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Present:
Cllr Mike Davidson, Chair (ABC), Cllr Elaine Woodburn (CBC), Rhuari Bennett (3KQ), Richard Harris (3KQ), Mike Heaslip (West Cumbria Strategic Partnership), Charles Holmes (ABC), Fergus McMorrow (CBC), Cllr T Knowles (CCC), Stewart Kemp (CCC), Chris Shaw (CALC), Keith Hitchen (CALC), David Moore (WCSSG), Peter Kane (GMB), Helen Ashley (3KQ), Sharon Walker (CBC), David Collier (Golder Associates), Paul Gardner (Osprey Communications)
1. 
Apologies, Actions and updates from last meeting (Doc 49)

1.1 
Apologies from: Willie Slavin (WCP)
	
	11 Feb 2010 - All Actions complete except

	6.3
	RH to continue with search re negotiation, email search for dates may incorporate a peer review meeting the same day


2. 
Updates

2.1 Funding for NuLeAF has been approved by the Steering Group, covering time for attendance and input to PSE sub-group meetings and Partnership meetings.

2.2 NDA are publishing their report ‘Geological Disposal: Steps Towards Implementation’ on 24th March 2010.

2.3 PSE Sub-Group discussed BGS attendance at PSE2 events such as Neighbourhood Forums.  Although they don’t want to put too much emphasis on it, the PSE sub-group agreed that the Partnership needs to have the option of BGS’s attendance.  Subsequent discussions with DECC are leading towards the BGS being present at a few of the more contentious Forums, and Forums that have been promised BGS attendance – but not most of the others, including those areas that have been screened out.  Steering Group members may therefore have to cover this part of the input.

2.4 Japanese Cabinet Office is visiting on 16th March 2010.  Give Mike Davidson’s apologies.  Elaine Woodburn & Tim Knowles will attend.

2.5 BGS peer review.  Comments received from CoRWM and Environment Agency on the peer review specification.  Rhuari to amend and issue to the Geological Society names commended to the Partnership.  Contracts are expected to just be below the ?10K limit.  CoRWM are doing an ‘informal review’ of the BGS study and wish to be involved in all meetings so that they can scrutinise the BGS work and peer review process.

2.6 Programme Management contract, 3KQ have been awarded the renewed contract, covering one year with a possible one year extension.  The ‘cooling off period’ during which other bidders can challenge the decision has however not yet expired, and no contract has been signed.

2.7 Virtual Repository access. We will soon have 5 passwords to access this online resource.  It is proposed that these passwords are given to the 3 Principal Authorities, CALC and the Programme Manager.  Articles of interest can be forwarded to full Partnership members but no further unless we buy more passwords.  We have negotiated a half-price discount by buying 5 passwords.  This is access to a website which has documents and update information about international experience on managing waste.

2.8 Rhuari updated the group on conversations he had had with Jean McSorley and Ruth Balogh.  They said that they may be open to repeating their visit to a future Partnership meeting but not joining the MRWS Partnership in the present circumstances.  Discussions took place about asking more frequently for advice from organisations like Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates.  D Collier expressed an interest as a member of the organisation is part of the Golder Associates group.

2.9 Request to look at the subject of induction of ‘new Members’.  Action: RB to scope

3. 
Timeline for MRWS
3.1 DECC want to share thoughts on developing a timeline for MRWS.  Can the Steering Group meet for 45 minutes after 31 March Partnership meeting. Discussions took place about the implications and reasoning behind this request and decided that the group would be prepared to listen and take a view about what DECC had to say and would like to specify who would be briefing the Group.  This would be 3.15pm to 4pm.
4. 
PSE1 Report
4.1 Report circulated.  Discussion as to the degree to which it matches experience and agree recommendations to constituencies.

4.2 Richard introduced the item.  This report has been pulled together and has been subject to rigorous analysis by the PSE Group.

4.3 This report will go to the Partnership Meeting on 31st March 2010 for the partnership to note and comment on.

4.4 David Collier commented as follows:

· He had assessed PSE 1 by considering the programme against previous good practice, through interviews, by attending the PSE Subgroup and some events (e.g. Neighbourhood Forms), and by reviewing event records and feedback analyses.

· Overall, the conventional engagement elements of the PSE 1 programme were sensible and well implemented.  The Subgroup included experienced practitioners and worked well.  PSE 1 reporting had been audited.  It was a fair reflection and seemed very thorough.

· There were some minor problems, but they had been picked up by the PSE Subgroup and he had confidence they would be addressed in PSE 2.  If the Partnership wanted to hear from all parts of the community, it would have to target those that were less likely to respond to conventional PSE initiatives.

· There was, as yet, less evidence that the awareness-raising element had been effective.  100% delivery was less of a concern than a low level of recognition would be.  He was expecting PSE 2 awareness-raising to draw more on specialist communications input and on evidence of what had worked elsewhere.

· The challenge now was to ensure that the messages from PSE – and their implications - were fully debated.  There was a risk that had to be managed, that too much effort would be put into managing the PSE programme and not enough to analysing the output and relating it to the Partnerships’ criteria.

4.5 Today’s discussion will cover:

i) Initial thoughts about the Report and whether it meets with the SG members experience, and 

ii) What are we going to do with it? 

It will not involve going through the whole report as this would duplicate areas which will be discussed at the full Partnership meeting.

4.6 Elaine Woodburn – queried the weighting for comments/topics highlighted 

4.7 David Moore said he attended a School Council meeting at a primary school and the question of a Repository and underground disposal were raised.  We have been to St Benedicts secondary school to give a presentation but not primary schools.  They may be most affected.   Consider this as part of PSE2.  Consider how we would engage with this age group and maybe use the School Council process.  Consider if we will we need specialist assistance.  Action: RB

4.8 Tim Knowles said that we need to have a genuine belief as to what public opinion is? How do we know this?  We need to have evidence to show this and it is a very important part of the MRWS so that politicians can have a positive steer in order to make recommendations to respective Councils.

4.9 Once adopted – what will Authorities do?  E Woodburn asked for full evidence and background detail to be able to deal with questions arising from the report.  We should be proud of what has been achieved and promote the positive aspects with a view of what further work is needed or planned.

4.10 Richard – does it need a presentation?  Rhuari – it is a decision for each Member of the Partnership as to what they do to report to their constituents.

4.11 The draft report may be in the public domain as a draft.  What are the implications with regard to any media interest.  Draft some responses to areas which may be of media interest.  Paul Gardner to review the report and have the background information available in response to any queries/comments. Action: PG

4.12 Need someone to introduce the item at the Partnership Meeting on 31st March.  Action:  Fred Barker

4.13 Comments/alterations picked up by Helen Ashley. Re-issued with papers for 31st March, 2 weeks after the report will be final.

4.14 Fergus McMorrow commented that this was a good piece of work and should be considered with regards to awards for public engagement. Action: PSE/Comms.

4.15 Action: All to provide comment to Helen

5. 
Work programme

5.1 Work Programme was circulated, has implications on the funding bid to DECC – highlighting in yellow areas with comment boxes which may need a lead or an independent opinion.  Working through the instances, RB to update the Work Programme.

5.2 Elaine Woodburn – raised the question asking if we would be ready to deal with the outcome from the BGS Map’s publication with regard to media implications?  

5.3 Do we need to review and re-consider the flowchart as set out in the notes of the last meeting which was due to be put forward to the 31st March meeting? Any delay in initiating the BGS study will affect the timescale for PSE Round 2.  Action: RB & PG to look at some options and a position on whether to delay the study.
6. 
Community Benefit task
6.1 
FM to start the work for Task 3a(iii) which may need more detailed work and consultancy input from other organisations. Action: FM.   The Virtual Repository tool will help with this work.  Work from the Impacts sub-group will feed into Community Benefits work and as time goes on the two subjects will become an iterative process.

7. 
Finance 2009/10
7.1 
Finalising funding schedules required by DECC.

7.2
Endeavouring to capture all costs in relation to 2009/10.  If any Steering Group members have knowledge of outstanding invoices can you report these to Sharon Walker or Rhuari Bennett.  Action: ALL
8. 
Funding 10/11
8.1 Draft Schedules issued.  Figures need agreed including key partner estimates.

8.2 TK – asked that figures for travel costs, time be added for visiting other sites & communities during the next year (possibly abroad) – say 3 during the next year, 5 people plus possible media and correct reporting

8.3 Add in expert legal advice costs, look at the figure for expert input, does this include impacts.

8.4 C Shaw – leaflet?  Put enough in to allow us to go with the most expensive option of delivery.

8.5 Category 4 – Principle Authority’s costs.  Need to have updated figures.  Ballpark figures from ABC/CBC/CCC and a spread sheet to back up.

9. 
Evaluation contract

9.1
The present contract was let via an accelerated process to cover PSE Round 1.  Do we want and need an evaluator for the rest of the programme.  Action: Agreed
10. 
Stage 4 Site Assessment process

10.1
How and when to input to NDA’s thinking on this.  RB to collect more information and come back

11. 
Any Other Business

11.1
Nuclear Energy Agency (OECD) invitation to endorse a conference in Riems, France in December 2010.  Also attendance.  T Knowles said he could attend.  Endorsement was not deemed appropriate at the moment.  Calculate the costs i.e. conference, travel, accommodation.

11.2
Visit from Swedish municipality coming to look round Sellafield.  Asked about meeting partnership & dinner.  Afternoon of 5th May is suggested and this was agreed in principle.  Rhuari asked for questions that we would like to ask the Swedish delegation.  RB to get more details.

12. 
Actions
	
	ACTION
	WHO

	Agenda Item 2 - Updates
	

	2.9
	Induction of ‘new Members’
	RB

	Agenda Item 4 – PSE1 Report
	

	4.7
	Consider how we would engage with this age group and maybe use the School Council process.  Consider if we will we need specialist assistance. 
	RB

	4.11
	Paul Gardner review the report and have the background information available in response to any queries/comments
	Paul Gardner

	4.12
	Introduce item at Partnership Meeting
	Fred Barker

	4.14
	Consider awards for public engagement
	PSE/Comms

	4.15
	Comments to Helen Ashley
	ALL

	Agenda Item 6 – Initiate community benefit task
	

	6.1
	Fergus to start work on Task 3a(iii)
	FM

	Agenda Item 7 – Finance 2009/10
	

	7.2
	Knowledge of outstanding Invoices to S Walker 
	ALL

	Agenda Item 10- Stage 4 Site Assessment process
	

	10.1
	Collect more information and bring back to future meeting
	RB

	Agenda Item 11 – Any other business

	11.2
	Visit from Swedish Municipality, 6th May 2010.  Rhuari to get more details
	RB
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