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Present:

Cllr Elaine Woodburn (CBC), Fergus McMorrow (CBC), Chris Shaw (CALC) Rhuari Bennett (3KQ), Cllr Mike Davidson (ABC), Mike Heaslip (West Cumbria Strategic Partnership), Charles Holmes (ABC), Peter Kane (GMB), Cllr Tim Knowles (CCC),  Stewart Kemp (CCC), Helen Ashley (3KQ)

Apologies

Keith Hitchen (CALC), Willie Slavin (WCSP), David Moore (WCSSG)

1. 
Actions and updates from last meeting (Doc 22)

1.1. DECC had confirmed they saw no risk in Local Authority members chairing the Partnership and Steering Group meetings, but they advised that the 3 councils should check with their own legal services.  This has been done by Copeland and Cumbria Councils who confirmed there was no risk as long as any potential conflict of interest was declared before discussions as usual.


1.2. NGO participation – Rhuari Bennett updated the SG about a positive conversation he had had with Jean McSorley of Greenpeace about the potential to give an NGO presentation to the Partnership.   There was some discussion as to whether there are other organisations as well that can represent environmental views in discussions with the Partnership, e.g. Friends of the Lake District, RSPB, a local branch of CPRE.  Members noted that it would be useful to have a more formal analysis of environmental organisations active in West Cumbria and how they are involved in the work of the Partnership.

2. 
PSE sub group
2.1 The PSE sub group meeting notes from 22nd October 09 (Doc32) were reviewed by the Steering Group.  Taking the decision numbering in this document the Steering Group briefly discussed the following proposals: 

1. Communications Support and Advice Procurement

Osprey Communications have been selected, offered the post and accepted.  This will be a 12 month contract (subject to DECC funding in the next financial year).

3. Awareness Survey, Ipsos-MORI  (county-wide)

The survey questions have been finalised 

6. Neighbourhood Forum displays and meetings

The materials have now all been agreed and will include a pull up banner, a process flowchart, a contact details log to add people to the database and copies of the leaflet, the White Paper, the A5 website summary, the 4 factsheets from DECC.  There are 3 sets of materials to allow one for each borough and to allow for dates when there are 2 Neighbourhood Forums taking place in the same borough.

The start time for the exhibitions has been changed to 18:00 as per advice from the County Neighbourhood Liaison Teams.

A short standard presentation will be provided by the Programme Manager.

The Programme Manager is assuming that Steering Group members will find a suitable replacement if they are not able to make a Forum to which they have been allocated.  If possible, elected members should make the presentation but officers may be needed to attend on dates that are proving particularly problematic.  
Actions were identified to ensure the additional costs (e.g. additional venue hire for the exhibitions) of the Partnership attending the Neighbourhood Forums are passed back to the Partnership.
7. Reporting from PSE 1 

Further PSE mtgs have been booked in anticipation of the reporting requirements from PSE.  Any member of the Steering Group or the Partnership is welcome to attend the PSE meetings. A template specification for reporting will be discussed with the County Area staff.
2.2 The Steering Group then signed off the entire PSE sub-group meeting notes. 

3. 
Work Programme: 24 November Partnership Meeting Objectives
3.1 The Steering Group discussed the objectives for the next Partnership meeting:  

1a(i) Understand what regulatory bodies and processes are in place

4a(ii) Understand retrieveability and reversibility

6a(ii) Monitor and guide Round 1 PSE

3.2 There was some discussion on how presentations from interested parties, such as the NDA, give the Partnership information in support of achieving their objective to understand an issue rather than an immediate and complete understanding of an issue.  Input from different views and experiences around the world will need to be sought to aid the Partnership’s understanding.

3.3 The Steering Group was happy with these objectives for the November Partnership meeting.

4. 
Convenor Agreement

 4.1 
This is an agreement about how 3KQ will work with the Steering Group and highlights their independence.  It is different to the financial contractual arrangements which are in place between 3KQ and Copeland Borough Council.

4.2
The Convenor Agreement was signed off by the Steering Group subject to an organisation title error being amended.

5. 
Terms of Reference Review
5.1 
Cumbria County Council had suggested amendments to the ToR for the Partnership.  These were discussed by the Steering Group with the following agreed;  

5.2
Refer to Principal Authorities (PAs) rather than Decision Making Bodies (DMBs) throughout.

5.3
After some discussion, it was agreed that it is useful to have a Chair for the Partnership and the Steering Group.  The role isn’t practically needed at the Partnership meetings which are independently facilitated by 3KQ but, outside of these meetings, it is useful to have one point of contact for invitations, questions etc.  The Chair will be rotated every 6 months between the Principal Authorities with Allerdale Borough Council taking over the Chair from January 2010.  This arrangement should be reviewed by the Steering Group.

5.4
Funding.  The Budget Profile will be agreed by the Steering Group before being submitted to DECC.  A budget agreement is then set up between DECC and Copeland Borough Council.  Any variations from the Budget Profile which are over £5000 in value will need to be agreed by the Steering Group.  The 3 Principal Authorities have the right to veto such variations although this is not expected to occur unless in exceptional circumstances.  

5.5
Membership.  The Steering Group recognises there is a real need for the Partnership to engage with Young People but that inviting them to attend Partnership meetings is unlikely to be the best way of achieving this.  More effective engagement methods are being pursued as part of the PSE plan.
There is ambiguity in how much different Partnership members can be said to represent their organisation or constituency.  The Steering Group considered the idea that the Evaluator, once appointed, could be asked to audit representation.   

5.6
Possible specific objectives were suggested by CALC to insert into the ToRs.
5.7
Due to a significant amount of redrafting being required, the Steering Group decided to wait until their next meeting before signing off the revised ToR.
6. 
‘Impacts’ Research
6.1
At the last Partnership meeting the Steering Group was tasked with developing a way forward for producing a specification for a piece of research that would inform the Partnership of the likely extent of impacts of a GDF in West Cumbria. 

6.2 The Steering Group discussed their concerns that the specification drafting needed to be carried out independently of the NDA but that the workload of local authorities is very high at the moment with the pressures of new build consultations.

6.3
It was agreed that a desktop audit of what work has been done on impacts from facilities in other parts of the world could be a good start point.  This can then be used to help develop the research specification.  It was agreed that Shaun Gorman at CCC would progress this and convene a group of appropriate planning/EIA officers to start mapping out the specification. 

7. 
Funding Stakeholders Policy 

Update from LA review

7.1
All of the principle authorities have now reviewed this policy and are in agreement with it. One clarification was made, that all Councillors should 
claim for travel expenses from the Partnership rather than their own Authority.  This is important so that Central Government pays for all the cost of the process, and so that the true cost of the Partnership is recorded.  This mechanism needs to be simple so that it doesn’t cost more in to administrate than the claims themselves.  The mechanism also needs to ensure Partnership members can’t be accused of benefiting from engagement in the process.  
7.2
The Steering Group agreed that:

a) Partnership members who are on the Steering Group should submit an aggregated expense claim every 3 months, to reduce administrative costs.

b) other members who are not on the Steering Group are requested to submit their claims within two weeks of incurring expenditure, as stated in the policy.  

c) all Councillors should claim for travel expenses from the Partnership rather than their own Authority, by submitting an invoice to CopelandBC
7.3
The Steering Group agreed to adopt the policy, document 8 draft 4.
CALC funding (CALC stepped out of the room for this item)
7.4 The Steering Group reviewed an application from CALC for funding.  This was found to be consistent with the policy for funding and the group were keen that CALC was able to participate fully in the process given the role they will play including the views of Parish/Town Councils in discussions and keeping them up to date.  The Steering Group agreed to CALC’s funding bid on condition of CALC reporting back to the Steering Group with each invoice on how it has carried out its core commitment to represent its organisation.  Payments will be made retrospectively upon invoice submission. It is noted that all members of the Partnership, whether funded or not, have to provide a statement of intent of how they keep their members updated and feed in their views: this is currently written into the Appendix in every meeting report.

8. 
Criterion 3c update

8.1
Additional wording had been submitted for Criterion 3c in the work programme with a view to ensuring that none of the economic, social or environmental factors are excluded.  This was discussed.

8.2
It was agreed to leave both the old and new 3c wording in and to amend 3b to include managing ‘social, environmental and economic’ impacts.  This is not viewed as creating extra tasks for the work programme. 
9. 
Funding bid to DECC

9.1
The Steering Group reviewed the Forecast Expenditure Profile prepared by the Programme Manager.  Once agreed this will be sent to DECC.  Of course, as the Partnership progresses this will have to be reviewed.

9.2
The budget line for key partner costs needs to be completed and is currently the main gap in the budget forecast.  Key partners costs includes for the 3 Principal Authorities and CALC at this stage.  These should be separated out in the Forecast Expenditure Profile.

9.3
The Steering Group requested that additional expenditure be allowed for international linkages and studies, e.g. paying for the Partnership to have access to the Galson Science web-based virtual repository.
9.4
It was agreed that discussed amendments should be made by the Programme Manager and the Steering Group will sign off the funding request at its next meeting on 20 Nov.

10. 
Any other business

The Steering Group noted that the Government consultation on Energy is about to start which will have an impact on organisations capacity to engage in the Partnership: busy staff and councillors will be stretched even further.
11. 
Next meeting date
20th November 2009, Steering Group, 9.30 til 1pm
12. 
Actions
	
	ACTION
	WHO

	Agenda Item 1 – Updates & Previous Actions
	

	1
	Check with own legal services risk of chairing the Partnership & Steering Group meetings  
	CH

	2
	Stay in touch with NGOs
	RB

	3
	Collate list of environmental orgs & their current involvement with the Partnership
	RB

	4
	Ensure environmental organisations (NGOs and formal bodies) are invited to the SHOW
	HA

	Agenda Item 2 – PSE Sub-group
	

	5
	Invite Osprey Communications to the next Steering Group meeting
	RB

	6
	Send finalised Awareness Survey questions around SG for information
	RB

	7
	Re-circulate dates and teams for Neighbourhood Forums, including current knowledge on venues.
	RB

	8
	Ensure that area support teams know the importance and requirements of the Neighbourhood Forums for the Partnership’s PSE, including; earlier attendance for set up of exhibition with materials and literature; set up of presentation; photocopying of presentation handouts; reporting requirements.
	SK

	9
	Allerdale Member from the Partnership to attend Workington Central Neighbourhood Forum if possible
	CH

	10
	Add process flowchart to Q&As – this is Government’s current process – it might not be the community’s view
	RB

	11
	Circulate to SG draft of the standard presentation for Neighbourhood Forums
	RB

	12
	Ensure additional costs for officer time and expenses involved in administration of Neighbourhood Forums passed to the Partnership
	SK

	Agenda Item 4 – Convenor Agreement
	

	13
	Make slight amendments to Agreement and circulate for signing by SG members then place on Partnership website
	RB

	Agenda Item 5 – ToR Review
	

	14
	Explain to the Partnership that, as specified in the ToRs, the Chair will rotate and that from 13 January the Chair will be held by Allerdale Borough Council.
	EW

	15
	Consider asking evaluator to audit representation by members of the Partnership
	Steering Group

	16
	Redraft ToR for signoff at 20 Nov then 24 Nov
	RB

	Agenda Item 6 – Impacts Research
	

	17
	Lead on starting to map out a possible specification for research to assess the impacts of the facility in West Cumbria, including desktop analysis of global experience
	Shaun (CCC)

	Agenda Item 7 – Funding Stakeholders Policy
	

	18
	Steering Group members to submit invoice to Copeland for Partnership-related travel expenses every 3 months
	ABC

CCC

	19
	Consider setting up ‘petty cash’ travel expense claim mechanism for other Partnership members
	RB & Sharon Walker

	20
	Update Partnership that Policy has been adopted and they are welcome to make travel expense claims 
	RB

	21
	Circulate wording from West Cumbria Partnership documentation on representation requirements
	MH

	22
	Prompt payments of CALC time so far
	FM

	Agenda Item 8 – Criterion 3c update
	

	23
	Redraft criteria 3b and 3c in the work programme
	RB

	Agenda Item 9 – Funding bid to DECC
	

	24
	Provide costs, including working behind the figures
	ABC, CBC, CCC

	25
	Send methodology for calculating costs to ABC & CBC for consistency
	SK

	26
	Liaise with DECC re when budget to be submitted for this year and next
	RB

	27
	Amend budget as per discussions
	RB

	28
	Sign off budget 09/10 on 20 Nov
	Steering Group
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Appendix 1 - Independent Convening Agreement

This is an agreement between the Steering Group of the West Cumbria MRWS Partnership (the Partnership) and 3KQ Ltd (3KQ). It sets out the relationship the parties wish to maintain and does not replace any other legal document.
We agree that:

1. 3KQ will act as an independent convenor in its work with the West Cumbria MRWS Partnership, comprising facilitation, programme management and advice on Public and Stakeholder Engagement. 

2. 3KQ will act on behalf of all stakeholders on the Partnership, and with regard to those stakeholders not involved in the Partnership's work. This ethos is reflected in 3KQ's ethical policy.

3. On behalf of Partnership, CopelandBC will hold a contract with 3KQ for the provision of independent convening services as agreed. It is not the intention that this will give particular rights of instruction to CopelandBC, over and above that agreed with the Partnership. 

4. The Partnership will, through its Steering Group (or other nominated group that may arise) liaise closely with and also oversee 3KQ’s work.

5. The expectation is for a positive working relationship to exist and that all parties will strive to hold and maintain this condition; however…

6. In the event that the Partnership becomes dissatisfied
 with 3KQ it may, in extremis, request that CopelandBC take steps to terminate the contract and such a request will not be unreasonably withheld.

7. In the event that 3KQ becomes dissatisfied
 with the Partnership it may, in extremis, request that its contract with CopelandBC and relationship with the Partnership is terminated. Such a request will not be unreasonably withheld.

8. In any such ‘parting of the ways’ there will be an agreed handover and transition to new arrangements to be put in place as soon as practically possible. This will be not less than 3 months and not longer than six months from a termination notice being given. 

9. Any alterations to this agreement must be agreed by all the parties.

Discussed and adopted by the West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Steering Group at their meeting on 28 October 2009.
Appendix 2

Notes of MRWS Steering Group (Informal Review Meeting) 


                 

30 09 09

Present: Fergus McMorrow (CBC), Keith Hitchen (CALC), Chris Shaw (CALC) Cllr Mike Davidson (ABC), Mike Heaslip (West Cumbria Partnership), Charles Holmes (ABC), Peter Kane (GMB), Elizabeth Atherton (NDA), Stewart Kemp (CCC) (Observing Member), David Moore (WCSSG)
Apologies: Chair Cllr Elaine Woodburn (CBC), Cllr Tim Knowles (CCC), Rhuari Bennett (3KQ),
1. Purpose

This Steering Group meeting was taken as an opportunity for the group to reflect on development and progress with the Partnership since its inception 11 months earlier. 

These notes are a summary of discussions, as recorded on flipcharts on the day. They are intended to act as an ‘aide-memoire’ for participants who were there. 

N.B. ‘Boxed’ text indicates agreements and or actions not recorded elsewhere

2. Updates
A ‘position statement’ has been drafted by CALC.  This will be made public soon … and discussed at next partnership meeting. The purpose is to explicitly gain a mandate from Parishes for CALC’s work on the partnership.

W Cumbria LSP has endorsed the draft PSE Programme. 

CCC still not comfortable with the leaflet text. The deadline is 5pm Monday and much depends on MoU sign off – the general hope and assumption is that agreement is imminent. The contingency is that leaflet will go out, but with words which accommodate the County’s position. The key shared need is to enable public confidence by showing that all local authorities support the process.

3. Review 

The group were asked to express their response to various ‘measures’ of progress: Pace, Rate, Working Methods, Internal and External Relationships. Each was then discussed and agreements or potential solutions marked by drawing a box around the text, as below)

3.1 PACE  (The speed of work and progress) 

· County Council now catching up, which has created a lot of work internally for them.

· The leaflet has been frustratingly delayed

· Things have felt a little rushed which creates tension – we need to default to ‘need to be right, not rushed’  position
· Absence of timeframe, especially an end (or target) deadline, is frustrating (also relates to RATE), its all too open ended (perception). However, it was noted that PSE gives a timeframe & structure (2011 decision to participate). Agreed that we should adopt clearer target 

· Noted that the Pace is determined by the whole Partnership needs, it feels comfortable … strong need to keep everyone on board

· Need to keep communities on board as we go along

	· Adopt and publicise a target date e.g. Aim of the Partnership: to be able to make recommendations to DMBs by XXX 2011

· Steering Group to consider what is an achievable date (Work Programme) and best date to I.D. (accounting for politics & elections etc)




3.2 RATE (The perceived rate of progress given time and effort) 

· Its good progress, esp. given nebulous nature and 11 months work

· Possible concern about ownership of products (largely produced by 


Co-ord/P Managers)

· Need to ensure all Councillors are kept upto date, especially around significant points, so there are no surprises and that they have real opportunities to express concerns as we go along… (testing trust in Partnership)

	· Need to test ownership (trust in partnership) in the independent evaluation work, internally as well as with Cllrs who are outside direct partnership

· Possible solution could be to produce ‘Annual Report’ (succinct) and seek feedback from Cllrs




3.3 WORKING METHODS (The ways in which we are working)
· Product from smaller discussion groups often not retained and noted in meeting reports
· Presentations have sometimes not been very good

· General partnership meetings are now familiar and comfortable

· Methods are working (in the circumstances)

· But need to consider capacity of Partnership to offer challenge

	· 3KQ to consider bullet (above) about small group discussion notes 

· Consider fewer presentations in future (we have been bringing people up to speed)

· More challenge would be great – both in presentations and questions/comments




3.4 EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS (beyond the Partnership members)

· We have not done much external relationship building yet – so uncertain – PSE will help with this.

· Its about as good as we could expect at this stage

	· NGO’s as an example – how do we bring the challenge if NGO’s don’t get involved. 3KQ to consider and suggest alternatives (Possible to go to National NGO’s?) 

· Need to keep ‘open door’ policy 

· Could share this concern at Stakeholder Workshop?




3.5 INTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS (between Partnership members)

· Steering Group working well

· Some members of Partnership are a bit ‘quiet’ (are they keeping a ‘watching brief?)
· Is everyone clear on their mandate/representational responsibilities (in ToR)?

· Member status will be on issue when decisions (rec’s) are made – one to watch

· Difficult to I.D. measures of relationship quality (- put into evaluation process?)

	· Review ToRs when County comments/suggestions are received




3.6 OVERVIEW (Overall reflection)
· We should have a review like this again in 6 months or so.  Keep the same questions/scales so there is some consistency

4.0 Role of Steering Group & Governance Issues

4.1 Meeting management was discussed and generally people felt that Partnership meetings were fine and no change was required (although see comments in review above). However, it was felt that more steering group meetings could be facilitated. 

This raised the question as to whether a ‘chair’ was needed at all. It was noted that, after the initial 6 months of chairing by Copeland Borough Council, this should be reviewed anyway. The group considered a number of options (including no change and rotating chair) but considered that most advantage would be delivered by moving to facilitated meetings plus nominated ‘spokespersons’ on particular issues or work areas (i.e. PSE). The importance of the local authorities all being on the Steering Group in such a system was noted.

4.2 Governance was discussed and the following points arrived at for clarity  

· The SG works for the partnership

· It always needs a mandate

· Key role is forward planning

· The PSE Sub-group works for the Steering Group 

· Review after Phase 1 PSE (to check this is working well)

	· A recommendation should be made to the Partnership to remove ‘chair’ status and move to facilitated meetings and spokespersons

· Clarifications about Governance should be reflected in the ToRs

· Therefore, redraft Terms of Reference, for discussion at next possible Partnership meeting


5.0 Principles for Community Benefit #1

The group had a brief discussion about Community Benefits. They considered what ‘principles’ could be applied to bring assurance to the Partnership that a forward process for discussion of Community Benefits (Task 3a (ii) in the work programme) would result in an appropriate community benefit package.

The following draft principles were generated:

· What has been promised in the past is delivered or going to be (evidence thereof…)

· Discussion is beyond direct benefits of construction etc (these are not part of ‘community benefits’)

· There is a willingness to discuss ‘community benefits’ at all levels (Parish/Borough/County) however defined.
· There is a single point of negotiation with Government

· That a structure for distribution of community benefit is agreed (i.e. proximity principle, timescales, form of benefit etc)

· That the agreed structure (above) takes account of best practice

· to be discussed further at steering group meeting on 28th October

	Action
	Who
	By

	Update email around SG re progress on Memorandum of Understanding
	SK
	Fri 2/10

	Raise with Rhuari that CALC paper will come to next Partnership meeting
	Chris
	

	Ask Rhuari to put minute from WC LSP endorsing PSE on the website
	Michael
	

	Confirm procurement process back to Rhuari
	R
	Fri

	Pass PSE prog to County LSP for info .. to keep them in the loop
	Michael
	

	Meeting note draft
	3KQ
	10/10


� For example, after receiving serious, substantiated and repeated complaints from Partnership members


� For example, having serious concerns that the Partnership's independence is being prejudiced.
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