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Enable people to be heard and

participate in issues that impact on

them.

Our role is to help bridge the

divide between the Community

and Neutrog.

Our purpose at DemocracyCo



1. To enable people affected by Neutrog’s

operations – positively or negatively, to

consider ‘what would give you confidence

that Neutrog are acting to address key

operational issues such as fire and odour’.

2. Finding a way forward for Neutrog that

enables them to continue contributing to the

local economy.

3. Improving Neutrog’s relationship with the

community.

Why the panel? 



What would give you confidence that 

Neutrog are doing everything we can to 

prevent fire risk? 

and

What would give you confidence that 

Neutrog are doing everything we can to 

reduce odour and dust

Our question



Our program

+ Additional sessions to 
finalise EIP and then meeting 
every 4-6 months for 2 years. 

For later tonight…
Discussion about timing of 
sessions – to agree what 
works best for everyone. 



Tonight
5.30 Welcome (Neutrog) 

General introduction / overview
• Marc Makrid, Hazel Ashby, Tony Aloisi
• Megan Golding, EPA 
• Steve Shotton RDA

6.30 Our task – what we are doing 

7.10 Dinner

7.30 Starting our deliberation on Fire. 
Speakers: 
• Dr Uwe Stroeher – Neutrog Head of R&D
• Frank Reagan, Fire Prevention officer, Mt Barker Council

8pm Discussion – Our issues / concerns 

8.20 Admin
• Meeting times for next sessions 
• What’s happening next week



“
Hazel Ashby, Neutrog Comms / 

Engagement Lead

Tony Aloisi, CFO Neutrog



1. Transparency
2. Clarity
3. Focused on the issues that matter
4. Collaboration
5. Responsive 
6. Informing
7. Connecting 

Neutrog’s commitment 



“
EPA

Megan Golding, 
Senior Environmental Adviser



“
Steve Shotton, Murraylands & 

Riverland RDA



“



What co-design looks like

Deliberative Groups Conventional Groups

Everyone participates, not just the vocal few The fastest thinkers / articulate speakers get more air- time

Opposing viewpoints co-exist in the room
Differences of opinion are treated as conflict that must either be stifled or

‘solved’

People draw each other out with supportive questions: “Is this what you

mean?”

Questions are often perceived as challenges, as if the person being

questioned has done something wrong

People are able to listen to others ideas as they know their own ideas will

also be heard

People have difficulty listening to each other’s ideas because they’re busy

rehearsing what they want to say

Each member speaks up on matters of controversy. Everyone knows where

everyone stands

Some members remain quiet on controversial matters. It’s not clear where

everyone stands

Members can accurately represent each other’s points of view – even when

they don’t agree with them

People rarely give accurate representations of the opinions and reasoning of

those whose opinions are at odds with their own

A problem is not considered solved until everyone who will be affected by

the solution understand the reasoning

A problem is considered solved as soon as the fastest thinkers have reached

an answer. Everyone else is then expected to ‘get on board’ regardless of

whether he/she understands the decision

When people make an agreement, it is assumed that the decision still

reflects a wide range of perspectives

When people make an agreement, it is assumed they are all thinking the

exact same thing



Co-designing a way forward



Co-design inputs  

Lived Experience

Panel members who can 
provide insight into…

• Your own needs / issues 

• Needs / issues of others 
in the community 

• Perspectives from other 
organisations / 
stakeholders

Expertise

Speakers joining us 
temporarily who can 
provide information to us 
about…

• Neutrog’s operations / 
role in the community

• Knowledge of fire 
management & 
prevention

• Knowledge of odour 
management



Listening to act

1. Hazel Ashby – Neutrog Communications & 
Engagement Officer

2. Annabella Edkins – Hillgrove Resources. First 
session only to determine relevance to them. 

3. EPA – Person? To Monitor progress and listen 
- regulator
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Intended Panel membership



Final Panel membership

TBC

Speaker
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Being a participant in a deliberative process is about 
moving from thinking well on your own, to ‘thinking well 

with others’. 

Lyn Carson







Common ground doesn’t just happen – it has to
be built



42 31 5 6 7

Language for finding common ground



The aim is to be able to provide feedback to Neutrog that has clear 
support (and sometimes a clear position) from the Panel. 

Consensus: 80% participants who can ‘live with’ the proposed advice 
(that you as a group develop). 

Where Members of the Panel don’t agree or 80% consensus cannot be 
reached, members reasoning will be articulated and clear. 

Definition of common ground for this panel



Group norms: our shared expectations about how we work 
together and interact 





What are issues you can’t get over? 

What is everybody thinking, but nobody saying? 

What’s making you feel anxious 
/ angry …?

What are you worried about?

Stinky Fish…
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What would give you 

confidence that Neutrog

are doing everything we 

can to prevent fire risk? 

Fire: our question



Writing our agreed 
recommendations

Ideas / ways 
forward to achieve 
those outcomes. 

Consensus

Our objectives re 
fire risk – what 

outcomes we want 
to see. 

Consensus

Learning (tonight)

Tonight Session 2

Fire: our program of work



“
Dr Uwe Stroeher



“
Frank Reagan



“
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