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City’s
y lost chance
Keith

FAGG
Former Mayor of Geelong

UNDER the tangelo-toned, panelled ceiling of our Library’s dome
and following the powerful tones of
Norm Stanley’s didgeridoo, the future structure of local government
in Geelong’s was cast.
We will return to a council-elected mayor and be divided into four
new super wards.
By the State Government accepting the Geelong Citizen’s
Jury’s substantive recommendations, our local government structure is once again aligned with all
other councils in Victoria except
for the City of Melbourne.
There is much to like about the
New Democracy Foundation’s deliberative democracy approach in
engaging citizen juries to consider
weighty community issues.
According to the foundation’s
Ian Walker, jurors were selected
after an expression of interest period and then chosen by a “random
stratified process” to align with the
demographics of our community.
“Was this result always preordained?” remains the $64 question
of some sceptics of the approach.
However, from my engagement
with jury members during the session when I was asked to present
my experience and views, they
seemed highly engaged and genuinely open to all possibilities.
The opportunities the directly
elected mayor model could deliver
for Victoria’s second city were, in
reality, never given a chance due in
large measure to an inadequate

structure, as hindsight has proven.
Minister Natalie Hutchins said
she wanted to “get the model right”
— a widely shared aspiration —
but recognised there was “no silver
bullet” that would solve this tricky
conundrum. True.
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is a very major change and deserved to be explained and justified.
A much greater disappointment
was the Government’s failure to
bite the bullet on mandatory training for prospective council candidates before they are allowed to

stand. The stated excuses of funding restrictions and lack of time for
required legislative changes simply
do not wash.

of council’s budget and the payback period short. Those seeking to
govern an organisation of the scale
and complexity of CoGG must
have appropriate competencies
and know the legislative and civic
responsibilities they will be actually
required to fulfil.
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