deliver essential services directly to regional and rural communities. 
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Phone Survey 
Gunnedah Shire Council commissioned Micromex Research to conduct a random telephone survey 
with residents living in the local government area (LGA) of Gunnedah Shire. This survey was run 
independently of the SRV Community Consultation and Engagement process; however it did touch on 
key elements relevant to the proposed SRV consultation and engagement activities, specifically around 
the services Council provide and the value placed on those services.  

Included is a summary of the Phone Survey undertaken by a number of locals, and the full report is 
provided in Appendix C. 

Objectives 
• Understand and identify community priorities for the LGA. 
• Identify the community’s overall level of satisfaction with Council performance and the 

communication from Council. 
• Explore residents’ attitudes toward the Special Rate Variation (SRV) and support for paying 

more for higher service levels. 
Sample 

• Telephone survey (landline N = 5 and mobile N = 295) to N = 300 residents 
• We use a 5-point scale (e.g. 1 = not at all satisfied, 5 = very satisfied) 

Timing  
Implementation 5th – 15th August 2024 
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SRV Summary: 
• 74% of residents had prior awareness of the SRV, awareness was predominantly through social 

media  

• 69% are at least somewhat supportive of Option 1: Rate Peg and 39% are at least somewhat 
supportive of Council proceeding with Option 2: SRV 

• 64% prefer the Rate Peg, with key reasons for this preference centering on a call for better 
management by Council, a lack of trust and affordability. 36% prefer the SRV as they want to 
see improvements in the LGA, and understand it needs to be undertaken but have reservations 
about the high price and management from Council 

• 43% are at least somewhat supportive of paying above the proposed SRV to see service levels 
improve for local roads 

• 41% are at least somewhat supportive of paying above the proposed SRV to see service levels 
improve for parks and gardens 

• 31% are at least somewhat supportive of paying above the proposed SRV to see service levels 
improve for the Cultural Precinct 

Some comments provided to Council included: 

 Communication needs to be improved. Council needs to respond to requests. 

 Council needs to stop contracting work out – buy the equipment and do it themselves, be 
independent. 

 Farmers cannot afford to pay more rates living off the land. 

 As a pensioner, I cannot afford to pay anymore higher rates. 

 I have complained to Council for five years about disability access, and nothing has been done. 

 Paying extra will keep everything going, which we want and need. 

 Potential of better services is a better life for my kids. 

 Rates do need to go up to above CPI, but 38% is too high 

 Supportive, but don’t know why it needs to be such a big jump from 5% to 38.88% 

 Reluctantly support the SRV because it needs to be done, but is very frustrating that it hasn’t 
been done sooner at a lower rate 

 All of us are tightening our purse strings and Council needs to too 
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Online Survey 
The online survey was the same format as the telephone survey and was made available to anyone 
wishing to complete via Council’s SRV website following the completion of the telephone survey 
process. 

A total of 137 surveys were completed, primarily by ratepayers.  

The online survey results showed 76% of respondents advised they were aware of the proposed 
SRV before completing the survey. 

82% of respondents preferred the option of Council increasing rates by the rate peg only. Reasons 
for not supporting the SRV proposal included concerns regarding: 

 Affordability and increased cost of living. 

 Council efficiency and lack of trust that Council will allocate the SRV funding to the right 
services. 

 Proposed SRV too high and should be reduced and/or spread over a longer timeframe. 

18% of respondents supported the SRV proposal. This support was indicated for reasons such as: 

 Concerns about current condition and deterioration of critical infrastructure such as roads. 

 Concerns about the reduction of service levels or closure of current services. 

 A desire to see an improvement in current service levels. 

Full summary of Online Survey, see Appendix D. 
Some comments provided to Council included: 

 “We need to take a closer look at the budgets and where they are spent.” 

 “Happy for our rates to go up as long as the money is spent where it should be. Not on projects 
like a Koala Park that won't be beneficial maybe spend it on youth projects instead.” 

 “With current interest rates, I’d rather have  roads than throw money away to the Council” 

 “We already pay ridiculously high rates, and Council would have more money if they consulted 
more with the community and didn’t spend it on irrelevant needs such as the Gunnedah Airport 
and the Koala Park.” 

 “I’m understanding that cost of living has increased and that has to be expected across all 
walks of life. I also feel strongly that our services and maintenance are already of a bare 
minimum (the Main Street is always filthy, the bins around town are ugly and old, there’s no 
care put into the Main Street which is what keeps the CBD alive. The business owners including 
myself feel like Council don’t care about us or the image of our CBD, and I don’t want that to 
worsen far beyond how bad it already is.” 

 “People are struggling enough right now.  Maybe revisit rate rise in two-five years.” 
 “I do not want to see roads deteriorate or see people or children go without the current services.” 
 “Allocation of rates between farmland and other groups is distorted. The users of most services 

except for say roads are located in Gunnedah or villages. A more equitable split is needed” 
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Community Submissions 
Community members were encouraged to submit questions and feedback to Gunnedah Shire 
Council in relation to the proposed SRV. The Council's request for feedback further demonstrates 
Council’s intention to hear from the community throughout the consultation and engagement 
process, providing another method of gathering insights to inform future decision-making. 

A total of 26 formal submissions were received by council via email, typed and handwritten letter 
(redacted submissions in Appendix M). The submissions, some of which included assumptions 
which were not correct, showed six recurring themes: 

Key Themes 
Opposition to Rate Increase 
Of the 26 submissions received, most expressed strong opposition to the proposed rate rise, citing 
concerns about the impact on farmers and businesses already facing financial strain. Several 
correspondents express anger and disbelief at the scale of the proposed rate increases, especially 
given the limited services received in rural areas. 

Dissatisfaction with Infrastructure 
A recurring point raised by rate payers who made submissions, was that the primary service 
utilised by them is road maintenance. Submitters feel the roads are in a poor state for the existing 
rates they pay and reiterate these roads are critical for their livelihoods. Many emails mention 
opinions around the inadequate upkeep and ordinary condition of roads and infrastructure. 

Calls for Transparency 
Several emails highlighted the need for greater transparency in Council budget allocations and 
spending practices, with comments that further openness would help build community trust. 

Demand for Accountability for Councils operations and Management  
Submitters questioned the Council's efficiency and spending, including the use of consultants and 
current Council staffing levels. Submissions made suggestions that cost-cutting measures within 
Council should be prioritised over raising rates within the Shire.  

There was a recurring sentiment from submitters that they, as business operators who run 
business and farming operations across the district, so too should the Council take a similar 
approach and run Council operations like a business. 

Inequity of Service Delivery 
Many submissions were from rural landholders and stated they feel they’re subsidising services 
they don’t use in town (like parks and arts facilities) and want a more equitable system that focuses 
funding on essential services more relevant to their locality, like road maintenance.  

Comparison to neighbouring Councils 
Some submissions highlight that Gunnedah's rates are already among the highest in the region, raising 
concerns about competitiveness and sustainability. 
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Conclusion  
During the engagement period regarding a potential SRV for Gunnedah Shire, a variety of 
engagement methods were utilised to reach as many people in our community as possible. The 
engagement clearly outlined both the reasons why an SRV is needed and how this will affect the 
community going forward if it is to proceed.  

The engagement methods included advertising on radio and in newspaper, comprehensive digital 
resources including custom rates calculator; printed flyers and posters; community presentations 
and information sessions; one-on-one conversations and group discussions; surveys (phone and 
online); radio interviews and print editorial coverage. The multiple engagement methods ensured 
the greatest possible number of residents and ratepayers were able to access information on the 
proposed SRV and were afforded the opportunity to seek further understanding and provide 
feedback. Submissions for feedback were collected via phone, social media, in-person community 
information sessions, in person via one-on-one conversations, online website landing page form, 
email, and through printed feedback forms. 

Overall, the general feedback landed on three key points. The first is, as expected and 
understandable, that ratepayers do want to pay higher rates. The second is that the community 
want to see improved services from Council and in particular, improved roads and improved 
responses to customer enquiries. The third was focused on Councils operations and ensuring 
Council is operating as lean and transparent and efficient as possible. Unfortunately, the first and 
second points conflict with each other in that to significantly improve service levels, additional and 
sustainable funding is required. 

The highest support for the SRV was from the phone survey, which is also the most independent 
and community wide aspect of the engagement, with 39% of phone survey respondents 
“somewhat supportive” of the proposed SRV option. 

The in-person community information sessions proved to be a valuable engagement method as it 
allowed for two-way conversation and an in-depth understanding of attendee’s thoughts, ideas and 
concerns. A total of 420 attendees were noted as being engaged face-to-face, demonstrating the 
community’s interest in the Proposed SRV, however it must be noted there was a much larger 
engagement via the survey and online engagement methods. 

It was clear from the submissions and the many conversations had within the region around the 
impacts of an SRV, that there is diverse socio-economic range, which impacted feedback regarding 
ability to and willingness to pay additional rates.  

The feedback from those on low and fixed incomes, some of whom shared that they are living 
below the line and community members living in town or in a village who are struggling with the 
impacts of cost of living, were generally more inclined to be open to the idea of an SRV but wanted 
to see a smaller value and have it implemented over a longer period to lessen the single year 
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impact. This sector of the community readily and positively provided constructive solutions around 
how to make an SRV work, to therefore keep a base level of services provided to community.  

Some community members were even willing to shoulder higher rates to facilitate an increase in 
local services. It should be noted that it is likely this section of the community were more likely to 
utilise a fuller suite of community services provided by Gunnedah Shire Council, and this sector of 
community value more highly the services and facilities provided and maintained by Council. This 
was supported by the phone survey that allowed for unprompted responses around priority 
services – these being: “Road maintenance / upgrades” and “Parks / Playgrounds / Sporting 
facilities”. Respondents also indicated that 43% were “somewhat supportive” of paying over and 
above the proposed SRV to support increased service levels for roads, and that 41% were 
“somewhat supportive” of paying over and above the proposed SRV to support increased service 
levels for parks and gardens.  

A significant portion of the farmland discussion was the focus on local roads and maintenance of 
those roads and key infrastructure. Farmers and primary producers were particularly frustrated by 
the idea of paying more rates, and readily expressed how the state of their local roads is a constant 
source of frustration for them given they rely upon them every day - to live, to do business, and to 
safely access their properties, and wanted to see an improved level of service. There was also a 
common theme that those paying farmland rates do not use most of the services available in town 
and as such they don’t value the contribution their rates make towards those services. 

Those in rural communities were also very focused on the cost shifting concern that has come 
because of changes in funding of local government by State and Federal Government, and the 
impact this is having on the long-term viability of the Gunnedah Shire Council and its’ ability to 
service ratepayers and facilities. The community members within villages and those living in town 
did indicate support for working with Council to lobby key politicians and government bodies for 
better and more sustainable funding of local government without the need to increase rates. 

Overall, whilst the feedback provided by the community indicated a clear view of not wanting to pay 
more rates, there was also a clear view that the community does not want to see any service level 
reduction and, in most cases, wants to see improved services, improved evidence of Councils 
operational efficiency and an equitable distribution of Councils rates across all categories.  

This provides an opportunity for Council to be better engaged with locals around key financial 
decision making. There is also an opportunity to further educate the community around the 
benefits of attending Council meetings, accessing the information available and encouraging 
community to be more actively engaged with their locally elected Councillors. 

Without additional funding, maintaining current service levels will not be possible. The key is to find 
the right and most acceptable balance that will ultimately result in a sustainable Council that 
provides quality services and infrastructure that the current and future residents of Gunnedah 
expect and deserve. 





 
 

 Page   1 
 
 

Contents 

 

Appendix A – SRV Website ......................................................................................................... 2 

Appendix B – Online Statistics ................................................................................................... 7 

Appendix C – Phone Survey Results ......................................................................................... 10 

Appendix D – Online Survey ..................................................................................................... 42 

Appendix E – Public Relations ................................................................................................. 46 

Appendix F – Radio Coverage .................................................................................................. 54 

Appendix G – Newspaper Coverage ......................................................................................... 55 

Appendix H – Print Collateral ................................................................................................... 58 

Appendix I – Newspaper Editorial ............................................................................................ 60 

Appendix J – Social Media ....................................................................................................... 65 

Appendix K – Community Information Sessions ....................................................................... 73 

Appendix L – SRV Community Presentation ........................................................................... 102 

Appendix M – Written Submissions ........................................................................................ 115 
 

  



 
 

 Page   2 
 
 

Appendix A – SRV Website 
 

Gunnedah Shire Council (GSC) Homepage: 
Featuring Proposed SRV Info Page tile on top right-hand side. 

 

 

GSC Proposed SRV Landing Page: 
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Appendix B – Online Statistics 
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Rates Calculator Analytics data:  This is data is taken from Netlify's Analytics Logging, the program 
used to create the app: 

 

The Rates Calculator: https://rates-app.gunnedah.nsw.gov.au/ 
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Appendix C – Phone Survey Results 
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Appendix D – Online Survey 
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Appendix E – Public Relations 
 
Advice of a Media Call was distributed in advance by GSC on Wednesday 31st of July, to give regional 
Media ample time to prepare to travel to Gunnedah/cover the press conference. 

Media Release:  

A media release was given to media in attendance at the Press Call on Friday 2nd of August, and then 
widely distributed to local and regional media at lunchtime that same day. 

Photo: Acting Mayor Rob Hooke at today’s announcement in the Gunnedah Shire Council Chambers  
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Media Call – Media Backgrounder:   

Media who attended were supplied with the following backgrounder, by way of informing and supporting 
the details spoken about at the press conference. 
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Appendix F – Radio Coverage 
GGG/2MO radio coverage area 

 
 



 
 

 Page   55 
 
 

Appendix G – Newspaper Coverage 
Northern Daily Leader (NDL) Thursday 8/8/24 - Tearsheet: 

 

NDL Stats: 
Mon – Fri:  Average Issue Readership: 11,676 
Audience Type: Small Business Owners (incl Agriculture) 12%; Baby Boomers (1946-1965) 21% ; 
Gen X (1966-1980) 23% ; Gen Y (1981-1995) 29% ; Gen Z (1996-2010) 21% ; Families with Children 
at Home 36% ; Property Buyers 17%. 
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NDL Distribution area map:  

 

 
 

The Gunnedah Times is an integral part of the Gunnedah Shire community, serving a local 
population of about 13,000 people. Although exact readership data is not always publicly detailed, 
the Gunnedah Times is a widely-read publication, both in print and online. Its influence is evident 
through its role in covering local news, events, and issues relevant to the community. 

Considering its focus on local affairs and the population size, the Gunnedah Times is likely to reach 
a substantial portion of the regional population, bolstered by both print subscriptions and the 
introduction of a paywall for online content to sustain its operations. 
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Appendix H – Print Collateral 
 

Artwork for DL Flyer: 
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Artwork for A3 and A4 Posters:     
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Appendix I – Newspaper Editorial 
 

gunnedahtimes.com.au/2024/08/02/gunnedah-shire-council-proposes-special-rate-variation 
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An Editorial from Editor of Gunnedah Times Sam Woods gave a fair and balanced perspective of the 
Proposed SRV for Gunnedah Shire: 
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Appendix J – Social Media 
GSC Facebook 
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Instagram  

 

  



 
 

 Page   73 
 
 

Appendix K – Community Information Sessions 

Community Information Session - Curlewis village  

 

  Date:  05 August, 2024 

 

Time: 5.30pm – 7.30pm 

Location: Curlewis Community Hall Attendees: approx 65 

 

Discussion Points  
Overall Sentiment 

Initially the sentiment of the community feedback session reflected significant frustration, scepticism 
and dissatisfaction, however as the session went on, the community felt more informed, empowered 
and open to a conversation around the SRV. Although the overall mood and feeling in the room became 
less hostile by the end, participants still felt disconnected from decision-making processes, highlighting 
concerns about their voices being overlooked and questioning the transparency and fairness of Council 
decisions. Many expressed frustrations over long-standing unaddressed issues and a sense of 
inequality compared to Gunnedah. There is also a tone of weariness, as some community members 
mention years of raising concerns with no resolution. Regardless of their frustrations, Curlewis has a 
very proactive Progress Association, very willing to work alongside GSC to improve village and Council 
relations, and to support any works undertaken within the village.  

 

Key Themes 

Lack of Community Engagement and Transparency: 

 Questions such as "Do we actually have a say here?" and "When does the community get to 
view these surveys?" suggest that the community feels excluded from meaningful participation 
in Council decisions. 

 The lack of public knowledge about IPART and scepticism toward consultations further 
indicates a gap in communication and trust. 

Service Disparities Between Rural and Urban Areas: 

 Multiple complaints express dissatisfaction with the perceived imbalance of services between 
Curlewis and Gunnedah. The community feels neglected, citing a lack of infrastructure, storm 
water drainage, and adequate public amenities with disability access, in comparison to 
Gunnedah's parks and dog runs. 

 Comments about not receiving services despite paying rates reflect a sense of injustice. 
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Unaddressed Infrastructure and Safety Concerns: 

 Repeated mentions of ignored requests for tree removal, intersection lighting, storm water 
drainage, and overgrown areas highlight ongoing safety concerns in Curlewis. 

 

Specific examples, like the inability for people in wheelchairs, on mobility scooters or with prams to 
be able to adequately commute throughout the village when there’s been heavy rain, as deep 
puddles remain for a long time, preventing free movement around the area; a tree “dangerously 
leaning” near the road, and lack of maintenance of public spaces, point to the community's 
frustration with being overlooked by the Council. 

Discontent Over Rate Increases and Spending: 

 Community members expressed confusion and anger over rate increases, asking where the 
money is going and what benefits they will receive in return. Questions about the allocation 
of funds for projects like the Gunnedah Airport, which they perceive as benefiting a 
minority, demonstrate a sense and belief of financial mismanagement. 

 Comments on the rising cost of renting public venues for community events such as the local 
dance school classes, along with the lack of community input on spending priorities, 
deepen the sense of alienation. 

Long-Term Neglect and Unresolved Issues: 

 There is a recurring theme of asking for improvements or services "for years" with no action from 
the Council. This is coupled with a broader sense that rural areas are continuously 
deprioritised in favour of larger towns. 

 Requests for basic services, like bollards and disability access to the public toilet block, 
being ignored exacerbates the community’s frustration with how decisions are made. 
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Community Information Session – Gunnedah  

 

  Date:  07 August, 2024 

 

Time: 10am – 2pm 

Location: Gunnedah Town Hall & Verdict Coffee Shop Attendees: approx. 60 

 

Discussion Points  
Overall Sentiment 
The community information session was planned for outside The Verdict Café however significant 
community interest triggered the need to maintain the session but to move the initial (and majority 
of) attendees to an impromptu town hall presentation. The session began with a tense atmosphere, 
with community members highly critical and vocal about their dissatisfaction with the SRV and the 
informal “pop-up” method of consultation. Concerns were raised immediately, particularly around 
the lack of a formal meeting and the perception that their opinions were not being heard. The move 
from the informal site outside the café to the Gunnedah Town Hall for the initial crowd reflects the 
intensity of the situation, with many attendees arriving prepared to express their frustration. The 
sentiment of this became mixed, shifting from initial tension and opposition to a more receptive 
and engaged tone as discussions progressed. While there was clear frustration at the outset, 
constructive dialogue and effective communication from Council representatives helped ease 
tensions allowing for more productive conversations. Around 60 people were moved into the Town 
Hall, and the session outside Verdict Café continued, with a further 17 individuals engaging in one-
on-one conversations happily and willingly, unaware of the prior tension provided by the initial 
crowd in attendance.  

Key Themes 
1. Demand for Transparency and Inclusion: 

o A consistent theme was the community's desire for transparency and ongoing 
communication. People raised concerns about the decision-making process, 
particularly around major projects like the Gunnedah Airport and the Saleyards, and 
wanted to know how money is being spent. 

o The community emphasised the importance of holding public meetings, with some 
attendees expressing disappointment that no initial community meeting had been 
planned. They also called for meetings after hours and in rural locations like 
Mullaley, to allow broader participation. 

2. Service Delivery and Efficiency Concerns: 
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o Multiple comments reflected frustration with Council operations, particularly 
around staffing and resource allocation. Some believed that Council workers were 
inefficient, and the Council as a business could be run better. 

o Questions about wage spending and the Council’s surplus funds also pointed to a 
desire for more accountability regarding how resources are being managed. 

3. Concerns Over Financial Management: 
o The community questioned the size of the proposed rate increase, wanting more 

details on forecasting and why these financial issues weren’t addressed sooner. 
They expressed concerns about financial inefficiencies and a lack of proper 
financial projections. 

o Comments around the funding of the Airport upgrade also sparked concern, with 
people questioning whether the decision was financially wise, given its impact on 
the community. 
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Community Information Session - Tambar Springs  

 

  Date:  08 August, 2024 

 

Time: 9.30am – 12pm 

Location: Tambar Springs Community Hall Attendees: approx. 23 

 

Discussion Points  

Overall Sentiment 
The sentiment of this community feedback session was largely negative, marked by frustration, 
dissatisfaction, and a strong desire for transparency and accountability from the Council. The 
community expressed concerns about financial management, inadequate communication, and 
the perceived lack of services provided to this rural community. However, there is also an 
underlying desire for constructive dialogue to petition the State and Federal Governments around 
how they fund Local Government; this was evidenced by calls for continued engagement and 
solutions to ongoing issues. 

Key Themes 
1. Frustration with Financial Management and Cost Blowouts: 

o The community raised significant concerns about cost overruns on projects like the 
airport, Koala Park, and Saleyards, with some attendees questioning where the 
money has gone and why these blowouts occurred. 

o Many people felt that their rates were not being used effectively, with 
dissatisfaction over proposed rate increases. They questioned what value they were 
receiving for their contributions, especially business owners and farmers, who felt 
they were getting little in return for their high rates. 

2. Lack of Transparency and Communication Issues: 
o A recurring theme was the community's frustration with poor communication from 

the Council. There were complaints about unanswered emails and phone calls, as 
well as a general sense of not being heard or respected by the Council. 

o The community called for clearer, more frequent communication about Council 
decisions, particularly around financial matters and the allocation of resources. 
Several people suggested the need for better communication through channels like 
the website and formal reports. 

3. Concerns about Service Levels and Infrastructure: 
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o Many community members voiced their dissatisfaction with the state of local 
infrastructure, particularly roads, which were seen as poorly maintained. Farmers 
expressed frustration that they were doing the "heavy lifting" financially in terms of 
rates paid, but not receiving adequate services in return. 

o There was a clear call for a reduction in service levels to match what is being paid 
for and for a detailed breakdown of the services provided and their associated 
costs. 

4. Desire for Ongoing Engagement and Action: 
o The community emphasised the need for continued consultation and more 

frequent meetings. They want a clearer understanding of how their feedback will be 
incorporated into Council decisions and reports. 

o Suggestions were made to further involve lobby groups such as NSW Farmers and 
CWA, to collectively raise concerns with higher levels of government, particularly 
around rate increases and infrastructure issues. 

5. Scepticism Toward Council Operations and Efficiency: 
o Many attendees expressed scepticism about the efficiency of Council operations, 

with some calling for internal reviews to reduce costs and improve accountability. 
There were concerns about the number of Council employees and whether their 
roles were necessary or productive. 

o There were also comments about the perceived inefficiency of consultants and the 
suggestion that services could be delivered more efficiently internally. 

6. Collective Action and Advocacy: 
o Several community members proposed more drastic actions, such as collectively 

refusing to pay rates to force the Council and State Government to take notice of 
their concerns. This highlights the level of frustration and a willingness to push for 
change through non-traditional means. 

o The idea of banding together and going to the State Government to demand 
solutions for systemic issues was raised multiple times. 

o Comments around the airport project also sparked concern, with people 
questioning whether the decision was financially wise, given its impact on the 
community. 
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Community Information Session - Carroll village  

 

  Date:  13 August, 2024 

 

Time: 10am – 12pm 

Location: Carroll Community Hall Attendees: approx. 9 

 

Discussion Points  

Overall Sentiment 
The sentiment in this community feedback session was one of interest, frustration, concern, and 
scepticism. The key themes revolve around dissatisfaction with how Council services are being 
delivered to the villages, financial management issues, and a perception of inequity, particularly 
among rural residents. Despite these frustrations, there is also a desire for more tailored solutions 
and effective communication.  

Key Themes 
1. Frustration with Service Levels and Infrastructure Maintenance: 

o Graded Roads and Depreciation Concerns: Some community members feel that 
the services they receive, such as road grading, are insufficient compared to the 
rates they are paying. Rural ratepayers, particularly a farmer attending the meeting 
from Emerald Hill, expressed concern about paying high rates with limited visible 
benefits, especially regarding road maintenance and other critical infrastructure. 

o Water Management and Road Engineering: The community of Carroll raised 
specific complaints about poor road engineering, causing water to pool on roads. 
They compared their situation unfavourably to other Councils, like Broken Hill, 
which they see as better at addressing infrastructure issues. 

2. Perception of Inequity: 
o Rural vs. Urban Services: There is a clear feeling among rural ratepayers, 

especially farmers, that they are shouldering a disproportionate burden of rate 
increases while receiving fewer services in return. They feel overlooked compared 
to urban areas, with one community member stating that Carroll feels "forgotten" 
by the Council. 

o Land Value and Rate Increases: The frustration stems from rate increases tied to 
land values, particularly for larger landholders. Rural residents voiced concern that 
they are being unfairly impacted compared to other groups, such as mining or 
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village residents, and suggested that the percentage mix of rate contributions 
should be reconsidered. 

3. Lack of Responsiveness and Communication from the Council: 
o Delayed Projects: Carroll residents expressed frustration over delayed 

infrastructure projects, such as the toilet facilities that have been on hold for five 
years. The community feels they are constantly being blocked or deprioritized in 
favour of more urgent projects elsewhere. 

o Lack of Maintenance: Concerns were raised about the lack of consistent 
maintenance for local infrastructure, such as road mowing and tree trimming, with 
residents having to repeatedly contact the Council to get services done. 

o Consultancy Fees and Bureaucracy: Some attendees questioned the Council's 
use of consultancy fees in the SRV (Special Rate Variation) process and whether 
such expenditures are justified. There was also scepticism about the Council's 
administrative staffing levels, with a suggestion that there are too many vacancies 
and that service delivery in administration is overly bureaucratic. 

4. Concern over Financial Management and Transparency: 
o Asset Depreciation and Management: Several community members expressed 

concern about the depreciation of Council assets, particularly the saleyards, and 
questioned why depreciation figures couldn't be adjusted. There is confusion over 
why the Council is not replacing assets as they depreciate, with some suggesting 
this could impact long-term financial planning. 

o Council's Debt Level and Rate Increases: Questions were raised about the 
Council's overall debt level and how the proposed SRV will impact the Council's 
income. Some residents were unsure how raising rates would generate more 
income if it were merely covering maintenance costs rather than providing 
additional services. 

5. Scepticism Towards State and Local Government Initiatives: 
o Planning Portal and IPART Consultation: The state's planning portal and its 

impact on local government was seen as a burden, adding more administrative 
costs without significantly improving processes. There was also disappointment 
that the upcoming IPART community consultation would be conducted online, with 
some feeling this format limits genuine engagement. 

o SRV Process and Consultation: While some residents are not opposed to the SRV, 
they expressed a strong desire for more community-driven initiatives, especially in 
areas like Carroll, where improvements are needed. There was also scepticism 
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about how decisions regarding budget shortfalls and over-budget projects are 
made, with concerns about transparency in the SRV process. 
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Breeza Village Progress Association Meeting 

  Date:  13 August, 2024 

 

Time: 10am – 12pm 

Location: Breeza Village Progress Association Meeting Attendees: approx. 15 

 

Discussion Summary  
Attended on behalf of Gunnedah Shire Council by Cr Rob Hooke, GM Eric Groth, media liaison 
Marie Low, Breeza Village Progress Association members spoke about the Proposed SRV, as well 
as a number of Council services, raised by Village members. 

Limitations on the local waste service – being open only at certain times, issues around items 
having to be bagged, and the issue that white goods are not accepted. Residents are requesting 
skip bins because they say people are instead taking their rubbish to Curlewis. 

The condition of the fence was raised at the cemetery, with locals feeling it is in need of attention. 

There were overall concerns regarding the affordability of the proposed rate increase in correlation 
with their perceived lack of services provided to the Breeza Village. 
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Photo: Breeza meeting.
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5. Emotional Responses and Advocacy: 
1. Emotional appeals at the town meeting were prevalent, such as the woman who shared her 

story about her sister rolling her car due to poor road conditions, and impassioned concern 
for safety on local roads. 

2. Applause followed comments about Council’s inefficiency and for calls for reducing rates 
indicating strong community alignment on these frustrations. 

6. Engagement but Overriding Discontent: 
1. While there were some polite exchanges (e.g., a man thanking staff for flyers), the overall 

tone was adversarial, with heated interactions, such as yelling, upset behaviour, and 
people repeatedly challenging the Council representatives. 

7. Distrust Toward Rate Increase Proposals: 
 Many attendees felt that the justification for the rate increase was insufficient. They were 

particularly concerned about being asked to shoulder higher financial burdens while 
questioning the Council's efficiency. 
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Community Information Session – Gunnedah Library 

 

  Date:  15 August, 2024 

 

Time: 10am – 12pm 

Location: Gunnedah Library Attendees: approx. 8 

 

Discussion Points  

Overall Sentiment 
The single attendee’s feedback carries a positive and constructive tone, mixed with some 
frustration toward certain issues. He was impressed with how the Council conducted the 
Gunnedah Town Hall presentation the night before, particularly with GSC’s GM Eric Groth and 
Director Kelly Stidworthy and how they both spoke. He was conversational, open to expressing his 
thoughts, and conveyed respect for the effort put into the meeting, especially on the 
communication front. 

Key Themes 
1. Constructive Criticism: 
o He suggested simplifying the presentations, emphasizing the need to "keep it 

simple stupid" and avoid overwhelming the audience with too many figures. He 
advocated for sticking to “big picture thinking” rather than delving into personal 
matters. 

o Attendee expressed his understanding of the community’s struggles, 
acknowledging that "everyone is hurting" and urging the Council to reconsider 
whether certain initiatives are truly necessary. 

2. Frustration with Council Efficiency: 
o Despite positive interactions with Council staff when attending Council 

administration front desk ("they are polite and nice"), he was frustrated with the 
Council's lack of action on development-related complaints, particularly regarding 
traffic and entry points. 

o His scepticism extended to the notion of a potential future amalgamation with 
Tamworth, which he viewed as a risk/source of false promises. 

3. Call for Transparency: 
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o He urged the Council to be more transparent in their communication, especially 
regarding funding and projects. He advised clarity on grants and programs, noting 
that it "looks bad" when details are not made clear. 

 

Photo: Gunnedah Shire Library, generic photo: source Namoi Valley Independent. 
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Gunnedah West Rotary Club Information Session  

  Date:  15 August, 2024 

 

Time: 7 – 9pm 

Location: Gunnedah West Rotary Club Briefing Attendees: approx. 25 

 

Discussion Summary  
Attended by General Manager Eric Groth, Director of Corporate Services Kelly Stidworthy from 
Gunnedah Shire Council and Local Government Consultant Chris Weber, a formal presentation 
was given to the attending members of the Gunnedah West Rotary Club around the Proposed SRV. 
With an opportunity for the attendees to ask questions, a number of items of feedback and 
questions were given to Kelly and Chris. Including: 

• Rural properties have a different rate differential applied to them. 
• Why doesn't Council increase rates by smaller increments each year instead of waiting and 

then asking for a large SRV?  
• Don't include slides in your presentation if they are hard to read. 
• On the slide that says if there is no SRV there would be a local economic impact, there is 

also an opposite economic impact to residents who will need to pay more under the SRV, 
particularly those on a fixed income. 

• What is the Council spend on large projects like the airport, saleyards and koala sanctuary? 
• How much did the consultant cost for the Kitchener Park Upgrade plan and why does the 

proposal from Council only support one sport there rather than multi-use? 
• How much did the consultant cost for the Kitchener Park Upgrade plan and why does the 

proposal from Council only support one sport there rather than multi-use? 
• The SRV figures you have quoted include the rate peg, which we would have to pay anyway. 

Why don’t you advertise the figures without the rate peg to make it appear more palatable? 
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Photo: GM Eric Groth, Kelly Stidworthy and Chris Weber with members of the Gunnedah West 
Rotary Club.  
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Gunnedah Sunday Markets Community Information Session 

 

  Date:  17 August, 2024 

 

Time: 8.30am – 1pm 

Location: Gunnedah Markets, Wolseley Oval Attendees: approx. 55 

 

Discussion Points  

Overall Sentiment 
Overall, the feedback revealed a mix of dissatisfaction with current service quality and 
maintenance, alongside constructive suggestions for improvement and optimization. The 
sentiment was focused on addressing specific issues, enhancing operational efficiency, and 
investing in new facilities and amenities to benefit the community. 

Key Themes 
Frustration and Dissatisfaction: 

o Service Quality: Numerous comments expressed frustration with the quality of 
various services, including maintenance of roads, footpaths, and public facilities. 
The sentiment here is predominantly negative, highlighting dissatisfaction with the 
execution of recent work and ongoing issues. 

o Infrastructure Maintenance: Concerns about leaking public toilets, poor road re-
sealing, and the condition of Rowena Street reflect a negative sentiment toward the 
Council's infrastructure maintenance practices. 

Suggestions for Improvement: 
o Operational Improvements: There are several suggestions for improving Council 

operations, such as reducing reliance on contractors and managing staffing levels. 
This reflects a constructive sentiment aimed at optimising resource use and 
operational efficiency. 

o Enhancing Facilities: Suggestions include setting up a learn-to-swim business, 
charging more for swimming lanes, and beautifying the town with bronze koala 
statues. These reflect a positive and proactive sentiment toward enhancing 
community facilities and amenities. 

Concerns About Cost and Efficiency: 
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o Cost of Development: The higher cost of land development in Gunnedah 
compared to Narrabri indicates a concern about financial efficiency and the need 
for better cost management. 

o Contractor Use: A call to reduce the use of contractors suggests a concern about 
cost efficiency and a desire for more in-house management of tasks. 

Calls for Action: 
o Addressing Specific Issues: Feedback includes calls to address specific problems 

such as damaged aircraft removal, airport maintenance, and footpath repairs. This 
indicates a direct and urgent sentiment focused on resolving practical issues. 
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Community Information Session – AgQuip  

 

  Date:  20-22 August, 2024 

 

Time: 8.30am – 5pm 

Location: Agquip Field Days – Gunnedah Shire Council Stand Attendees: approx. 27 

 

Discussion Points  

Overall Sentiment 
Overall, the feedback sessions highlighted a mix of frustration and appreciation, with strong calls 
for improved transparency, better value for money, and enhanced service delivery. The emphasis 
was on addressing specific issues, improving current practices, and ensuring that financial and 
operational decisions are communicated clearly and fairly. 

Key Themes 
Frustration and Discontent: 

o Rate Increases: Some feedback expressed significant frustration and concern 
about the substantial increase in rates. The sentiment was strongly negative, 
highlighting financial strain and dissatisfaction with the perceived lack of benefits. 

o Service Quality: Several comments reflected dissatisfaction with the quality of 
infrastructure work and service delivery, indicating a negative sentiment toward 
how issues are being managed. 

Positive Feedback: 
SRV Presentation: The presentation on the SRV is praised for its clarity, and there is 
positive feedback regarding the Council staff’s efforts in maintaining rest areas, 
showing appreciation for their hard work. 

Concern and Criticism: 
Transparency and Accountability: Questions about the costs of new branding, 
consultants, and compliance costs revealed a critical sentiment toward the 
Council’s financial transparency and accountability. 

Infrastructure Issues: Concerns about the lack of proper signage, septic tank 
maintenance, unpaid invoices, and inadequate road repairs suggest a critical view 
of the Council’s handling of infrastructure issues. 

Suggestions for Improvement: 
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o Service Enhancements: Feedback suggests improvements in service delivery, 
such as better maintenance practices and extended operating hours for facilities. 
This reflects a proactive and constructive sentiment aimed at addressing specific 
issues 

Financial Impact and Fairness: 

o Rate Increase Concerns: The significant rate increase and its perceived unfairness 
are central issues. Stakeholders feel the increase is disproportionate and that they 
are not receiving commensurate benefits. 

o Value for Money: There is a recurring theme of questioning whether the services 
provided justify the costs. Feedback highlights concern about receiving value for 
money. 

Service and Infrastructure Quality: 
o Maintenance Issues: There are multiple concerns about infrastructure 

maintenance, including road repairs, septic tank issues, and unpaid invoices. This 
indicates dissatisfaction with the quality and reliability of services. 

o Operational Improvements: Requests for more frequent road maintenance and 
better management of facilities reflect a desire for improved service delivery and 
infrastructure management. 

Transparency and Accountability: 
o Cost Transparency: Feedback seeks clarity on the costs associated with Council’s 

new branding and consultancy services. There is a call for better transparency in 
financial matters. 

o Community Consultation: Questions about the level of community consultation 
for projects like Kitchener Park indicate a desire for more inclusive and transparent 
decision-making processes. 

Suggestions for Improvement: 
o Enhanced Service Delivery: Recommendations include improving the quality of 

current services, extending operational hours, and better communication regarding 
infrastructure projects. This suggests a constructive approach to resolving issues. 
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Gunnedah Library “Brain Trainers” Briefing 

  Date:  2 September, 2024 

 

Time: 10:30 – 11:30am 

Location: Gunnedah Library Attendees: approx. 8 

 

Discussion Summary  
Attended by Director of Corporate Services Kelly Stidworthy from Gunnedah Shire, a casual 
conversation was had with attending community members (mainly within pensioner demographic) 
for the ‘Brain Training’ gathering at the Gunnedah Library. A number of important issues, 
statements and questions were raised within those conversations, including: 

 Pension rebates for rates have not increased for many years 

 The cost of everything is going up and there is nothing to offset the increase in costs pensioners 
are experiencing 

 Could the SRV be spread over three years to help with managing the increase in costs as 
pensioners are on a relatively fixed income? 

 The increase in rates (and other costs) may prevent people from being able to retire 

 Physical access for elderly and disabled people is an important consideration for Council 

 Could Council investigate selling effluent to farms out of town, solar panels for street lighting or 
even a solar farm for Gunnedah to reduce costs and increase revenue? 

 The information reported publicly was a bit confusing and having it explained in person helps 
make it clearer. 

The final point reinforces the importance of face-to-face engagement and strengthens this delivery 
method to be a priority for any future approaches made by Council in tackling big issues within 
community. 
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Appendix L – SRV Community Presentation 
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