Cumbria Association of Local Councils

ALLERDALE/COPELAND DISTRICTS 

Note of a joint meeting of the executives of the Allerdale and Copeland districts
1st April 2010
Parton Village Hall 

 PRESENT:-

Anne Woodcock (Greysouthen PC)

Susan Brown (Haile and Wilton PC)


Victor de Quincey (Bothel and Threapland PC)

Geoff Smith (Crosscanonby PC)

David Polhill (Gosforth PC/Ponsonby PC))

Muir Lachlan (Ennerdale and Kinniside PC)

Mike McKinley (Gosforth PC)

Keith Hitchen (Drigg and Carleton PC)

Adrian Dalton (Drigg and Carleton PC)


Guy Richardson (Calc Chief Officer)

Chris Shaw (Liaison Officer Allerdale and Copeland)

APOLOGIES:-

Alan Smith (Cockermouth TC)

Ranald Stewart (Ponsonby PC)

1 Note of last Meeting. The note of the meeting held on the 1st December 2009 had been circulated and was agreed

 2 CALC Staffing Arrangements Guy said that he was to be replaced as chief officer on his retirement in August 2010 by David Claxton who has held the post as head of member services at Cumbria county council. He said that he would continue with Chris to represent Calc as officers on the MRWS partnership. This arrangement and the contracts which would follow had to be ratified by the Calc executive when it met in April 2010. He said that a bid for £30k had been made to DECC to cover all Calc costs in the financial year 2010/2011 and he did not expect any problems arising as DECC were anxious that Calc remained an active partner in the process. In answer to a question Guy said that only by involvement in the partnership was funding possible but that independence was not compromised. He said in fact Calc were the only organisation that was challenging the process and ensuring that the principal authorities did not dominate. Keith said that it was important that Calc made a bid because if a siting partnership was formed the local councils involved would need funds and the present bid confirmed the principle.
3 Partnership Meetings Chris said that the note of the partnership meetings held on the 13th January and the 23rd of February 2010 had both now been posted on the website. He said that a further meeting had been held on the 31st March 2010 when the draft report produced by the sub group looking at public engagement had been discussed. (The draft report was circulated) He said that the work had not been completed one reason being that the Calc paper which inter alia requested a change to the aim of the partnership had not yet been discussed by officers from the principal authorities with Calc. Guy said that meeting was to take place on the 14th April 2010 but he had already had preliminary discussions with 3kq the programme managers who would facilitate the meeting. He said that if it were the case that the final responses set out in the report did not accord with Calc views then that would be minuted especially if the Calc position statement agreed by all local councils in Allerdale and Copeland was compromised Mike commented that nothing in the partnerships reports should undermine possible siting partnership views. Chris said that following the Neighbourhood Forum meetings a report had been produced which he would circulate.
4 British Geological Survey Chris said that the partnership meeting had not agreed to the survey being undertaken and a decision had been put back to the next meeting to be held on the 13th May 2010. Keith explained that when media training had been undertaken both Elaine Woodburn and Tim Knowles representing CBC and CCC had expressed concerns that they would not be able to respond in an acceptable fashion to questions about the extent of the ‘not obviously unsuitable’ areas that the study highlighted. He said that given their concerns with which he agreed the communications consultant had given further thought to the issue and the matter would be discussed at the next steering group meeting. General frustration was expressed at this decision and it was agreed that Calc should complain to the partnership and advise DECC of their concerns. It was agreed that Keith should not act as a spokesman for the partnership and should only represent CALC views to the media.

5 The Calc Paper and the Decision Making Body Guy said that he felt that the meeting with the principal authority officers on the 14th April 2010 would be able to discuss a number of issues which had emerged not only in the Calc paper but from the public engagement that had been undertaken and detailed in the report. However he saw problems with the question of the proper construction of the term ‘Decision Making Bodies’ where the principal authorities were taking a what was to now an unrelenting stance that they and they alone were the decision making bodies as described in the whitepaper. He said that if the partnership were to accept the Calc view which is that all organisations within the partnership will in any event take a decision as to whether or not to support moving to the next stage then the concerns and the edginess at present obvious would fade He said that the Calc proposal that an independent chairman be appointed would assist as he saw that chairman exercising an editorial role over the final report which would emphasise the independent nature of the document. The meeting confirmed that the paper agreed in December 2009 remained the Calc position. Guy referred to the PSE report at 3.4.6 and expressed misgivings with the term ‘with one voice’ in bullet point three in the partnership responses. He said he would raise this issue again. 
6 Further Thoughts Paper Guy said that he had not intended his musings which he had shared with Chris and Keith to necessarily form part of the agenda but he noted that it had been circulated. He said that whilst forensic cross examination by independent experts and the public of the purely planning issues was possible under the IPC regime a different procedure would apply to the regulators whose decisions would not be subject to challenge. He said that this was a worry and something that the NGO’s had picked up on. Dealing with the question of internal documents that DECC and the NDA may hold it was agreed that whilst a FOI was one way forward it may proved fruitless and ought not at least at this stage to be pursued. The question of involving the 5 Rivers locality partnership in some preliminary work especially in producing a list of conditions which they may wish to attach if they were minded to consider moving to stage 4 was thought to be worth further discussion.
It was agreed to leave open the date of the next meeting until Guy was able to report on the meeting to be held on the 14th April 2010.

JCS April 2010.

