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1 – Background

1.1 The West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) Partnership has completed the first of three rounds of public and stakeholder engagement (PSE), as set out in its engagement strategy (Appendix 1).  The next stage in the process is for the British Geological Survey (BGS) to carry out an initial study that will screen out areas of West Cumbria that have unsuitable geology for a geological disposal facility.  The Partnership needs to design the engagement activities that will be delivered when this survey is published, otherwise known as round 2 or PSE2.

2 – PSE2 and PSE3

2.1 The overarching objectives for the Partnership's PSE work across all three rounds of engagement still stand and are in Appendix 1.

2.2 PSE2 is about sharing the results of the BGS study and asking for input on other key topics. PSE2 is an opportunity to use public and stakeholder input to inform the Partnership's judgements on key topics, as well as gather evidence to support the work of the Partnership. It is the last chance the Partnership have to ask for stakeholder input before preliminary judgements have to be reached against the criteria
. This round of PSE runs from November to February (approximately three months).
2.3 PSE3 is about sharing the bulk of the Partnership's work, including the preliminary judgements it has made against the criteria, and assessing the extent of support or otherwise for participation.  Essentially the Partnership will be publishing its draft advice and asking for feedback on it, including any conditions that might be included.  PSE3 is anticipated to run for three months between approximately August – October 2011 (notwithstanding summer holidays), once nearly all the substantive work is complete. PSE3 is different from PSE1 and PSE2 in that it is the first time the Partnership has a view: it will no longer be neutral because it will have formed a preliminary conclusion about participation.

3 – Objectives for PSE2, and communications priorities

3.1 The specific objectives for PSE2 have been updated slightly to reflect the fact that we know more about the information we will be able to share with the public, and also the topics we need input on from the community.  PSE2 objectives therefore include:

· Objective 1: Demonstrate that public input from previous six months has led to real changes.

· Objective 2: Build understanding of the MRWS programme and the Partnership's activity, including the implications of the BGS study results

· Objective 3: Seek input from stakeholder organisations and the public on key topics in order to inform the Partnership's judgements against criteria for recommending whether to participate (see list of topics below).
· Objective 4: Understand stakeholder and public issues and information needs.
· Objective 5: Provide a response to issues and adapt activity accordingly.
4 – Information Provision and Discussion Topics

4.1  A key priority in PSE2 will be to significantly raise awareness of the issues involved in the MRWS process and in particular what the BGS study does and does not mean.  If it proceeds, the MRWS process will take many years: it will therefore require a high level of activity to raise awareness to the sort of levels that will enable the public to come to a reasonably informed view on a decision about participation.  Therefore in PSE2 the Partnership will need to significantly increase the level of communications activity compared with PSE1.

4.2 The BGS study is likely to attract considerable interest from the public and the media and there is a risk of people misinterpreting the results.  For example, the results will not indicate where a repository should go.  It will therefore be necessary to communicate in advance what the BGS study will and will not mean and then ensure that the Partnership provide the information and answers that people will need once the results are published.  We will need to provide this information at a number of different levels that enables people to get sufficient basic information, if that is all they want, but enables others to find more detail.

4.3 The following is a list of the key issues where we will need to provide information to help raise the levels of awareness of this process among the public and key stakeholders.  

· The process including volunteerism, timescales, differences compared with Nirex, how the site selection process will work etc. 

· The role of the Partnership, public involvement and how a decision will be made.

· A GDF – how it might look above and below ground, size, what could be in it.

· Potential impacts including safety, security, image of the area.

· Potential benefits including investment that would naturally come with a facility and what additional community benefits might mean in practice.

· What the Partnership did as a result of public views in PSE1
These issues will obviously link in with the topics on which the Partnership will be seeking feedback (see below).

4.4  BGS. We will need to (a) explain the aim, geographic scope, criteria, outputs, and how it is different to previous geological work such as that carried out by Nirex.  It is also important that communications is an on-going activity, thereby avoiding any impression that ‘things’ are going on behind closed doors and people are not being kept up to date as promised.
4.5 As well as information that needs providing, there are also topics that require discussion, where the Partnership wishes to ask questions of people and gather views.  For a discussion topic to warrant inclusion in PSE2 it should meet the following criteria:

· Timing: we need useful input on this topic by the start of PSE3.
· Ability: we will be able to frame the content adequately by the start of PSE2.
· Significance: there's enough for people to really comment on/answer.
4.6  Given the criteria above, the following discussion topics are for substantive discussion, with the key questions listed in column 3. Note that contextual information would be provided before each key question: this is excluded below for brevity.

	Main Topics
	What we want
	Questions to ask
	Methods

	Impacts and Community Benefits
	- Share lists of impacts that we're considering

- Give people opportunity to identify impacts we're missing

- Explain the idea behind benefits, and Gov't context

- Explain why we can't be specific at this stage

- Ask for feedback on the idea and nature of benefits to inform our recommendations
	Any impacts we're missing?

Any comments on the idea and nature of community benefit?
	Stakeholder Workshop

Community Events

Discussion Pack

Residents Panel

Website

	Public and stakeholder views: how they will inform our judgement about whether to recommend participation in the siting process 
	- Explain what the Partnership proposes to do to be able to reach a judgement about whether its recommendations are credible given public and stakeholder views

- Set out draft 'indicators of credibility' and seek feedback
	Any comments on how we intend to use public and stakeholder views to inform our recommendations?

Have we got the draft ‘indicators of credibility’ about right?
	Stakeholder Workshop

Community Events

Discussion Pack

Residents Panel

Website

	Community involvement in the Siting Process
	- Explain current understanding of what would happen after a decision to participate in the siting process, if one happens

- Set out draft principles for how communities would be involved

- Ask for feedback on principles, to inform our recommendations
	Any comments on the draft principles for community involvement?
	Stakeholder Workshop

Community Events

Discussion Pack

Residents Panel

Website


5 – Core Activity

This section indicates the key activities planned for PSE2 at the time of writing. The list includes a range of methods: from those that focus on informing people, to those that focus on consulting people.  We expect the list to change slightly as circumstances change over time.

5.1. Publications and Briefing Notes.  Secure articles in a range of publications including those of Partnership members.  Support Partnership members with text as required. Write and publish a suite of Briefing Notes on key issues such as voluntarism and the right of withdrawal. Lead: Paul Gardner, Osprey.

5.2. Newsletter to all households.  Mass communication to provide an overview to the Partnership's work. Lead: Paul Gardner, Osprey.

5.3. Media liaison, advertorials and advertising.  In addition to continued press releases and media invites to meetings, we will buy advertorial space at key moments to advertise the process and raise awareness. We will also discuss with the BBC whether there are opportunities for providing some more in depth coverage on Radio Cumbria and possibly also on regional TV as part of their public service remit.  Lead: Paul Gardner, Osprey.
5.4. Conferences, exhibitions, stands.  We will explore opportunities to provide a presenter and/or exhibition stand to relevant conferences and meetings, events and other locations such as supermarkets, libraries. Lead: Paul Gardner, Osprey.

5.5. Website.  Main portal for information, ranging from accessible overview to detailed Briefing Notes as well as the full audit trail of Partnership documents. Overhaul the structure and graphics of the website to improve its accessibility. Lead: Paul Gardner, Osprey.
5.6. Neighbourhood Forums. Update the 22 forums in West Cumbria on progress made in last 6-9 months by writing individually and directly to everyone on the Forum database.  In particular this written update would publicise the bespoke community events (see below) to attend if people wish to ask questions or discuss in more depth the issues arising that the Partnership are seeking feedback on. Lead: Jane Dalton, 3KQ.

5.7. Community Drop-In Events.  Three bespoke community drop-in events in each West Cumbrian borough, offering a more in-depth opportunity for people to deliberate on the discussion topics, as well as ask general questions and feed in views.  The drop-in events would be designed, organised, facilitated and reported on by the Partnership, hence giving the flexibility required.  Events will comprise an exhibition held throughout the day with set times for presentations and discussions at 2-hourly intervals over the course of the day.  Open to the public, with careful advertising of the agenda.  Overall, a more dynamic and interactive event targeted at members of the public who are directly interested. Lead: Jenny Willis, 3KQ.
5.8. Discussion Pack.  Development of a standardised pack of information with a film that sets out the background and all the topics, suitable for 14+ year olds.  Participants can choose which topics they discuss and which they skip, and in turn which topics they feed views back on via the questionnaire.  Delivered largely by local 'intermediaries' that already work in the community such as Connexions and CVS.  The Pack will be widely marketed and sign-posted in every other strand, aiming for between 50 and 100 self-managed discussions occurring in schools and community groups. Lead: Helen Fisher at 3KQ, via Dialogue by Design and Fluid Productions.

5.9. Residents' Panel.  Extended focus group enabling the Partnership to understand public views on specific topics to some depth. This would reconvene the Panel run in PSE1 to ensure some continuity. Lead: Kieran Barr, CCC.

5.10. Youth Panel.  Potential to run a focused mechanism to capture the views of young people.  However, it currently looks as if the Discussion Pack offers a wider and more effective way of involving young people.  We will therefore hold this option open and review it as the Discussion Pack is delivered.  See also section 6.1 below. Lead: 3KQ.

5.11. Bilateral meetings.  Offer a range of individual meetings to update specific organisations and seek their views on topics that are most appropriate to them.  Possibilities include: any parish councils, key non governmental organisations (NGOs), Schools Council, Cumbria Tourism, LDNPA, Chamber of Commerce, MPs etc. Lead: Rhuari Bennett, 3KQ. 

5.12. Stakeholder Organisations Workshop.  Broadly re-run this to enable wider stakeholder organisations a chance to hear progress and input into key topics. Focus on BGS output, how to form advice before a decision about participation, and principles for community benefit. Lead: Rhuari Bennett, 3KQ.

5.13. Opinion Survey. Re-run the opinion survey at the end of PSE2 to gauge whether, and how, public views are changing with respect to MRWS and how effective (or not) PSE2 has been in raising awareness. Lead: Kieran Barr, CCC.
6 – Specific groups
There are some specific groups of stakeholders that warrant a targeted approach:

6.1. Young People.  Various methods are planned to target younger people, including:

· Contact all West Cumbrian secondary schools asking if we can organise at least one Discussion Pack session with pupils in their school.  Lead: Helen Fisher, 3KQ.
· Direct marketing of the Discussion Pack to schools and youth groups. Lead: Helen Fisher, 3KQ.
· Youth Panel as a specific forum for young people's deliberation (tbc).
· Contact all West Cumbrian primary schools encouraging them to organise a Discussion Pack session with parents/teachers in each school.  Lead: Helen Fisher, 3KQ. 
· Explore the potential of social media: Facebook, Twitter etc.  Lead: Paul Gardner, Osprey.
6.2. Parish councils.  In liaison with CALC, we propose:

· CALC circulars to all parishes across Cumbria.
· CALC West Cumbria Joint Exec meetings to give updates on the MRWS process.
· CALC wider meetings in Copeland and Allerdale, for member parishes. 

· Partnership letter to every parish clerk (including non-CALC members) in West Cumbria.
· Partnership offer (expressed in the letter above) for a bilateral meeting or Partnership attendance at a parish council meeting.
· Partnership invitation for West Cumbrian parish councils to attend the Stakeholder Organisations Workshop and/or community meetings that are organised (or Neighbourhood Forums, as appropriate).
· Specific conversations with CALC around key parishes that are already very motivated by the issue, to ensure the Partnership is meeting their engagement needs appropriately.
Lead: Chris Shaw, CALC

6.3. Environmental NGOs.  In addition to the ongoing engagement efforts, we propose:

· Invitation to a specific meeting between the Partnership, Greenpeace, FoE and CORE.
· Invite the above and wider NGOs to attend the Stakeholder Organisations Workshop.
· Keep the door open for them to take up their two places at the Partnership.
Lead: Rhuari Bennett 3KQ.

6.4. Backbench councillors at Borough and County level.  Ensure that the Principal   Authority councillors have an opportunity to discuss the Partnership's work.

· Allerdale BC: Marie McCourt to lead.
· Copeland BC: Ian Curwen to lead.
· Cumbria CC: Kieran Barr, with Stewart Kemp, to lead.

6.5. Hard to reach/under-represented groups.  The Discussion Pack is being developed specifically as a way of targeting these groups.  The organisations that represent or communicate with the recognised hard to reach groups will be contacted to discuss how best to use the Discussion Pack in their circumstances. Lead: Helen Fisher, 3KQ.


6.6. Rest of Cumbria.  The Partnership's approach to engaging the non-West Cumbria parts of the county is becoming more important.  We propose:

· Media and advertorials countywide, not just West Cumbria.
· Target publications that are countywide.

· Bilateral meetings with Partnership members based outside West Cumbria.
· Hold at least one community event in Barrow, South Lakes, Eden and Carlisle.
· Market the Discussion Pack countywide.
· Ask CALC to include an MRWS update to all parishes in Cumbria.
· Partnership letter to all parishes in Cumbria updating them on discussions and directing them to CALC in the first instance to input their views, and highlighting the community meeting in their district.
· We do not propose sending a leaflet to all households in Cumbria.
Lead: Kieran Barr, CCC, with 3KQ in support.

7 – Timing of methods

7.1 The table below sets out a likely order and timing to the methods above.  The main components of the engagement have been scheduled earlier in PSE2 rather than later.  There are two advantages to this: firstly that the outputs of early events can inform the rest of PSE2 whilst there is still time to accommodate changes, and secondly it eases the reporting congestion that will inevitably occur at the end of PSE2.
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	4. Conferences, exhibitions, stands
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	5. Website with 'comment' function
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Bilateral meetings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Opinion Survey
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reporting (Issues Report to 14 Apr mtg) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


7.2 When the BGS study goes ahead we will need to be prepared to provide information and respond to answers as soon as the information is in the public domain (which could be before a formal publications date).  We will therefore need to be prepared to carry out the following elements as soon as the information could be available to the public:

· Media release on the BGS study plus briefings with key editors and journalists.

· Advertorials explaining the BGS study in local papers.

· Information about the BGS study on the website and on Partner websites.

· Ensuring that there is sufficient staffing for the freephone number and an ability to respond quickly to enquiries by email and by post.

· Take part in meetings requested by individuals and groups around West Cumbria.  This will mean that Partnership members will need to be well briefed/prepared ahead of any possible publication.

7.3 In addition, we should aim to be able to carry out the following fairly rapidly after the information becoming publicly available, subject to a judgement being made about the level of interest at the time:

· Organise a number of public exhibitions and meetings around Copeland and Allerdale where people can see for themselves the information provided by the BGS, get information about how this fits into the wider MRWS process and ask questions.  This should include a representative from the BGS and possibly also from DECC, as well as MRWS Partnership members.

8 - Reporting

8.1 It is proposed that the reporting from PSE2 is largely carried out in the same robust way as during PSE1, with strand reports and an auditor for each strand.  However, to enable the fullest consideration of the issues raised by the public, the PSE Sub-Group will initially draft only a summary of key issues raised in PSE2, and then ask the Partnership to deliberate on the findings at a full Partnership meeting and identify possible responses.  The PSE Sub-Group would then take away the ideas and draft responses for agreement and signoff at their next meeting.  This has the advantage of real deliberation by the Partnership on the issues arising, although may take a little more time overall.

Appendix 1 – Overarching PSE strategy

1 – Background

1.1  The West Cumbria MRWS Partnership exists to ’make recommendations to Allerdale BC, Copeland BC and Cumbria CC on whether or not they should participate in the geological disposal facility siting process, without commitment to eventually host a facility‘.  The Partnership is therefore predominantly concerned with the process up to a ‘Decision to Participate’ as defined in the Government White Paper
, and not beyond.

1.2  The Partnership is aware that significant public and stakeholder engagement (PSE) will be required in its Work Programme.  This is due firstly to the requirements set out in the White Paper (see Appendix 1) and secondly due to the moral and practical need to engage widely on an issue of such sensitivity, especially given the history of nuclear waste management in West Cumbria. 

1.3  The Partnership exists because the Decision-Making Bodies (DMBs) have asked key organisations representing community interests to come together to inform their decision whether to participate
 in the siting process.  This means that the Partnership will ask for endorsement from the DMBs on its plans at key stages.  The Partnership will then oversee delivery of the PSE plan on behalf of the DMBs.

2 – Over-arching objectives
2.1  The framework set by the Government means that useful objectives for the Partnership's PSE programme include:

a) Provide a mix of engagement opportunities to share information and ensure feedback from stakeholder organisations and disinterested members of the public.
b) Identify the extent of support for a decision whether to participate or not, any issues of concern, and the reasons given for and against participation.
c) Demonstrate the credibility of the Partnership's recommendations on whether to participate or not, including through demonstrating good practice in consultation.
d) Produce a report setting out the approach taken to engagement, the activities undertaken, and the outcomes, including feedback on support, concerns and opposition.
Note that detailed objectives for each round of engagement are set out below.
3 – Broad Approach to PSE

3.1  Where possible the Partnership will adopt an approach to PSE that will:

a) Time engagement to allow for maximum input/influence (earlier vs later).
b) Use a variety of methods (existing and new) to reach different people.
c) Seek people's views at key points, rather than tell them how it is.
d) Be willing to make tangible changes as a result of these views.
e) Give prompt feedback as to how views have been taken on board.
f) Give regular updates on progress.
g) Regularly reconfirm the support of Partnership members along the way.
h) Be inclusive rather than selective (whilst also being proportionate).
4 – What do people want from engagement with the Partnership?
4.1  In developing a PSE Plan, the Partnership is aware that different people will want different things from engagement, as set out in the table below.

	Stakeholder Category
	What they might want from engagement with the Partnership
	What the Partnership wants from engagement with them

	Public:

Potentially all interested people who are not represented below.
	- reassurance that this difficult issue is being handled properly.
- information that allows me to know what's going on when, and get more involved if I want to, (including info on the pros and cons of participating).
- opportunity to feed in my views and knowledge at key points, and have them considered and responded to respectfully.
	- understand what we are trying to achieve.
- understand what we are not doing (siting).
- tell friends and family what's going on if they may be interested.
- input their views at key points, so we can change our work appropriately.

	Stakeholder Organisations:

All other formal organisations that have an interest in MRWS in West Cumbria.
	- updates at key points in the Partnership's life so I can keep abreast of activity.
- opportunity to input at key points if I have views and knowledge that are material to the Partnership's work.
	- keep their organisation and members updated and feed in their views.
- canvas and feed in the views of their organisation and members at key points so their views are taken properly into account and there are no 'surprises' later.

	Decision-Making Bodies:

Full Councils of Allerdale BC, Copeland BC and Cumbria CC.
	- reassurance that the Partnership is a credible body.
- assurance that the partnership’s programme is robust and sufficient to inform a credible decision about participation.
 - opportunity to influence any aspect of the Partnership at key points in its life.
	- explicit support for the approach being adopted at key points.
- guidance on any areas that need to be changed to maximise the robustness and respect given to the Partnership's recommendations.

	DECC
	- reassurance that the Partnership is a credible body.
- assurance that the Partnership’s programme is robust and sufficient to inform a credible decision about participation.
- regular updates on activity and plans so we can ensure appropriate consistency with the White Paper to warrant the spending of public funds.
- opportunity to support where appropriate.
	- financial support and flexibility.
- support and advice on the Government context and constraints we must work within.
- distance: to allow us to develop our own work and thinking towards a decision whether to participate.

	Other official bodies: 

other Government, the NDA, Regulators.

	- regular updates on activity and plans so we can highlight issues that we can assist with or that impact on us.
- opportunity to input at key points.
	- advice on request: particularly where Partnership work impacts on or needs to be coordinated with, their work.
- keep their organisations up to date regarding the Partnership's work.
- confidence that regulatory processes will be robust.

	Partnership Members:

All organisations that sit on the Partnership.
	- opportunity to be involved in and affect every part of the Partnership's work.
- to have their name, views and expertise associated with the Partnership.
	- active participation in the work, including a significant time commitment.
- explicit ownership of the Partnership's work and recommendations.
- keep their organisation updated and feed in their views.


High-level PSE plan: Objectives for 3 rounds of PSE

The main rounds of activity are set out below with associated objectives, as agreed at the start of the Partnership's work.  Objectives in rounds 2 and 3 will need confirming.

Decision-Making 
Partnership

    Stakeholder
       and     Public

  Bodies (DMBs)



   Organisations
























Government White Paper requirements and other good practice
The Government White Paper sets out various requirements and suggestions for how the public and stakeholders should be involved prior to a decision whether to participate.  These are not quoted verbatim but include:

· Develop a programme of community engagement, to inform a decision to participate (DtP).  Planning for this may run in parallel to the BGS screening. (Page 51 Step 8)

· Undertake community engagement.  A mixture of engagement methods could be used to ensure feedback from stakeholders and disinterested members of the public.  This might include citizens’ panels, workshops, discussion in local groups or organisations, information provision to local communities, groups or individuals, quantitative feedback from opinion polls etc.  Engagement should seek to identify the extent of support for participation, any issues of concern about participation, and the reasons for any opposition to participation. (Page 51 Step 10, and paragraph 6.24)

· The Government will want to be satisfied that a DtP is credible.  Credibility might be demonstrated on the basis of a local consultation process applying established local good practice.  Credible local support would be expected amongst organisations likely to form a Community Siting Partnership should a DtP be taken, as well as among the local community.  (Paragraph 6.22)

· Provide a report setting out the approach taken to engagement, the outcomes of that engagement and making clear the basis of the DtP.  This report should accompany the DtP.  (Paragraph 6.25)

· Government is not expecting, or seeking, a particular threshold of support but is keen to see evidence of appropriate community engagement and meaningful feedback on any concerns of those affected.  (Paragraph 6.26)

There are further requirements and suggestions placed on a full Community Siting Partnership if a DtP is taken but these are not directly relevant to the current Partnership at this stage.  In addition, there are various sets of guidance that the Partnership should be aware of, although the extent to which they apply to the work programme varies.  These include but may not be limited to:

· HM Government Code of Practice on Consultation, July 2008, focussing on formal written consultations.

· Scottish National Standards for Community Engagement.

· Department of Communities and Local Government White Paper called Communities in Control, July 2008, including the ‘duty to involve’ placed on local authorities.

· Parish Charters or similar authored by the DMBs.

· Statements of Community Involvement or similar authored by the DMBs.

· Aarhus Convention.
· Freedom of Information Act.



Round 2 PSE: Disseminate Results and Way Forward


"This is how far we've got including the screening work, and how we intend on moving forward: what do you think?"





 Objectives:


 - Build the understanding of stakeholder organisations and public.


 - Understand s/h organisation and public views on the BGS report.


 - Seek input from s/h organisations on the Partnership's:


Criteria.


PSE Plan.


 - Understand s/h and public issues and information needs.


 - Provide a response to comments where possible and adapt activity accordingly.














Round 3 PSE: Assess Extent of Support


"To what extent would you support or oppose WCumbria participating in the process, and why?"





 Objectives:


 - Continue to build the understanding of s/h organisations + public.


 - Assess extent of support or otherwise for participation.


 - Understand reasons for support or opposition.


 - Understand any conditionality and limits to support.


 - Understand any additional s/h and public issues.


 - Provide a response to comments where possible and adapt activity accordingly.

















DMBs decide whether to participate.





Amend and agree:


- response to input.


- form recommendations.


 





Phase 3 Test Support, and Report




















BGS Screening














DMBs endorse plans.








START HERE


- DMBs set up the MRWS Partnership.








Review output of Round 1 PSE. Amend 4 docs. Start BGS work if appropriate.





Phase 1 Set-up


 Develop and agree:


 - draft ToRs and mem’shp.


  - draft work programme.


  - draft criteria.


  - draft PSE plan.





Amend and agree:


 - response to results.


 - way forward incl PSE3.


 - response to concerns raised.








DMBs endorse plans.








Phase 2 Post-Screening


 - receive BGS report.


 - revise PSE plan.


 








Round 1 PSE: Marking out the Pitch


“This is the issue and how we're going about it: any thoughts?”





 Objectives:


 - Build the understanding of stakeholder organisations and public.


 - Seek input from s/h organisations on the Partnership's:


Work Programme.


Terms of Reference.


Criteria.


PSE Plan.


 - Understand issues raised by stakeholders and public.


 - Provide a response to comments where possible and adapt activity accordingly.












































We are here now


    (Oct 2010)











� There are 6 criteria that need to be met if the Partnership is to recommend continued participation in the MRWS process beyond a Decision to Participate. They are embedded within the Work Programme.


� Managing Radioactive Waste Safely: A Framework for Implementing Geological Disposal, June 2008


� Although the White Paper uses the phrase "Decision to Participate", the Partnership has adopted the phrase "decision whether to participate" so that it is absolutely clear to all readers that the decision has not yet been made. 
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