Heart of Efford Community Partnership

Committee Meeting 
Thursday 16th November 2006

Attendees:

	Michael Bridgwater
	MB
	HECP Committee Member

	Debbie Burton
	DB
	PCC Neighbourhood Regeneration Officer

	Wendy Brown
	WB
	HECP Committee Member

	Kim Dorian-Kemp
	KDK
	HECP Committee Member 

	Lawrie Doyle
	LD
	HECP Committee Member 

	Ernie Edgcumbe
	EE
	HECP Committee Member

	Cindy Jennings
	CJ
	HECP Committee Member

	Caroline Jones
	CJo
	HECP Committee Member

	Cllr Andy Kerswell
	AK
	HECP Committee Member

	Barry Lucas
	BL
	HECP Committee Member

	Linda McTear
	LM
	HECP Committee Member

	Cllr Claude Miller
	CM
	HECP Committee Member

	Phil Mitchell
	PM
	PCC Neighbourhood Regeneration Manager

	Steve Payne
	SP
	HECP Committee Member - Chair

	Martin Probst
	MP
	Shillam & Smith Consultants

	Wendy Shillam
	WS
	Shillam & Smith Consultants

	Fred Thorne
	FT
	HECP Committee Member


	Item
	
	Action

	1
	Introductions and Apologies:

Apologies from Kath Hancock, Rose Lee, Cllr Vincent


	

	2
	Minutes of Last Meeting / Matters arising

MB questioned item relating to quick wins sub-group authority to spend – to be picked up further down on the agenda.


	

	3
	Master Plan Options report – feedback from Committee

WS introduced this item and asked for any views on the presentation given at the last meeting now that Committee Members had had time to reflect on proposals.

KDK stressed that S&S need to try and talk with Education again - pointed out that a meeting had taken place earlier in the week that revealed a decision had been made regarding the site of a new school.

WS pointed out that Education have not formally commented on the proposals, it has been very difficult to get any feedback from them regarding the schools issue.  The location of the school is very important to the Master Plan – the decision must be the right decision.

KDK suggested that the HECP write to Bronwyn Lacey about these concerns.

PM gave details of how the Regeneration Team and Shillam & Smith had been making a great effort to gain clarity around Education’s position so that Shillam & Smith do not waste their time on working on other options if a decision has been made.

EE suggested that we get all key players around the table at one time.

SP made a point that Education have been invited to the next HECP meeting and have accepted.

AK suggested that we write also to the Chief Executive.

WB gave some feedback from the Youth Service:

Youth services in an ‘extended school’ is not an option – some activities are not appropriate.

Shared spaces would cause concerns – must be dedicated youth spaces.

Who would make the decision regarding demolition of the Efford Youth and Community Centre – concerns raised.

Tom Abbott (Acting Youth Service Principal) has been involved and will give more comment.

MBr asked why a preference has n’t been given within the options and which it would be.

WS expressed that option 4 would be the preferred option if asked however it is inappropriate at this stage to give this and that the Community must dictate as well as internal Council Departments.

MBr asked if the HECP would have the chance to state a preferred option?

WS stated that in general we need to decide on the next steps, in light of the possibility of a decision being made by Education.

SP stated it was the original plan to get the view from the community within the pod.

CJo raised the issue of making people homeless.

CJ agreed that this would be a major concern for residents and that they may not wish to move anywhere else.

WS reassured the group that there will have to be some kind of charter that HECP would have to negotiate with the Council.

CJ expressed that this would be quite scary for some residents especially the elderly.  If there was to be deliveries at the front of Torridge Way shops this might disturb children sleeping – their welfare must come first.

WS stated that any changes must work for the people that live there.

MBr pointed out that according to the proposals there would be no residential above the shops.

EE gave details of the James Street Flats model where residents moved into a registered social landlord (RSL) property as part of a deal between tenants and the Council.

PM reassured that there would be systems in place to ensure that residents were able to benefit from moving home (decants).

WS expressed that is important that we go public with the proposals and possibly state a preferred option with an explanation from the Housing Department on how any ‘decants’ might work, giving examples of other areas and advice on legal safeguards.

EE returned back to the Schools issue and raised a question regarding timescales.  

LM pointed out that a 10 year period of building a new school will mean that schools are at risk of losing pupils – parents will send their children to other schools.  Parents sometimes judge a school by the investment (or lack of) rather than Ofsted reports.

AK highlighted the fact the Efford has worse two schools in the City in terms of lack of investment.  KDK pointed out that there is more to education than just the building.

WS thanked all for comments and suggested sending any more via DB.  WS pointed out that it is great that the HECP are not expressing grave concerns regarding any of the proposals put forward.

SP summarised the discussion and the way forward.  The HECP need to write to express concern regarding the schools decision and request for clarity.  The HECP seem to be happy with the report and the areas it has highlighted so far which has come from a great deal of consultation and thanks go to all who have been involved.  The question of going public still needs to be answered.

WS highlighted the danger if we did n’t go public with proposals – they are only ideas at this stage and anyone should be able to comment.  All the proposals given are likely but some are more expensive than others.

PM reassured the meeting that this process is trying to create an outline of what could be achieved.  Nothing will go ahead without detailed consultation and involvement – it just provides a ‘starter for 10’.

FT pointed out that we must not forget about the Unity Park redevelopment – if it is to be residential that will bring in more numbers to the school.

WS made the point that Unity Park would also help bring in more support for the shops and services but might not mean there would be enough children for two schools.

LD highlighted the danger that the HECP will end up with egg on their faces – the Education Authority have already made a decision – it is a fait accomplis.  LD went on to question how involved the Education Authority was in writing the brief.

PM pointed out that their brief was only part of the Master Planning brief overall.  

WS added that the Education Authority effectively asked Shillam & Smith to carry out a feasibility study.

PM added that we must ‘tell the story’ of this process and how we have got to where we are.

LD questioned the basis of a decision being made when a feasibility study is underway.

AK highlighted that the Education Department appears to be a law unto themselves – this is not uncommon.

MBr added that Plymouth City Council have commissioned this Master Plan to look at the needs of the Community, if the Education Authority are not listening to the community then they must be told.

KDK wanted to point out that a letter may make people feel that Efford doesn’t want a new school – but this is not the case.  Please make it clear that both Heads want a new school because there has been a lack of investment.

EE expressed concerns over the process and how this may ‘nullify’ the HECP.  EE went onto question the Education Authority’s awareness of the process.  

WS stressed that the Education Authority have always been kept involved.

KDK asked if Highfield was the chosen site where would the children go whilst a new school is being built?

PM responded and said that this level of detail would not be part of the brief – this would be the Education Authority’s responsibility.  

MBr questioned the decision that the Education Authority has made – are we convinced that the decision is the right one?  Have they taken into account the wider implications?

WS has taken note of these comments and now needs to be directed by PM as to next steps.

PM suggested that if this decision has been made that Highfield is the site for the new school we will still need to hold onto other options and ask Shillam & Smith to work up in greater detail the Highfield option.  

A huge programme of consultation would need to follow before options are developed further.

LD requested that we get to the bottom of the basis that the decision was made on.  LD made reference to the fact that the Heads were told they would be contacted.

EE questioned the rationale behind decision – what sort of affect it would have on the community.

PM guessed that the decision may have been made on the basis that Torridge Way is the heart of the community therefore the best place for an ‘extended school’.

WS suggested that also Plymview might generate more income from the sale of the land.

LD highlighted that Plymview offers more space for children – important to weigh it all up.

WB added that there are already rumours in the community that Plymview is going.

WS highlighted the point that the Education Authority would not give a clear statement of policy throughout.

KDK raised concerns as St Dunstan’s School lost 30% of its pupils and staff – worry is that they will move on.


	

	4
	Pod Proposal

EE ran through the proposal that was submitted from the Children’s Centre to use the pod as a temporary ‘satellite’ base from January.  EE gave some feedback from the launch of the Childrens Centre earlier that day – it was exceptionally well attended, a new name (DELL Children’s Centre) and vision was decided on and people seemed to have a passion to move it forward.  The event highlighted the need for greater information for parents.  Part of Phase 1 is to set up an office base – which will be in Plymview and act as a ‘gateway’ site for the Children’s Centre.  Phase 2 is to develop ideas around a drop-in facility in the existing temporary library when they move into the Extra Care library (In October 07).  The hub will provide a temporary home for this.  EE will also be working in Partnership with other agencies and organisations to make best use of the pod – e.g. Denise Rudgley from Public Health and Isabelle Kolinsky who is the Extended Services Coordinator for Efford.

PM pointed out that technically the hub is the property of Plymouth City Council as the HECP are not in the position to ‘own’ property at this stage due to responsibilities and liabilities

SP gave a summary of general feedback that the HECP wish to support this initiative as it offers a creative solution and something that will benefit the community.

	

	
	Other Business

The Committee formally co-opted Wendy Brown as a voting Committee Member to replace Margaret Johns (Service Provider/Local Business) space.  The Committee also formally co-opted Linda McTear as a non-voting Co-optee Committee Member because of her vital link to Lipson Community College.  FT proposed and BL seconded.  

DB raised an issue regarding secretarial support for the group.  As there is no formal HECP secretary, JK (Regeneration Team) has been taking minutes of meetings.  However, a team restructure will mean that Jill may no longer fill this role – with effect from early next year.  DB is happy to take minutes as JK is poorly, although a rota may be useful for the future.  DB asked Committee Members to think this one through and if it is appropriate for a Secretary position to be filled.

Newsletter – DB stressed that a deadline for text is November 24th – Newsletter will be through peoples door the week before xmas.

Professional Development – DB gave details of 2 courses for people to attend:

Leadership Skills Course – Taunton – 28th November

Moving from Grants to Trade – Coactive workshop in Plymouth – 5th December

Action Groups to be moved to the next meeting – a paper was distributed by DB.
	

	
	Next Meeting

Thursday 7th December, 5pm, at Highfield Community School
	


