Meeting Notes:  PSE Sub-Group 5 July 2011

Document No:		210
Status:			Adopted
Author:			3KQ
Title:	PSE Sub-Group meeting notes 5 July 2011
Notes:			Published 11 July 2011


1) Updates, general actions, actions carried over & future meeting dates/changes

Update – Wood Holmes:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Gareth is moving to work on a smart grid technology project at Durham University.  Stuart Smith and Tamsin Greulich from Wood Holmes will be taking on the work with the Partnership, anticipating an 80%:20% split between Stuart and Tamsin. 
Gareth still available for queries over next 2 weeks.  
wcmrws@woodholmes.co.uk  will reach both Stuart and Tamsin.  

Update - Legal issues:
PSE sub-group has asked Wood Holmes to do a legal compliance assessment.  This will help to ensure that the work of the Partnership is being carried out in a way that will stand up to robust scrutiny.  Copeland BC have also recently appointed legal advisors in the nuclear field.  They have been requested by the Steering Group to examine the legal structure of the Partnership, as well as explore legal robustness of the consultation process to complement the Wood Holmes assessment.  
This type of scrutiny was felt to be necessary to avoid problems further on in the process which could lead to resources being wasted. 
Action, Ian: circulate 1 page MRWS brief given to Copeland legal advisors to PSE sub-group for info.

Update - Michael Baron:
Has been putting lots of questions to the Partnership.  Felt useful to arrange a meeting rather than tackle all questions via email. 
Susan Lennie from Ipsos MORI has prepared a response to his concerns about the opinion survey plans which might be sent as a stand alone document , or possibly alongside a Partnership response; to be decided when we see it. 
Action, Rhuari: circulate Ipsos MORI response to concerns to PSE sub-group.

Update: DECC siting process consultation
Chris asked about plans in relation to this consultation.  It is being discussed at 21st July Steering Group meeting which will consider whether to ask Fred to draft a response.  CALC is also considering a response directly. 

Update: Geology seminar
Decision on way forward will be taken at Steering Group meeting on 21st July.
Action: Rhuari to send ‘options paper’ to PSE sub-group to look at before it goes to the Steering Group

Action, ongoing, all: suggestions for organisations to include on the list for briefings should continue to be send to Jenny.
Action, ongoing, all: Briefing note topic suggestions should continue to be sent to Paul.  So far 4 briefing notes are planned on: Nirex, ‘why geological disposal?’, retrievability and referendum/opinion surveys.
Action, Rhuari or Jenny: Send Ian a copy of Helen’s condoc email.

Action,  3KQ: Jane, Helen and Jenny to send budget estimates to Rhuari by Friday 8th in relation to strands of PSE3 they are working on so budget decisions can be made.  

Future meetings:
· 27th July  meeting in Kendal  1.30pm – 5pm, Castle Street Centre, Kendal
· 9th August meeting in Cockermouth 10am – 4pm, Board Room, Town Hall Cockermouth
· 31st August meeting in Carlisle 10am – 3pm.  Kieran has booked the Kraemer Room at The Courts on English Street.

2) Survey work
There was a discussion about the best way to use the expert reviewer in the process.  Agreement was reached and Rhuari agreed to capture it in a flow diagram.  Resources were discussed in terms of how much it was worth spending on the opinion survey; it was agreed that the level of budget currently anticipated feels an appropriate level given the significance of the work and comparative costs of other methods such as a referendum.
It was confirmed that the PSE sub-group would act as the appointment panel for the expert reviewer. 
Action: Kieran to request expert reviewer’s advice (when appointed) on balance of time/money/results for the survey
Action: Rhuari to send flow diagram of process to Kieran asap.
Action: Gareth mentioned some layout/format changes which he said he would feed in directly to Kieran.
Action: Kieran to re-circulate paper and request comments by the end of the week.

3) Advertising 
Balance of advertising fund allocation was discussed in relation to balance of TV/radio advertising and the compromises that need to be decided in terms of area coverage of both TV and radio and consideration of other methods e.g. posters on buses.  Millom was acknowledged to be a difficult place as the bus and train services are different to other parts of Cumbria, as well as coverage by TV and radio. It was agreed that TV focus should be via Border TV (not Granada) and radio coverage should cover all of Cumbria even if it goes into N Lancashire.  Extra activity such as adverts on buses should be planned from the limited budget remaining to put extra focus around Millom due to Border TV coverage not reaching here.
Actions: 
· Paul to firm up budget estimates for advertising options and circulate
· Ian to follow up non-broadcast media methods including bus advertising
· Paul/Osprey to keep Cath at Copeland informed as adverts go out so she can plan for increase in freefone number calls.
· Ian plan how Cath can be brought up to speed handling 0800 calls

4) Critical views/NGO involvement
Need to do our best to ensure that when people are contacted as part of the opinion survey they have had a chance to hear a spectrum of views.  Need to guard against the Partnership being seen a ‘yes campaign’.  Paul’s paper was discussed.  The consensus was to be flexible but base the approach on option 1 and some aspects of option 2 in the paper. It was felt this reflected the need and role for the partnership in synthesising views and summarising the debate, whilst allowing for the possibility that on some occasions is would be appropriate to let different stakeholders present their own views e.g. in the newsletter. 
Within the headings of the paper the following areas were discussed: 
Community Events:
· Agreed that it would be ok for ‘critical voices’ leaflets to be displayed in the same room as Partnership information but that it would not be appropriate for larger display materials to be included at the events.  If people wish to present other display material they will be invited to do so outside the venue.  Critical views will need to be incorporated into the Partnership’s own display material in a balanced way.  There was a discussion about how best to do this.  It was envisaged that there would be at least one display board per criteria and that each would include some background info, outline how the Partnership had addressed the criterion via its work programme, what the conclusion was and outline critical views on the conclusion.
· Specifically on geology, the boards need to reflect the fact that the Partnership has considered a whole range of views and acknowledge the critical voices while demonstrating why it reached the conclusion it did. 

Public meetings: 
· None planned though it was acknowledged that the Geology Seminar did attract a lot of people to attend and we need to think about how to maximise attendance on other occasions e.g. community events. 
· 
Webinar/social media/website/blog: 
· Webinar to be discussed in 2-3 months time
· Noted that critical voices can already contribute views via facebook, twitter etc and that people with a whole range of views will be asked to contribute to a blog.

Briefings and bilateral meetings:
· These will incorporate critical views as reflected in the consultation document
· Action: Jenny/Rhuari to incorporate slide to flag up views of critical voices in the powerpoint presentation that will be given at briefings and bilateral meetings. 
· 
Educational materials
Media relations
Advertising
All three above as per paper. 

Newsletter: 
· Agreed that there could be a double page ‘your say’ spread in the newsletter with a number of viewpoints being given c.180 words each

Advertorials: 
· As for newsletter but might have to be a lower word limit
· Action: Paul to identify who could contribute content for this in advertorials and newsletter

5) Briefings and bilaterals
Jenny to work with Jane and others (see action on page 1) to identify long list of people and organisations to contacts as part of PSE3.  Entries on the list will then be classified according to priority and the nature of the offer, and an approach will be agreed for each category. 
Comments cards to be made available at meetings.  Groups to be encouraged to facilitate their own completion of consultation questions.
Meeting notes to be filed when  appropriate but agreed that it needs to be made clear to all that the only way to feed into the consultation officially is by completing a comment card or questionnaire. 
Partnership members will need to attend briefings, a decision about who is appropriate will be made on a case by case basis 

Action: Jenny to produce 1 side outline plan and circulate

6) Young people
Plan circulated by Helen and Jenny was agreed.  It was emphasised that contact with schools had to be made quickly before the end of term.
Action: Ian to follow up school contacts and pass to Jenny
Note: Ian and Kieran will form a sub group for this strand of work, if needed.

7) Community Events
Agreed to change timing of events to 1pm – 7pm (in PSE2 they were midday – 8pm)
Agreed that it is necessary to include Cockermouth as well as Workington, Wigton and Keswick for Allerdale.  Agreed to add Egremont in Copeland and change from Calderbridge to Gosforth.
Action: Jenny to circulate list and indicate where venues were satisfactory in PSE2 and where changes are required.
Action: Jenny to produce and circulate Community Events plan for comment
Action: Jenny to develop live shared calendar for community events and other events e.g. exhibitions so we can monitor which Partnership members are assisting at various events. 

8) Consultation input and structure
Levels.  Agreed that there will be two levels of consultation input: the general comment card, and the detailed questionnaire. As a general rule the briefings will not formally feed into the consultation: people will be invited to complete a card or questionnaire if they wish to input their views.  This minimises duplication, as well as risking one person’s view (say at a briefing) being mistakenly interpreted as the whole organisation’s. It also reduces the need for subjective interpretation when it comes to summarising all the consultation input in the PSE3 Report.

Contractor. Acknowledgement that analysis of questionnaire from full consultation document will potentially be a lot of work.  Discussed possibility of having a mixture of yes/no/don’t know answers followed by opportunity to explain in a qualitative way.
Action: Rhuari/Helen to talk with Stuart at Wood Holmes about their experience regarding handling this kind of data and what software they use.
Action: Rhuari to discuss internally with 3KQ re capacity for processing info received as part of consultation, and options for contracting out as required
Action: Kieran to find out about software obtained by the Council from Lime House for another consultation and see if it might be helpful for MRWS.

9) Citizen’s workshop
Agreed that it would be useful to use this as a ‘dry run’ for the consultation document (including summary) and questionnaire.  The group felt that this would be a better use of resources than the original proposal in the PSE3 Plan. Would need to use more or less final version of condoc/newsletter summary and allow a 3 day turn -around time to incorporate changes as required before PSE3 formally starts. 
Action: Rhuari to ask Richard G to do a 1 side proposal for this.
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