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1. Introduction

The Partnership has been established, in its current form, since March 2009, some 20 months. It has adapted and evolved over time in response to experience, and much learning has been accumulated.  Some of this learning is documented (e.g. evaluation reports, report of the Progress Review meeting in June 2010 etc); however, much learning remains principally with individual Partnership members, as well as those working most closely with the Partnership such as observing members, 3KQ, and Osprey Communications etc. 

Whilst community partnerships in the widest sense are common in the UK the West Cumbria MRWS Partnership has a unique context – the process of voluntarism in a major, long-term, national infrastructure project.  So, the accumulated learning and experience should be gathered and documented in order to ensure that anyone else involved in a similar venture in the future can benefit. This paper suggests a simple way forward to achieve this whilst also addressing a task in the Partnership's current Work Programme.

2. Identifying and Applying the Learning

In its final reporting stage the Partnership will need to consider how, in the event of a decision in favour of participation being taken, a potential “Community Siting Partnership” (CSP) could operate. In light of this the Partnership set itself the following Criterion and related task in the work programme:

· Criterion 5a: "Whether the Partnership is confident that the siting process is sufficiently robust and flexible to meet their needs
· Task 5a(v) Define draft Terms of Reference for potential Community Siting Partnership, and a list of potential tasks to undertake. 
Clearly, setting out an indicative Terms of Reference (ToR) for a possible CSP will be usefully informed by the experience of the existing Partnership.  We can set aside, for now, the listing of potential tasks for any CSP since this is most likely to be a product of the later assessment process (See Paper 118 – An Approach to Final Reporting).

It is suggested that a two-step process is appropriate:

Step One - to identify lessons learned from the experience of the existing Partnership.  The output would be a single 'lessons learned' document recording the accumulated learning relating to the establishment and operation of the existing Partnership. The aspects which included may be quite wide-ranging, for example, membership/structure, use of independent programme managers/facilitators, member/officers roles, implications for local authority members, procurement of support and research, engagement and communications etc.

Step Two - to draft an indicative ToR for a possible future CSP, in order to help define how the Partnership currently expects such a body might operate.  This would be informed by the lessons learned from Step One, but would also include other inputs such as any other relevant experience, guidance, legal advice etc. on the setting up and running of a possible CSP.  We can envisage the range of issues covered might be similar to that considered in Step One.

3. Moving Forward

If the Partnership is comfortable, a review process, coordinated by the Steering Group, should be initiated as soon as possible with a view to it being completed by April/May 2011, in order to be ready in time for inclusion in the Partnership's Final Reporting phase.

Delivering Step One - It is suggested that the Partnership’s independent evaluators (Woods Holmes) could deliver this step using a simple research approach, reviewing past history, interviewing members and others, analysing the results and producing a report. This is consistent with their current, contracted role. 

Delivering Step Two - It is suggested that the drafting of potential ToRs of a CSP could led by Fred Barker (NuLeAf) in view of other relevant papers he has contributed (e.g. Document 75 – The Siting Process and Principles for the Involvement of Affected Communities).
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