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Inverleith Neighbourhood Partnership - Joint NEP meeting

Minutes of meeting held on 20th January 2009, NELO 8 West Pilton Gardens.
	Present: 
Thomas Brown (Drylaw / Telford Community Council), 
Graeme Cook (Inverleith Society),

Tony Cook (Friends of Inverleith Park), 

Betty Dixon (EDRA), 

Alex Dale (Drylaw Telford Open Spaces Group), 
Len Havard (Stockbridge / Inverleith Community Council),

Liam Keegan (Craigleith / Blackhall Community Council),

Derek Proudfoot (EDRA), 
Ann Proudfoot (EDRA), 
Eddie Thorn (Craigleith / Blackhall Community Council),

Peter Strong (CEC Services for Communities),

Mark Rodgers (CEC Services for Communities), 
Elaine Lennon (CEC Services for Communities)


	Apologies: 
Stephen Brennan, Will Garrett (both CEC), Ian Gourlay (Police)

	1. Welcome and Introductions

Peter welcomed the group and introductions were made. Mark Rodgers explained that he is the new Housing and Regeneration Manager for North, replacing Mike Avery.

	

	3. Report to public meeting 17 November 2008
Peter explained that, of the £149,385 at start of year, £67k had been allocated already (to Drylaw Telford Area 5 phase 1 (£29k), Saunders Street (£20k) and £20k for streetscaping across the area), which left a balance of £80,385 for allocation.
He explained that following the concerns which were raised about process and decision making, a full report was submitted to public meeting, and the Neighbourhood Partnership (NP) decided that this joint group would continue to meet to assess proposals and make recommendations, with assurances that the process of assessment and prioritisation of proposals is robust, and full consultation has taken place.

	

	4. Draft processes for discussion
It was agreed that minutes would be circulated to members in advance of NP meeting to assure that decisions were accurately reported. Any comments to be returned within 5 days. Minutes would then form recommendations in report to NP meeting for ratification.
Project submission
It was agreed that proposals will only be accepted from those groups listed, and that individuals would be directed to local Community Council of other organised constituted group for approval and submission.

It was agreed that any proposals being discussed at Action Groups would be best channelled through the project they represent, and that this would be reviewed if required after some time.
Para 1.2 It was agreed that, in the event of insufficient proposals being received, that Council Officers MAY submit proposals for consideration, but that Services for Communities staff are responsible for widely publicising the fund and its criteria.
NEP suggestion form (appendix 1)

· To replace the word ‘costings’ with ‘estimate’ to distinguish with ‘quote’. 

· Add more detail to the consultation question to ensure that we are given as much information as possible on what consultation has taken place, and with whom.

· Peter and Mark to reword suggestion form.
NEP Eligibility criteria (appendix 2)

· It was agreed to reword the criteria in plain English where possible to make it more useful to those completing the suggestion form

· It was agreed that the criteria should be worded to ensure this group have a degree of flexibility

· It was agreed that projects involving non-SfC land, particularly with match funding would be considered on a project by project basis

It was agreed to circulate maps showing land ownership.

Project prioritisation
Criteria for scoring (appendix 3)

· It was agreed that we need an agreed minimum number of group members for decisions to take place. 
· It was agreed that a footnote should be added to explain the scoring to those using it.

· It was agreed that a 2 stage scoring would be followed, where a form of cost-benefit analysis would be carried out once ballpark figures were calculated, comparing the cost of the project to the number of people who could expect to benefit from it.  This section would have the highest weighting.

· Where it is felt that work should be carried out with mainstream funding, but that this is unlikely, it was agreed to capture this and feed back where appropriate to elected members and CEC.
· Peter explained that monitoring the quality of the work would be carried out by project management team, and work would be carried out by CEC approved contractors.

· The following changes to scorecard were agreed:

· Item 4 – add more detail on what we mean by ‘environmental plan’

· Item 5 – this question should have sliding scale to be able to give higher weighting when it is estimated that a large number of people will benefit

· Part 2 – remove heading ‘consultation stage’ as consultation will be covered in more detail

· Remove items 6 re current financial year, and final question re recycling
· Other items to remain in scorecard with appropriate weighting.

· It was agreed that there should be an opportunity to consider any other factors, such as providing opportunities for young people or additional benefits for vulnerable or equalities groups.

· Mark and Peter to make these changes and circulate to group.

Consultation
It was agreed that consultation needs to take place before it goes as recommendation to NP.

It was agreed that the NEP suggestion form would ask the proposal about the level and type of consultation which has taken place, and that the group would then decide if, and what level of, further consultation was required.  The level of consultation would be proportionate to the cost of the project eg if less than 10K no further consultation necessary.
Clarification of decision making process
1. Projects are submitted for consideration by Community Councils, Registered Tenants Organisations and other constituted groups or Local elected members. 

2. Projects are scored against agreed criteria and weightings (stage 1) 
3. Ballpark costings are carried out (by CEC Officials) on agreed projects for stage 2 assessment, where estimated number of people benefiting is weighed against costing.
4. Decision on whether to proceed with consultation, or recommend either proceeding with or rejecting project are made at joint NEP meeting.

5. Once decisions in minute are agreed, report is presented to public NP meeting. This includes proposals which have been rejected or deferred as well as those recommended for funding, and gives details on proposal and justification on decision made.

6.  NP members agree or disagree with recommendations after public discussion.

Any comments / queries to Peter. (Peter.strong@edinburgh.gov.uk) 
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	5. Current / ongoing projects and proposals
Peter circulated the list of projects received to date, which includes those which were allocated previously but put on hold whilst review was carried out (Drylaw / Telford Area 5 and Blackhall footpaths). He explained that these would now be put through agreed scoring and prioritisation exercise.
Thomas explained that the former had successfully raised a further £50,000 from landfill funds for this project (phases 2 and 3) which might be lost if the allocated £40,000 is no longer available. He explained the extensive consultation with over 200 people which had taken place (details to be circulated) and requested that this proposal is viewed under exceptional circumstances to secure this work. Work will include playpark, seating, reinstatement of BMX track and footpaths. 

It was agreed to recommend Drylaw Telford Area 5 project for funding at public meeting in February, with others on list to go through scoring process.

	

	6. Any other business
Liam asked for clarification on decision on prioritisation of road works. Peter explained that the group had decided that it did not have the expertise to influence this, and agreed to leave it to Road Manager’s discretion.

It was agreed, however, that a drivearound the area seeing the roads in question and hearing from Roads and/or Environment Manager how they were assessed would be useful, and might help the group understand the process and consider any changes in future. 
It was also felt that this could have an added benefit of viewing areas where NEP projects had been proposed.

Peter to suggest possible dates for this on a Saturday morning.
	PS

	Date of next meeting
Tuesday 3rd March 2009, 6pm, North Local Office


