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Summary 

The Campaign Against the Incineration of Refuse (CAIR), established in August 1999, had opposed the new incinerator and gained wide support among the residents of Byker and Newcastle. The extent of the opposition was such that the Council called a public meeting in January 2000. Many of those opposed to the incinerator called for a public enquiry but the Council proposed that a working group involving a partnership of residents, councillors, council officers, and relevant agencies be set up. The group, initially known as Byker Plant Working Group (March 2000) went on to form BAN Waste (the Byker and Newcastle Waste Group) in September 2000. 

BAN Waste secured funding and support to run a Select Committee on Waste Options. The primary aim of the Select Committee was to examine alternative methods of waste management, with particular reference to the likely health, environmental and employment consequences of each alternative. It was also anticipated that the Select Committee process would help to enhance community involvement and raise local residents’ awareness of the social aspects of waste management. Recommendations made by the Select Committee will be considered by Newcastle City Council. 

The Select Committee also aimed to develop a robust model for enhancing participatory democracy and collaboration between agencies, which can be successfully used in similar work on a national and international level. This evaluation carried out by Sustainable Cities Research Institute focuses primarily on the successfulness of the model and its strengths and weaknesses.

The process was assessed using a list of agreed indicators, a range of largely qualitative indicators map the degree to which the key aims of the process were met. These include participation, partnership, openness, inclusiveness, capacity building, process issues and overall impact. The evaluation used a number of different methods to assess the process including: literature review to place the work in context, observation of the Select Committee hearings, documentary analysis, semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders, brief questionnaires to members of the Select Committee and members of the public at community days.

The indicators used to assess different aspects of the democratic process covered the areas of; Participation, Partnership, Inclusiveness and openness, and Capacity and skills building. These indicators are described fully in the appendix.

Participation

· BAN Waste had a wide membership in terms of geographical spread, gender, and social class. This was not the case in terms of ethnic diversity. 

· The Select Committee membership reflected the composition of the wider BAN Waste membership.

·  Local community groups had a good awareness of BAN Waste. The local residents of the area had some awareness of BAN Waste although not always a full understanding of what the Select Committee was trying to achieve. 

· The percentage of the population of Newcastle City involved actively with BAN Waste was not high but those who were dedicated huge amounts of time, energy and effort to their involvement. 

· Local residents showed a keen interest in the community days which attracted a total of 615 people.

· With regard to the satisfaction with the process and impacts of the Select Committee members of BAN Waste and the Select Committee mixed feelings were present. A large degree of dissatisfaction with the Council was expressed in terms of their poor attendance and seeming lack of commitment. Some Council representatives expressed the view that community groups are often unwilling to see the problem from any perspective contrary to their own.

· The majority of the Select Committee members evolved a good degree of interaction.

Partnership
· The members of the Select Committee worked to agreed terms of reference and aims although within the group there existed different interpretations of what a waste strategy should encompass.

· All members adhered to the common goal with this taking precedence over individual partner interests.

· Not all those invited to participate in the Select Committee were able to, due to the short amount of time available to organise and begin the process.

· The majority of the members of the Select Committee were mutually accountable although the Council representatives were unable to fully partake of this due to a conflict of interests over the content of the final waste strategy proposed by the Select Committee.

· The members collectively have many strengths and talents. The majority of members felt that these were well utilised but some noted that they were not.

· Trust was not always present between all members although this was generally due to professional conflicts of interest.

· Equality in the decision making process was present within the Select Committee although not within the final decision over the content of which waste strategy the Council would adopt.

Inclusiveness and openness
· The Select Committee has no representatives from the private sector. The voluntary, community and statutory sectors are represented.

· The Select Committee and related proceedings are well publicised and reasonably accessible.

· The process and proceedings are open and accessible to the public.

Capacity and skills building
· The capacity and skills of the majority of those involved with BAN Waste and the Select Committee process have been increased both specifically and generally. As has the knowledge of democratic processes.

· The majority of the Select Committee members and BAN Waste embers have increased their knowledge of waste issues.

There is some uncertainty as to how far the process influenced the Council’s final decision on the content of the waste strategy as during the protracted process the national guidelines and trends moved towards using the methods recommended as the outcome of the hearings. 

It is certainly due to the efforts and determination of the Select Committee and the prior efforts of CAIR and BAN Waste that the building of a new incinerator was stopped. 

The final stated aim of the Select Committee to develop new methods of participatory democracy were achieved although many were dissatisfied with the level of democratic involvement that was achieved. Many members have attributed the partiality of the democratic process to the reticence of the council. This being said many valuable lessons have been learned and the model may now be modified to become more robust for use by others. The perceived reticence of the council and its officers is not always directly attributable to the individual representatives but to the wider constraints under which they are obliged to operate. In many ways this is a matter for central government to address.

The involvement of the community in having their say in the strategy through community days was innovative and successful. By using these days to collect the views of the residents and then feed them into the final report and strategy their democratic involvement was very much increased.
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Introduction

BAN Waste, the Byker and Newcastle Waste Group, has secured funding and support to run a Select Committee on Waste Options. The primary aim of the Select Committee is to examine alternative methods of waste management, with particular reference to the likely health, environmental and employment consequences of each alternative. It is also anticipated that the Select Committee process will help to enhance community involvement and raise local residents’ awareness of the social aspects of waste management. Recommendations made by the Select Committee will be considered by Newcastle City Council. 

The Select Committee also aims to develop a robust model for enhancing participatory democracy and collaboration between agencies, which can be successfully used in similar work on a national and international level. 

As the Select Committee is made up of a majority of BAN Waste members looking at the Select Committee in isolation would leave the wider democratic process unexplored. The report will therefore examine where the wider BAN Waste membership and its involvement have had a bearing on the democratic process.

Sustainable Cities Research Institute, at the University of Northumbria, carried out an independent evaluation of the Select Committee, running concurrently with the process itself. This report details the overall findings of the evaluation. It builds on and replaces the interim evaluation report, which was produced in December 2001 after the first sitting of the Committee. 

The evaluation process

1.1 Aims

The evaluation had the following aims: 

· To fully explore the development of the BAN Waste Select Committee process identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the process experienced through problems and successes in its execution;

· To highlight the extent to which the process promotes and achieves the active participation of local residents, and the degree of successful partnership between the agencies involved;

· To evaluate the level of inclusiveness and openness throughout;

· To evaluate the degree to which the process leads to raised awareness of waste management issues, improved knowledge and skills, capacity building and empowerment among local residents;

· To review the impact of the initiative on the local waste strategy and consider potential impacts on national policy;

· To evaluate the implications of the process with regard to its suitability as a model for national and international interventions.  

1.2 Identification of evaluation indicators

Benchmarks and key indicators were identified by drawing on and adapting recently developed evaluation criteria. A range of largely qualitative indicators was developed to map the degree to which the key aims of the process were met. These include participation, partnership, openness, inclusiveness, capacity building, process issues and overall impact. The selected indicators are reproduced in Appendix 1 of this report.

1.3 Evaluation methods

1.3.1 Literature review 

The research team has carried out a review of previous research and evaluation work regarding public participation in decision-making processes (see section 4). This allows the BAN Waste Select Committee to be appropriately placed in the wider context of initiatives of this nature, and enables lessons from previous similar work to be incorporated. 

1.3.2 Observation of Select Committee hearings

Members of the research team attended hearings in the first sitting of the Select Committee, to observe the process and make informal contacts with Select Committee members. They also attended other events, most notably the community days, to observe and make contacts with BAN Waste members and members of the general public. 

1.3.3 Documentary analysis

Documentary analysis of materials used to promote Select Committee events, and provide information about waste management alternatives, has taken place. Materials that were considered included promotional leaflets, displays, the BAN Waste Internet website, and local newspaper articles. The history and development of the BAN Waste Group and the Select Committee have also been mapped out using documentary analysis.

1.3.4 Contact with stakeholders

Semi-structured interviews took place involving the BAN Waste Project Workers and members of the Select Committee, to discuss various issues around the Select Committee and BAN Waste. Some Select Committee members also completed a brief questionnaire regarding their involvement with BAN Waste.  Members of the research team also attended regular progress meetings with the BAN Waste evaluation sub-group, to discuss the development of the evaluation.

1.3.5 Changing context of the evaluation

Originally the timescale allotted for the evaluation was thirteen months. This was to run concurrently with the Select Committee process. As the timescale for the Select Committee process telescoped to cover ten months the evaluation timescale was adjusted accordingly. The Health and Environment Impact Assessment and the Employment Impact Assessment were scheduled to take place in the break between the first and second sitting of the Select Committee. These assessments were to be considered in the second sitting and therefore were not able to take place until they were completed. Due to considerable delays (by outside agencies and beyond the control of BAN Waste) in the production of the assessments it became necessary to extend the period between the two sittings. Consequently the evaluation period was extended to enable a full coverage of the whole process.

The methodology was accordingly adjusted by the research team to take account of the changes in the process. In acknowledgement of the extra burden placed on members of BAN Waste, especially the Select Committee members and the sub-groups the use of various focus groups was omitted. The evaluation became a long thin process to allow the coverage of what had become a more protracted timescale than first envisaged. The approach by the research team was to remain flexible and thereby select the most appropriate method in the changing context of the Select Committee process.

Literature review: public participation in democratic processes 

Methods of public participation can be classified according to whether they are initiated by governmental agencies – known as a ‘top-down’ approach - or by citizens – a ‘bottom-up’ approach. Stoker (1997) describes these terms more fully in ‘typologies of participation’, shown in table 1.

Table 1: Typologies of participation 

	Type of participation
	Features

	Top-down
	The initiative starts and finishes with the governmental agencies. There may be genuine negotiation with the public, or it may be just a cosmetic ‘listening’ exercise, whose aim is to enhance legitimacy in the eyes of the public.  

	Limited dialogue
	The governmental agency leads the initiative and sets the framework to be used, but with a commitment to holding a two-way process. Dialogue with other stakeholders can lead to changes, and the spirit is one of ‘positive co-operation’.  

	Bottom-up
	There is a commitment to open discussion and the active involvement of groups that are usually marginalised or excluded from decision making. The governmental agency has no clear policy goal, but acts as a referee, and is committed to helping the groups involved reach a consensus.


[Source: Stoker, 1997]

The most prevalent form of public participation involves the top-down approach. The following section charts recent developments in the promotion and use of methods of public participation in decision making by the Government and Local Authorities.  

1.4 Local Authorities and public participation  

There is growing concern about the effectiveness of local democracy in the UK. The most usual form of public involvement in local governance and decision making has traditionally been through voting in local elections. However, turnouts in local elections in the UK are extremely low, and falling.  In the May 1999 local elections, turnout was just below 32 per cent - a drop of 9 per cent on the average turnout figure between 1976 and 1996 (Local Government Association, 2001). Average turnout in Newcastle upon Tyne was only 25% (Rallings and Thrasher, 1999).

The UK’s  Local Government Minister, Nick Raynsford, has acknowledged that there is a need to engage people ‘more effectively’ in the democratic process (The Guardian, 2001). The current Labour Government is pushing forward a ‘modernising agenda’ to encourage local councils to review their role and the way they operate. 

Section 1(a) of the 1999 Local Government Bill places a duty on Local Authorities to produce ‘Community Strategies’ which involve working with local communities, voluntary and private sectors to draw up long-term plans that reflect the needs and priorities of community members. DETR guidance (2000) states that ‘the involvement of local people is central to the effective development and implementation of community strategies’, and stresses that Local Authorities should ‘engage and involve local communities’ in drawing them up. 

Following on from six Green Papers and the 1998 White Paper, Modern Local Government: In Touch with the People, the Government has proposed a series of measures that will potentially result in far-reaching reforms being implemented as part of the 2000 Local Government Act. The Government wants local councils to be less paternalistic, to engage more fully with local people, and to work in partnership with other agencies and communities. There is also a call for local councils to re-structure and introduce streamlined decision-making by introducing cabinets and scrutiny committees. 

In response, local councils are initiating changes, both in their structures and in their relationships with the community. Some of these changes involve innovations in the way local elections are run, to try to increase turnouts. Other, non-electoral means being used to enhance local participation involve the use of participatory forms of democracy including local referendums; opinion polls and surveys; community needs analysis and deliberative forums. Such approaches are supported by central Government on the grounds that they may enhance local accountability, heighten civic awareness, and contribute to more effective local service delivery. 

Research into public participation carried out by the DETR showed that by 1997, nine out of ten UK Local Authorities had undertaken consumer satisfaction surveys, while almost a quarter had been involved in initiatives that gave citizens direct control over the management of services (DETR, 1998). Table 2 shows the range and extent of public participation initiatives involving Local Authorities during 1997.

Table 2: UK Local Authority involvement in public participation activities (1997) 

	Type of initiative
	% of Local Authorities involved 

	Service satisfaction surveys
	88

	Public meetings or consultative documents
	85

	Service user forums
	65

	Area forums
	61

	Issue forums
	50

	Focus groups
	47

	Shared interest forums
	40

	Visioning exercises
	26

	User management of services
	23

	Citizens’ panels
	18

	Citizens’ juries
	5


[Source: DETR, 1998]

Some of the methods used by Local Authorities are relatively simplistic and unlikely to facilitate wide public ownership of decision-making processes. For instance, common methods are complaints and suggestion schemes, often using interactive websites. By 1998, it was estimated that a third of Local Authorities had set up interactive web pages (DETR, 1998). These may involve giving citizens a forum to communicate their comments or target questions towards key personnel.  The main advantages of these schemes are that they are cheap and require a relatively low level of time, effort or commitment from citizens. However, there is no guarantee that any suggestions or complaints will be followed up, so such schemes may be described as tokenistic. Complaints schemes are also likely to place emphasis on what is going wrong, instead of positive aspects.

Referendums can be used to test public opinion on specific issues. There are three general forms of referendum: those instigated by a legislature to approve proposed changes in constitutional arrangements; those initiated to confirm changes in public policy; and those initiated by citizens in an attempt to change either the constitution or public policy. Despite their fairly limited use, referendums remain a popular means to enhance democratic legitimacy. 

An argument often raised against involving residents in more complex issues and giving them greater decision making control is that ordinary citizens lack the level of expertise or technical knowledge necessary to make informed judgements. However, a number of innovative forms of citizen participation have been developed to overcome this problem. They aim at giving citizens access to information and the chance to discuss the issues so that informed decisions can be reached. They are also independent; that is, it is recommended that they are held independently from the bodies interested in the final decision. 

Some of these models are described below, and the main features of each, and their broad advantages and disadvantages are highlighted. However, it is also stressed that each type of model may be more appropriate for some situations than for others.  

1.5 Action Planning 

Action Planning events are normally hosted by a partnership of local interests and facilitated by a multi-disciplinary team of between 10 and 15 experts – possible including local people. Events usually last 4 to 5 days, but may last anything from one day to several weeks. They are open to the public. The team will go through the following stages: briefing by key stakeholders; physical reconnaissance of the area (usually on foot or by bus); topic workshops and design workshops that are open to everyone; brainstorming; and analysis and synthesis. There is a presentation of proposals, which is open to everyone, and a report is also published, including sketch plans, drawings, organisation charts and action points. There may also be special events organised for specific stakeholder groups. 

The main advantage of this approach is that it is suitable for regeneration or development strategies for specific regions or neighbourhoods, and solutions to specific problems such as traffic congestion. However, thorough preparation is vital, and follow-up activity is necessary to ensure that the proposals made are properly considered. 

1.6 Citizens’ Jury

A representative group of around 12-25 ordinary citizens is selected and asked to take part as jurors to deliberate on a question or set of questions.  The jury sits for up to four days, hearing testimonies, cross-examining witnesses and discussing the issues. They are assisted by independent moderators.  Their conclusions and recommendations are written up in a report, which goes to the commissioning body. It then has the responsibility to publicise the findings, and either follow the recommendations made by the jury or explain why it chooses not to.

There are a number of advantages to citizen’s juries. Because jurors are selected rather than volunteering, wider public involvement is assured, instead of just including politically-motivated individuals or groups with their own agenda. For the same reason, it can also involve disadvantaged groups who traditionally have little representation. The emphasis is on people as citizens, not service users, experts, or members of specific interest groups.  A citizen’s jury can be in-depth, and lead to considered and informed end solutions. It can also be empowering and capacity-building for those involved.

The main disadvantages of the approach are that it is expensive and time-consuming. It relies on the intensive involvement of jurors. In addition, because a jury will involve only a small number of people, its empowering and capacity-building effects are extremely limited, as is the degree to which the jury, and its findings, are representative of the wider public. It is important to ensure that the evidence presented by witnesses is balanced, so that all sides of the issue being debated are represented. Finally, holding a citizen’s jury can be high-risk for the commissioning body. They are committed to seriously consider the recommendations made, and if they do not follow them, this can affect public confidence in them. 

1.7 Citizens’ Panel

Citizens’ panels involve a large number of people, between 500 and 3,000, who are selected to take part using stratified random samples. A citizen’s panel can be a useful way to measure opinions about a range of different issues, and monitor changes in citizens’ opinions over time. This makes it better value than a one-off survey of public opinion. Because of the numbers of people involved, the results can be representative of the wider population. A deliberative element can be introduced by arranging discussion groups involving panel members.  However, citizen’s panels do not give much scope for producing informed opinions, as very little information is usually sent out to panel members. This limits the extent to which they can be used to explore complex issues.

1.8 Consensus Conference 

Citizens are asked to volunteer for consensus conferences by responding to media advertisements. Those who come forward are then screened using socio-demographic criteria and a final panel of between 10 and 16 individuals is chosen. The panel members attend two preparatory weekends where they are briefed on the subject; identify the questions that they want to address in the conference; and identify a range of experts from whom they would like to hear evidence. The conference itself is usually held over up to 3 days. Members of the public can attend as audience members. The panel questions experts, assesses their responses, then reaches a consensus about the subject and reports its conclusions at a press conference. The results of the conference are disseminated via the media and through the sponsoring body.  

This is a method that is quite in-depth, and can therefore be used in decision making on complex and highly technical issues, which require quite a high level of knowledge. A key feature is media involvement; this can promote wider public knowledge of the issues and involvement, and may help to stimulate wider public debate.

However, it is an expensive and time-consuming process. Panel members are not paid, but are required to give a lot of time and effort to the process, something which may limit many individuals’ ability to take part. Like a citizen’s jury, only a small number of citizens can sit on the panel, so results may not be representative of the wider population. There may also be difficulties ensuring that experts provide a balanced view of the issues. This may be even more of a problem than in citizen’s juries, as the selection of experts to be questioned is chosen by the panel in this model. Finally, for the results to be considered legitimate, it is important that panel members are independent, and the sponsoring body does not appear to have a vested interest in the result.

1.9 Deliberative Opinion Poll

In this model, an initial baseline opinion and demographic survey is carried out, then a representative group of 250-600 people is randomly selected. Written information may be sent to those taking part, then an event lasting two to four days is held. During the event, participants deliberate in small groups and compose questions to be put to experts in plenary discussion groups. Views on the subject of interest are measured before and after the event, and any opinion changes are written into a report for the commissioning body.   

A major advantage of deliberative opinion polls is that they are relatively large scale and use a representative sample of people, so the results can be generalised to the wider population. Despite the large number of people involved, it is still an in-depth process, which exposes participants to both information and the viewpoints of others, and can result in informed and considered opinions being reached. Other advantages are that participants control the agenda, and that the poll does not have to result in a consensus opinion – which means results can show the diversity of views among members. 

There are a number of disadvantages to the method. It is extremely expensive as it involves several large surveys, as well as the event itself. It is also time-consuming. Finally, because it does not encourage the reaching of a consensus, there may be situations or issues for which it is unsuitable as a model. It may not result in shared views or overall recommendations for future policy or action. 

1.10 Research panels

A representative sample of 500-3,000 members of a population is recruited via post or telephone.  It is a standing panel, where members are consulted at intervals, on various different issues. Information materials are often provided to ensure opinions are informed. Membership is likely to change over time, as some members leave or are replaced.

Research panels are conducted on a large scale, so the findings are likely be applicable to the overall population. They also have the advantage of producing informed opinions, and once established, a panel can be flexibly used for more in-depth methods such as focus groups and workshops. In addition, once the panel has been set up, it is cheaper and easier to run than a series of large one-off surveys. However, there is a tendency for research panels to be less in-depth than other models of public participation. For instance, there are no opportunities for participants to cross-examine expert witnesses using this format, and only limited opportunity for deliberation.  

1.11 An ideal model for public participation?

Through understanding the range of models that have been developed, and their strengths and weaknesses, we can start to make judgements about what features such a model should ideally have.  The model used in any situation must be appropriate to the particular situation and the issue under debate, and must also be feasible, bearing in mind available resources.  However, other features that appear to be of importance when involving citizens in decision making processes include:

· The larger the number of citizens involved and acting as participants, the more likely it is that they – and the results they achieve – will be representative of wider society. Representativeness can also be enhanced by the use of stratified sampling. Involving as many people as possible will also mean that opportunities for capacity building and empowerment are maximised.    

· As much information as possible should be given to participants so that they can become familiar with the issues under debate. This information should be presented in an accessible format that transcends different knowledge bases, backgrounds, and abilities.

· The opportunity to cross-examine experts is a strength of some models of public participation. As well as informing participants more fully, this may be empowering and capacity building for participants.  

· The opportunity to discuss and deliberate over issues helps participants both to comprehend issues more fully and to understand the views of others.     

· The more well publicised an issue is, the more likely it is to engage the interest of wider society and stimulate public debate. This may ultimately have an effect on policy, and may also increase the public’s interest in being involved in decision-making processes.  

· The more that public participation comes from a ‘bottom-up’ perspective, the more likely it is to be seen as valid. A ‘partnership’ approach involving several different groups or agencies may also be acceptable.  ‘Top-down’ approaches must be accompanied by a commitment from the governmental agency to fully facilitate the participation process, and to at least consider the recommendations or findings that ensue.   

2 UK waste management strategies

The purpose of the Select Committee is to examine and recommend an appropriate waste strategy for Newcastle. This section provides an overview of national and regional waste strategies to set the work of BAN Waste and the Select Committee in context.

The UK Government White Paper ‘Waste Strategy 2000’ set out a series of recycling and recovery targets for waste management in the UK.  The European Union’s Landfill Directive also contains targets for waste management, and both of these will be legislated into UK law over the next few years. The targets are:

Waste Strategy 2000 recycling targets:

· 25% of household waste to be recycled or composted by 2005;

· 30% of household waste to be recycled or composted by 2010;

· 33% of household waste to be recycled or composted by 2015;

· WDA areas 1998/1999 recycling targets under 5% to achieve 10% by 2003. 

Waste Strategy 2000 recovery targets:

· 40% of municipal waste to be recovered by 2005;

· 45% of municipal waste to be recovered by 2010;

· 67% of municipal waste to be recovered by 2015.

EU Landfill Directive targets: 

Biodegradable municipal waste to be reduced to: 

· 75% of that produced in 1995 by 2010;

· 50% of that produced in 1995 by 2013;

· 35% of that produced in 1995 by 2020;

The introduction of these new statutory targets has obliged UK local authorities to review their waste management strategies. This section gives details of the ways in which four other local authorities in the UK have raised public awareness and involved residents in the development of their new waste management strategies. 

2.1 Durham County Council

Durham County Council carried out a consultation exercise about its proposed waste strategy in 2000-2001. This exercise had two aims: to raise awareness of issues around waste; and to enable local people to comment on proposed ways of dealing with waste. 

The method by which people were consulted is as follows. A draft Strategy, ‘Exploring the Options’, was produced in August 2000.  It set out the various options for waste management, and included alternatives to landfill such as recycling, composting and energy recovery. The draft strategy was circulated among businesses, groups, organisation, and local authorities within County Durham, and comments on it were invited.   

A short leaflet was also produced and sent out to all households. It included information about waste levels, about why a new strategy was needed, and about proposed waste options. It also gave householders the chance to give their views about the proposed options and their commitment to recycling by completing a short one-page questionnaire.

While the response rate was poor - less than 2% of households returned questionnaires, and only 12 replies came from businesses or organisations – this was partly due to distribution problems. The consultation exercise nonetheless enabled awareness around waste management to be raised, and also gave people an important opportunity to give their views, if they wished. The results of the consultation were taken into account in the preparation of the final Waste Strategy. 

2.2 Leeds City Council

Leeds City Council also produced a draft waste management strategy for use in consultation with residents. The consultation process took place between November 2001 and March 2002, with a final document, incorporating the results of the consultation, being placed before the Council’s Executive Board in April 2002.

The consultation methods used by Leeds Council are as follows:

i. A four-page supplement on the waste strategy was included in the Council newspaper, ‘Leeds’, which is sent to every household;

ii. A Citizen’s Panel took place involving a representative sample of 1,000 Leeds residents, to explore attitudes and perceptions around waste management issues.

iii. A conference was held in March 2002 to discuss the Strategy and the results of the consultation to date;

iv. The draft strategy document was circulated to a number of key stakeholders, and was produced on the Leeds Council web site. It included a response sheet on the final page to allow people to send their comments to the Council.

2.3 Cheshire Local Authorities

Cheshire includes Cheshire County Council, Cheshire City Council, Congleton Borough Council, Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council, Ellesmere Port and Neston Borough Council, Macclesfield Borough Council, and Vale Royal Borough Council. 

Two rounds of consultation were carried in the area. In 2000, a public consultation leaflet was delivered to all households to allow people to comment. The findings from this exercise contributed to a consultant’s report on waste management proposals. These proposals were the subject of a further public consultation.  This consisted of a booklet being sent to all households, containing information about current waste and recycling levels, objectives, and options for the future. It also included tips for waste reduction, and a one-page questionnaire for residents to complete and return indicating their views about the proposed options. More than 7% of residents returned completed questionnaires.    

2.4 Northamptonshire County Council 

Northamptonshire County council organised an initial small-scale consultation on waste options in 2000. This involved a questionnaire, which was sent to 1,700 residents using the County Citizen’s Panel and MORI.  The high response rate of 43% showed that the issue of waste was of importance to residents.

A second six-week phase of public consultation took place in early 2002. This involved a short leaflet being sent to all households, including a questionnaire to complete and return.  The leaflet was based on a more detailed discussion document, which was available on request from the Council.  The longer document was also sent to key stakeholders, such as community and voluntary groups, parish councils, and waste management and environmental professionals.  The leaflet and discussion documents were also posted on the Council’s Internet web site, and people were invited to send in their comments by post or email.  Finally, a 6th form debate was planned to ensure that young people in the area were involved.    

The process by which a waste strategy will be adopted in Northamptonshire will include a local public inquiry chaired by an independent inspector. This will take place after initial proposals have been deposited and revised. An inspector’s report will detail the findings of the public inquiry, and these will contribute to the finalised waste strategy.   

3 BAN Waste

3.1 Aims and objectives

BAN Waste’s aims are stated below:

· To examine alternative waste management with particular reference to the likely health, environmental and employment consequences of each alternative;

· To enhance community involvement;

· To raise local residents’ awareness of the social aspects of waste management.

The objectives envisaged are:

· To ensure that the recommendations made by the Select Committee are considered by Newcastle City Council;

· To develop a robust model for enhancing participatory democracy and collaboration between agencies, which can be successfully used in similar work on a national and international level. 

3.2 The history of BAN Waste

Between 1994 and 1999 ash from Byker Incinerator was spread on footpaths in allotments and other public grounds In Newcastle. It was suspected, and later shown in reports published by Newcastle University, that this ash was toxic. Locally there had been constant complaints about the old incinerator due to noise, smells, fires, pests and ‘black snow’ (partly burnt matter and large quantities of ash). There were also worries about the levels of harmful gases being released. Plans by Newcastle City Council to replace the existing Byker incinerator with a new, bigger plant, which would probably be used to burn shredded rubber tyres, provoked concern.

The Campaign Against the Incineration of Refuse (CAIR) was established in August 1999 to oppose the new incinerator. In the autumn of 1999 several meetings of over 100 people were held, as well as many organisational meetings (group meetings were held weekly and some emergency meetings). Since then CAIR has campaigned for waste to be dealt with in a safe way, and to ensure greater public involvement in matters of health and the environment.

In January 2000 the Council held a public meeting in Byker to discuss the proposed new incinerator. A wide range of concerns were raised, including pollution, noise, the spreading of ash, smells, dioxins, the cost of the heating to Byker, and the use of recycling as an alternative option. It was suggested that a public enquiry be held to investigate issues around the proposed new incinerator. The Council proposed instead that a working group be set up to address these concerns, involving a partnership of residents, councillors, council officers and relevant agencies.

The group was initially known as Byker Plant Working Group, and it met for the first time in March 2000. In September 2000 it changed its name to Byker and Newcastle Waste Group, BAN Waste, reflecting the fact that the issues being addressed including waste production, treatment and possible harmful impacts, were City-wide. There is some crossover in the membership of CAIR and BAN Waste, although the two groups are separate. 

The working group agreed that the concerns raised at the public meeting should be addressed, and potential options for waste management investigated, to try to find a satisfactory answer to these worries. It was decided that the best way to gather evidence and produce an in-depth report with well considered recommendations was to conduct a series of hearings in the manner of a House of Commons Select Committee. This would not mean sticking rigidly to the House of Commons model, but would involve a community-led approach, in which a series of experts would be asked to give evidence and consent to cross-examination. Select Committee members, representing local residents, Council personnel and other interested parties, could then deliberate over the options presented.

3.3 Members

As at November 2001, BAN Waste had 123 members on its mailing list, including: 

· Local residents from Byker and Newcastle;

· Newcastle City Councillors; 

· Council officers; 

· Representatives of community groups, residents' associations, allotment holders, and the Church; 

· Representatives of statutory bodies, such as the Environment Agency; 

· University representatives; 

· Public Health officers.

3.4 BAN Waste Workers

A BAN Waste Support Worker, Frances Hinton, was appointed in July 2000 on a part-time basis, working two days per week. The post became full-time in January 2001, and changed to that of Project Worker.  Frances was in post for the first sitting of the Select Committee, but left in January 2002 to take up another post. 

Cal Boal was appointed as part-time BAN Waste Support Worker in March 2002. Cal was already a BAN Waste member and was also sitting on the Select Committee. Before being appointed, she had already been involved in co-ordinating the BAN Waste community days. A further two people, both BAN Waste members held this post, Jo Bourne and Liz Crocker.

The BAN Waste worker has office space in Newcastle Healthy Cities Project in Newcastle City Centre; this project also has a role in the financial and other management of the Project Worker, BAN Waste, and the Select Committee. The Millfield House Foundation, a local charitable trust, funds the post. 

Towards the end of 2002 a Link Worker from Health Works was employed for one day a week, primarily to focus on the heating in Byker and some PR work. The link worker scheme run by Health Works who have newly employed people available to work on community projects within the city. A majority decision was made at a meeting in June 2002 that Health Works should be approached for a link worker.

3.5 Newcastle Healthy City Project

This is an independent non-governmental organisation which aims to promote the health of citizens of Newcastle Upon Tyne and reduce health inequalities in health between communities within the city. It is affiliated to the World Health Organisation (WHO) and since December 1998 it is an official member of the international WHO Healthy City Network. As such it acts as an umbrella organisation with a broad-based interest in health and related matters, including environmental and community links. The Healthy City Project has had a growing involvement in BAN Waste issues, initially seeing its role as that of ‘honest broker’, and provided BAN Waste an operational legal structure with full constitutional status under which to operate.  This has since evolved to reflect the Project’s commitment to promoting ‘community involvement and participation in decisions that will affect everyone in Newcastle’ (Newcastle Healthy City Project, 2000).  

BAN Waste rents office space in the project’s premises, which is used by the Project Worker. The rent includes a fee for handling financial management. The Chief Executive of the Healthy City Project, Bob Stewart, provides support and advice to the Project Worker. Bob Stewart is a member of BAN Waste, and was initially Chair of the group, until a Byker resident, Jenni Madison, took over this position. The position of Chair is very demanding therefore the role was taken up in succession by Helen Kelly and then Geoff Stokle (formerly vice chair).

The Select Committee

3.6 Terms of reference

The terms of reference of the Select Committee, which include a statement of its aims and objectives, are given below:

 “To examine and recommend an appropriate waste strategy for the citizens of Newcastle, and to see what needs to be done by individuals, companies and the local authority to facilitate that strategy. In particular, to look at:

· The national guidance in the Government’s Waste Strategy 2000;

· The implications for such a strategy for the health of the community, the provision of employment, the environmental and the financial implications for citizens;

· Examples of best practice nationally and internationally.

To develop new methods of participatory democracy and to ensure local people are able to have an effective say in any proposals for a waste strategy.” 

3.7 Selecting a democratic model of participation

A number of different models of public participation are explored in depth in section 4. The initial suggestion from the public meeting January 2000 was that Newcastle City Council should hold a public inquiry into Byker Incinerator but the Council considered this too expensive but would support a Working Group instead. However, the group considered other models that gave scope for more public involvement in the decision-making process. Two alternatives were considered: a Citizens’ Jury, and a Select Committee. 

The main reservation about the Citizens’ Jury option concerned the need for randomly selected jurors. BAN Waste members wanted to be involved in whatever process was chosen, and the use of this model may have prevented this. Also, Citizens’ Juries are more suited to debating ‘yes-no’ questions, rather than deliberating over a series of options and making recommendations.

The Select Committee model was finally decided upon as the best way forward for BAN Waste. It was noted that the parliamentary model for Select Committees has traditionally excluded the public, and it was therefore decided that a similar, but not identical method would be used so that the process would be more inclusive. The City Council endorsed the decision to hold a Select Committee in a letter to BAN Waste in May 2000.

In planning the Select Committee model, the BAN Waste Group decided that the process should have the following features:

· It should be participatory, and involve members of the local community;

· It should feature partnership between all the interested parties;

· It should be inclusive and open;

· It should build the capacity and skills of those involved.

3.8 Funding 

Considerable funding was needed to run the Select Committee. Costs included compensations for Committee members’ loss of earnings and other expenses during the days on which hearings were held, and travel costs and expenses for expert witnesses. 

3.8.1 Funder X

The Select Committee’s primary funding body requested that they not be fully identified in the early days and was referred to as Funder X, an international charitable trust interested in issues around improving policy making through participatory democracy. In June 2001, Funder X awarded £85,000 to enable BAN Waste to run the Select Committee. The funder’s identity was later allowed to be revealed as Atlantic Philanthropies, renamed from Tara. Atlantic Philanthropies identify groups carrying out work in the area of increasing democratic involvement and support them through making funds available to them.

3.8.2 The Millfield House Foundation

The Millfield House Foundation is a local charitable trust. It grants around £150,000 a year to projects aimed at reducing social and economic deprivation in Tyne and Wear. A major interest is in helping voluntary organisations to contribute to public debate and policy-making. In June 2001, the Foundation granted £16,000 to BAN Waste to help with Select Committee costs.

The Millfield House Foundation funds the Project Worker position, and has also contributed £1,500 to the promotional and other costs for the Select Committee. It has been instrumental in encouraging BAN Waste to consider the wider political perspective regarding waste management. 

3.8.3 Newcastle City Council

Newcastle City Council has been involved from an early stage. It hosted the public meeting held in Byker in January 2000, and supported the idea of setting up of a working group (which later became BAN Waste). The Council also endorsed the working group’s idea of running a Select Committee on waste options. It was initially thought that the Council would underwrite the whole cost of the Select Committee while BAN Waste supplied the people to take part; it later became evident that this would not happen so additional funding was sought. 

However, Newcastle City Council agreed to support the Select Committee by providing resources in kind, including meeting rooms, note taker for the hearings, printing and dissemination of reports, and the use of equipment. The City Council also agreed to bear the cost of the Health and Environmental Impact Assessments. 

A representative from the Cityworks Directorate, the remit of which includes Central Services, Building Services, Technical Services, Leisure Services, Environmental Services, Facility Services, Business Services, and Policy and Management Support Services, sits on the Select Committee.

3.8.4 Funding for community events

The New Opportunity Fund (NOF) awarded £4,950 towards the cost of holding community events. Byker Ward Committee contributed £750, and the Ward Committees of Elswick, Grange, Heaton and Sandyford also contributed £250 each for events in their respective areas. Other ward committees were approached but declined to contribute funds.

3.9 BAN Waste sub-groups

To prepare for the Select Committee, a number of sub-groups of BAN Waste were established, including:

i. Alternative Waste Strategies: to research and report on waste management options;

ii. Health and Environmental Impact Assessment: to formulate a procedure and guidelines for these assessments.

iii. Procedures for BAN Waste and Select Committee: to agree procedures for the group’s conduct.  

iv. Information: to produce a policy for the presentation of the work of BAN Waste and the Select Committee.

v. Select Committee: sub-group established in June 2001 to organise the programme of events.

vi. Evaluation sub-group: to appoint evaluators, liaise with the research team and ensure that the evaluation is on schedule.  

vii. During the latter part of the process a PR sub-group was set up to publicize the work of BAN Waste more widely by using the regional and national media.

The sub-groups met on a regular basis, some on a weekly basis and others on a fortnightly basis. The majority of these meetings lasted in the region of three hours and most sub-groups were active for many months. The members themselves generally carried out the support for the sub-groups. 

3.10 Chair

It was considered important that an independent Chairperson should be appointed to ensure that the procedures of the Committee could be considered impartial. A list of more than thirty possible candidates was drawn up, and in August 2001 Andrew Bennett MP agreed to act as Chair for the Select Committee. 

Andrew Bennett has been a Member of Parliament since 1974, and is MP for Denton and Reddish (Labour) in Greater Manchester. He is currently joint chair of the Transport, Local Government and the Regions Select Committee, and will be chairing the Urban Affairs Sub-Committee. He was previously Chair of the Environment Sub-Committee, and chaired the Inquiry into Sustainable Waste Management. 

During the second sitting the Andrew Bennett was unable to Chair for personal reasons. The position of Chair was then rotated with Richard Adams, Jim Cousins MP, David Malone, and Bob Stewart carrying out this role.

Choosing an appropriate chair for the Select Committee process is not without issues that need to be addressed. This position needs to be held by someone with the necessary experience and enough time to make the commitment. Ideally someone not too involved in the local scene should hold the position.

3.11 Members

The majority of Select Committee members are drawn from BAN Waste. Self-selection was used: all BAN Waste members were given the opportunity to be involved in the Select Committee. However, many members were unable to commit the huge levels of time and effort that would obviously be required to take part, and this had the effect of limiting potential Select Committee membership to around 20 BAN Waste members. 

Representatives from other community organisations and from Newcastle City Council were also invited to sit on the Committee, in the interests of representing a broad spectrum of interest groups.  It is stressed that the Select Committee is seen as an independent body: 

‘The Select Committee is however independent of any Council or group, and will produce its own report based on the expert evidence heard’ (BAN Waste website, 2001).

Select Committee membership

Chairs:

The first set of Select Committee Hearings (2001) were chaired by Andrew Bennett MP.

The second set of Select Committee hearings (2002) had four chairs:

David Malone, Children’s Warehouse Newcastle, Director

Bob Stewart, Newcastle Healthy City Project, Chief Executive

Jim Cousins, Member of Parliament for Newcastle Central

Richard Adams, Member of EU Economic and Social Committee, Director of Contraflow

The third set of hearings (2003) were chaired by Bob Stewart, Newcastle Healthy City Project, Chief Executive

There were a few changes in membership of the Select Committee over the two years of work. The following have served as Select Committee members, most of them for all three sets of hearings.

	Val Barton
	Byker Resident

	Cal Boal

Jo Bourne
	Newcastle Resident

West End Resident

	John Buckham
	Newcastle Cityworks, Head of Energy & Waste Management

	Phil Capon
	Newcastle Local Authority UNISON

	Bill Colwell
	Newcastle Council for the Protection of Rural England, East End Resident 

	Sylvia Conway
	Newcastle Women’s Institute, Newcastle Resident

	Nick Fray
	East End Resident 

	Will Haughan
	Newcastle Cityworks, General Manager

	Frances Hinton
	Newcastle Resident, Acting Chair of Children’s Warehouse

	Bill Hopwood
	Byker Resident

	Helen Kelly
	Byker Resident

	Eric Landau
	Kenton Resident

	Jenni Madison
	Byker Resident

	Steve Manchee
	Newcastle Resident, Green Activist

	Roger Mould
	Newcastle Council for Voluntary Services

	Harold Norcott
	Community Action on Health

	Mike Rabley
	East End Resident

	Carolyn Spencer
	St Peter’s Basin Resident

	Bob Stewart
	Newcastle Healthy City Project, Chief Executive

	Geoff Stokle
	East End resident 

	June Wolf
	Newcastle Resident, Allotment gardener


The core membership of the Select Committee is BAN Waste members, which itself is a partnership of different interests. However, recognising that it took a high level of commitment to attend the many BAN Waste meetings, BAN Waste decided to invite a number of citywide organisations to nominate one of their members to join the Select Committee.

4 Select Committee process

The Select Committee process consisted of four distinct stages: a first sitting in which waste options were explored; community events to raise public awareness of the issues involved; health, environmental and employment impact assessments of the preferred alternatives; and a second sitting to review options and make final recommendations. Each of these stages is explored in more detail below, and there is also a section devoted to the promotion of the Select Committee and BAN Waste. 

The term Select Committee is often used by groups and agencies to depict a small executive committee meeting to discuss issues amongst themselves. In the early days the Select Committee process of BAN Waste was viewed by some as this type of small discussion group. This had the consequence that some of the people and agencies involved with the process did not respond at the appropriate level. One such agency was the Environment Agency who later sent a letter from their Chief Executive, Baroness Young expressing this misunderstanding:

‘Now that we have seen the nature of the enquiry, with the benefit of hindsight we ought to have fielded a more senior generalist as well as the specialist’

4.1 First sitting

The first sitting of the Select Committee took place between September and December 2001. Its purpose was to look at the broad issues of waste, including where waste comes from, what materials are classed as waste, and the different methods for handling waste. 

The first phase consisted of ten sessions. The first, not timetabled below, was held in order to agree the process and rules of the proceedings. The next eight sessions were hearings involving expert witnesses presenting evidence and being cross-questioned by the Committee. The dates of these hearings were:

Thursday, 20th September, 2001

Wednesday, 26th September, 2001

Thursday, 4th October, 2001

Monday, 8th October, 2001

Thursday, 11th October, 2001

Monday, 15th October, 2001

Monday, 22nd October, 2001

Monday, 29th October, 2001

All of these hearings were held at Newcastle upon Tyne Civic Centre and were open to the public. Each session started at 10am and finished at around 5pm, with a lunch break lasting between 20 minutes and one hour, depending on time constraints. Lunch was provided for all participants. Each hearing was minuted and audio-taped.

In a typical hearing, four or five expert witnesses would give evidence and be cross-examined. Witnesses were asked to submit evidence in advance in order to assist in setting questions for further investigation of their topic. Each witness would take the floor for around one hour, usually spending 20-30 minutes presenting their case; the rest of the hour would be taken up with questions. The questions for witnesses were set in advance and allocated to members of the Select Committee. Supplementary questions were permitted if time allowed, but had to be cleared with the Chair in advance.  Any questions members of the public wished to ask also had to be written and submitted via the Chair. In this way each witness was cross-examined and the appropriateness of each option could be fully assessed. 

The first sitting concluded with the Committee outlining the current situation, summarising the evidence heard in the hearings, and making recommendations and proposed strategies for waste management in Newcastle. An interim report was produced, with the findings feeding into the later stages of the Select Committee. The draft interim report was prepared by a BAN Waste and Select Committee member, Bill Hopwood. In recognition of the amount of time and effort this task required, he was paid for doing this.  

A final session was held on Monday 3rd December 2001, after the interim report had been drafted. In this session, the Committee discussed the interim report, and made any necessary changes. Recommendations were also considered. This session was held in the Time Out Bar in Eldon Leisure Centre, and was another full day session lasting from 10am until 5pm.  

A full list of expert witnesses is attached as an appendix.

4.2 Community days

A series of community days were held in venues throughout Newcastle during February and March 2002. These were all drop-in weekend events held in daytime, with the exception of one that was held on a Thursday evening in Blakelaw Library.  A total of six events took place; the venues and dates are shown below.

Saturday, 2 February 2002 - East End Pool, Byker, 1.30pm-4.30pm; 

Sunday, 10 February 2002 - Northumberland Wildlife Trust, Gosforth, 1pm-4pm; 

Saturday, 23 February 2002 - Heaton Community Centre, 2pm-4.30pm; 

Saturday, 2 March 2002 - Elswick Pool, 1pm-3pm;

Thursday, 7 March 2002 - Blakelaw Library, 6pm-8pm; 

Saturday, 23 March 2002 - Westerhope Methodist Church, 11am-3pm.

The purpose of the community events was to raise awareness about waste issues and alternatives, and to explore people’s views and opinions about alternatives.  Efforts were also made to make them fun and interesting for people to attend. Each event featured some or all of the following activities:

	Free refreshments 

Leaflets

Display of BAN Waste activities

Rag-rug making

Displays of recycled fabrics Wormery display

Composting display and compost bins
	Consultation charts 

Questionnaires 

Hat making

Certificates for children who had done activities

Cotton nappies


	Face painting

Model making from waste materials

Musical instruments made out of recycled materials 

Recycled wood products (garden furniture)  




The main function of he community events was to find out what people knew and thought about waste management options such as incineration, landfill, and recycling, and what they were willing to do in their own homes and lives to reduce waste. An exchange of information and views was carried out with people attending the community days through two methods: Participatory Appraisal and questionnaires. 

Participatory Appraisal (PA) is a non-directive research methodology, which sees the participants as ‘experts’ regarding their situation, and allows them to fully express their experiences, ideas and suggestions for improvement. When used in full, PA is generally acknowledged as having three distinct elements: research, education, and collective action; but in this context, the main emphasis was on research – finding out about participants’ views and experiences.  The PA tools used were large charts, which were either hung on walls or spread out on tables. Four different charts were used, each showing a different question relating to waste. The questions used are given below:  

‘What do you think of recycling?’ 

‘What do you think of incinerators?’

‘What do you think of composting? 

What do you think of wheelie bins?

People were asked to write comments on post-it notes and stick them to the charts. There were spaces on each chart for people to post both positive and negative comments. There were also charts with various statements written on them, on which people were invited to stick coloured dots to show their level of agreement. Finally, there was another chart on which people were invited to write general comments about waste.     

A questionnaire survey was also carried out among those attending the community events. The questionnaire was two pages long and contained questions about household waste. The first section was devoted to people’s habits and opinions about waste in general, then they were asked specifically about their views on different waste options: recycling, composting, incineration, and bring schemes. They were also asked to provide information about their age, gender, status and ethnic origin.

The results of the surveys carried out at the community days were incorporated into a report which analysed the public’s attitude to waste policy and assessed how closely the proposals of the Council and BAN Waste matched the public’s views. The report was disseminated to the same people and organizations as the initial BAN Waste report identifying sustainable waste policies. 

4.3 Health, Environmental and Economic Impact Assessments 
These assessments were carried out in order to examine the possible effects of different waste strategies.

4.4 Health and Environmental Impact Assessment

Newcastle Council and BAN Waste members developed the brief for this assessment which examined the possible impact of two waste management scenarios to assist and inform Newcastle Council in the preparation of a Waste management strategy for the city. Central government planning policy guidance also recommends that development plans be subjected to full environmental appraisal. Forthcoming European legislation will also require future strategies to have a full impact assessment carried out. In this way BAN Waste and Newcastle Council are pre-empting this. The assessment was completed in October 2003.

A steering and management group met regularly and provided advice to the consultants carrying out the assessment. The steering group comprised waste management, environmental health and contaminated land officers of Newcastle Council, representatives of BAN Waste, head of health impact assessment at Newcastle University, environment manager with the Environment Agency, and a representative of SITA. 

The two scenarios examined in the assessment were:

· The waste management contract between Newcastle Council and SITA which is based on a range of techniques including; recycling, composting, energy from waste, and landfill.

· A strategy strongly based on recycling and composting with mechanical and biological treatment as the proposed method of treating non-recyclable materials and other residues before landfill disposal.

The assessment methodology included community profiling, WISARD (a modelling tool to assess life-cycle impacts of waste management), and consultation with the community. 

Members of BAN Waste expressed concerns over the use of WISARD as it is known to have a number of limitations including:

· Inability to compare one large scale facility with several smaller capacity facilities

· Limited choice of thermal and biological treatment options in the tool (e.g. In-vessel composting, mechanical and biological treatment, and pyrolisis are not included in WISARD)

· Inherent assumption that energy generated from waste displaces energy from coal-fired power stations, which tends to favour energy from waste solutions than a comparison against other sources of energy.

· Lack of discussion of carbon sequestration and inappropriate separation of biomass and non-biomass carbon dioxide.

· Assumption that any biological treatment method results in a product suitable for application to land as a fertilizer

This would effectively favour the contract between Newcastle Council and SITA and not take full account of some crucial elements of the other scenario prepared by BAN Waste .

The consultation with the community also raised some concerns as the total number of individuals approached to take part was 33 and of these only 19 were interviewed. 13 of these were stakeholders from the Byker area and therefore the sample could not be classed as representative.

The Health and Environmental Assessment concludes that:

· It is inevitable that some decision made by Newcastle Council will be unpalatable to some sections of the community, especially if they feel it disadvantages them. In the light of this the authority must develop a waste strategy that is practical and deliverable, whilst allowing it to meet its various obligations.

· To mitigate adverse effects on levels of well-being, anxiety and stress, it is very important to consult and involve the community at the earliest opportunity and to take its views into account.

· The authority must decide what the relative importance of each issue is, based on expert advice, the views of the community, and the results of the Health impact assessment.

· No decision was made as to the ‘best’ scenario by the assessment. This was at the specific request of the steering and management group.

4.4.1 Economic Impact Analysis

Produced in January 2003 by SWAP this assessment was carried out on behalf of BAN Waste and compared Newcastle Council’s draft waste strategy and its objectives with the objectives for a waste strategy laid down by BAN Waste. From this and after consultation with both Newcastle Council and members of BAN Waste a strategy was drawn up which fulfils the targets set in Newcastle Council’s strategy and moves towards those in the BAN Waste strategy. The options presented in the assessment were drawn up with the Best Practicable Environmental Option (BPEO) and the Proximity Principle in mind.

The objectives of the economic analysis were:

· ‘To research the practicalities of a long-term (at least 20 years) Zero Municipal Waste Management Strategy for Newcastle-upon-Tyne, particularly in comparison to the current situation and the Council’s preferred options

· To cost the outline recommendations of the zero waste strategy, and research implications for regional employment

· To suggest potential sources of external funding available to Newcastle City Council with regards to sustainable municipal waste management

· Refine and expand on policies and processes set out by the Select Committee in relation to waste minimisation, waste recycling and reduction in the use of landfill’

The full implications of each element of waste management were considered in the assessment. The elements examined in the assessment consisted of:

· Kerbside collections

· Bring site recycling

· Composting options

· Civic amenity sites

· Bulky waste collection and re-use

· Nappy re-use

· Waste electronic and electrical equipment refurbishment/recycling

· Waste transfer and material consolidation

· Recovery, treatment and disposal options

Additionally the assessment examined; existing community capacity, producer responsibility, raising awareness, employment opportunities, realistic projections, recycling and recovery in Newcastle (2004 to 2010), comparison with Newcastle City Council’s plan, long term trends, international good practice, and funding opportunities.

The Economic Impact Assessment concludes that ‘following a scoping review of the current activities in the City of Newcastle, there is vast potential for further waste minimisation, re-use and recycling’. Difficulties and sensitivities involved in obtaining some information lead to gaps in the in the analysis and therefore some of the costs used were indicative as opposed to actual. Where gaps existed the costs and yields were produced using first hand experience in the area of sustainable waste management in the UK. While the assessment recognises that the employment opportunities are dependent on the scale of operations it states ‘there is a great deal of training potential and that should be realised in whatever form the waste management strategy for Newcastle takes’, this is especially true of the re-use elements examined.

The assessment recommends a series of feasibility studies be carried out ‘to ascertain the working logistics and “concrete” costs of the variables identified’. The participating public, the council that establishes the strategy, the collection agencies, and the re-processors are identified as the four key players in achieving the successful delivery of the strategy.

4.5 Second sitting

The second sitting of the Select Committee was split into two sections. The first was held between September and October 2002 and the second section was held after the production of the Health Impact Assessment in September 2003. It was necessary to split the second session in this way as the Health and Environmental Impact Assessment was delayed due to circumstances involving outside agencies. The findings of this assessment were crucial to inform the waste strategy and therefore BAN Waste were anxious to be able to consider this in a Select Committee hearing. 

Due to the pressure of time, the expert witnesses did not submit evidence in advance of the hearings so the members of the Select Committee did not know the precise details of the presentations of the witnesses.  The witnesses were given information about the Select Committee process and how their work would feed into the process as well as instructions about what areas of specialism they would be expected to analyse and answer questions on.  Some questions were prepared in advance of the hearings and the questions were distributed to the witnesses in advance but these were simply used to guide members of the Select Committee. Select Committee members were therefore allowed to stray from the set questions and ask the most appropriate questions.  Most of the set questions however were adhered to. Some of the witnesses did not do presentations on the specific areas requested but, for example, did more general presentations. Therefore some of the set questions were not relevant.  The more spontaneous question and answer method proved to be flexible and successful at teasing out some critical details about the waste strategy. However it also required tight control by the Chair.
All of these meetings with the exception of the presentation of the Health Impact Assessment were open to the public and held at Newcastle upon Tyne Civic Centre. The sessions started at 9.30 a.m. and finished around 5 p.m. with a lunch break lasting around an hour, time constraints permitting. The lunchtime arrangements were different to those in the first sitting. Lunch was no longer provided although the members of the Select Committee were able to purchase lunch at the civic centre and claim a set amount in expenses for lunch. In this way those members of the Select Committee on benefits were entitled to the same amount as those working. 

Andrew Bennett was unable to chair the meetings in the second round for personal reasons. A range of different people with an interest in the waste strategy took the chair, these being Richard Adams, Jim Cousins MP, David Malone, and Bob Stewart.

The sessions in September to October 2002 included the report on the community events hosted by BAN Waste, local school children, the regional view, awareness raising, legislation and regulation, and jobs/costs/implementation analysis. Each session was minuted and taped. 

The sessions in September 2003 covered styles of democratic involvement and presentation and critique of the Health and Environmental Impact Assessment.

4.6 Promoting the Select Committee 

In October 2001 a reporter was employed to be responsible for publicity. The contract agreed by the reporter was shorter than BAN Waste had hoped for, due to previous commitments and the contract ended 7th January 2002. As a result of the shortened contract the reporter agreed to train BAN Waste members to create a PR strategy. The BAN Waste members became collectively responsible for PR, with support, after this date.

During the first sitting of the Select Committee the reporter made press releases resulting in articles in local newspapers The Journal and The Chronicle, local television news items, the Big Issue, and Citylife Newcastle City Councils news.

In April 2003 a PR consultant was employed and set a strategy for publicity in conjunction with the BAN Waste PR sub-committee.

The BAN Waste website carried details about each of the Select Committee hearings and stated that these were open to the public and information about the expert witnesses.

4.6.1 Promoting the work of BAN Waste

BAN Waste members have a strong belief in the value of educating people about waste and informing them about the Select Committee proceedings. The group used many avenues for this purpose; the following list gives a flavour of these:

· Stalls at a variety of local festivals

· Attendance at conferences

· Talks by members of the group in response to requests

· Trades council meeting

· Presentation to the environment scrutiny committee

· Delegates to the zero waste lobby at Westminster

· ENCAMS meeting

· Presentation of a paper at the International Conference of Healthy Cities in Belfast

· Regional recycling conference

· Paper on BAN Waste in a collection presented at the Earth Summit, Johannesburg, 2002

· An article by Hilary Wainwright in the environment section of the Guardian covering the in house bid

· CAIR and BAN Waste jointly won the World Wildlife Fund media award for the best environment campaign of the year. CAIR for its coverage and BAN Waste for the quality of it’s reports.

· 2 members of BAN Waste appeared live on the Politics Programme

· Radio 4 Changing Places featured BAN Waste

· The Newcastle Plan included BAN Waste’s waste strategy in the environmental chapter

· BAN Waste’s final report summary is being used by Newcastle Council’s Eco schools officer to teach local children about waste issues

· BAN Waste was awarded the Guardian Newspaper’s gong for Best Local Environmental Campaign

· BAN Waste made a presentation at a consultation seminar in London with the Office for the Deputy Prime Minister to review Planning Policy Guidance Note 10 relating to waste planning issues and in particular Best Practical Environmental Options.

· Active attendance at the LA 21 meeting on the environment.

· Over 1,000 summaries of the reports were sent out to individuals and organisations.

5 Findings

Informal conversations with members at meetings, observations, formal interviews, short questionnaires to members and attendees of the community events, and an examination of the minutes of meetings were used to establish the extent and type of the various aspects of involvement experienced in the Select Committee process. The responses were then considered in the light of the selected indicators, the results of which are presented below.

5.1 Participation

i. Local residents’ awareness of the Select Committee process and BAN Waste group:

BAN Waste membership is drawn from a wide area. There is a concentration of members in the Byker/St Peters Basin area as would be expected. There is good representation of members from other areas across Newcastle and some members have addresses as far away as Banbury and Sunderland. The information about the membership is drawn from the mailing list.

As the membership has a wide geographical spread it is reasonable to conclude that there is a good awareness of the BAN Waste group by local residents. This awareness is likely to be enhanced by the long history of publicity events and press coverage of the group and its activities.

The members will be aware of the Select Committee process as many of them are involved in this and the sub–groups associated with it. All BAN Waste members were eligible to become members of the Select Committee and were made aware of this.

A high awareness of BAN Waste existed amongst Byker community activists involved in groups such as residents’ forum, tenants groups etc. Also members have reported a general level of awareness of the existence of BAN Waste amongst the general population of Byker.

The extent to which local residents who are not members of BAN Waste are aware of the Select Committee is difficult to ascertain. There has been considerable publicity in the local newspapers, local television and radio, community events etc. and as the group have a lively approach to publicity it is reasonable to assume there is a degree of awareness of this by local residents. Evidence from the questionnaires to the attendees of the community events did however show that there was not a good understanding of the process although there was some awareness and an appreciation that the Select Committee are trying to influence the council’s decision on a waste strategy.

ii. Proportion of local residents actively involved in BAN Waste and the Select Committee:

The 2001 census returns show that the total population of Newcastle upon Tyne is 259,573. With a membership around 120, the proportion of local residents actively involved is not a high percentage. However it is not uncommon for a small number of people to be actively involved in this type of activity.

iii. Level of involvement of local residents in the process:

The energy and commitment of those who are actively involved is staggering. There is a high level of involvement by those on the Select Committee and the sub-groups. The BAN Waste members who are not members of the Select Committee and sub-groups are not involved at such a high level but do contribute to the activities and direction of the process by attending meetings.

The community events had good attendance with a total of 615 people attending seven events. The people attending these events showed a level of interest that kept many of them engaged in discussion and discovery for two or more hours, many of them actively engaging in expressing their views on the waste strategy. Involvement at this level is not as intense as those who are members of BAN Waste but does show an active engagement with the process as the opinions expressed at the events fed directly in to the waste strategy recommended by BAN Waste.

iv. Select Committee and BAN Waste members’ satisfaction levels regarding Select Committee process/impacts:

Mixed feelings are present with regards to both the process and its impacts. 

There is a large degree of dissatisfaction with the attitude of the council. Many members feel that they are not taking the process seriously and they have already made a decision. Quotes from a questionnaire include:

‘Insufficient interest and lack of serious attitude of Newcastle Council’

‘Underlying pessimism about the attitude of the council soured what could have been a worthwhile exercise in partnership’

Often there was a poor attendance by representatives from the council. This was explained by heavy workloads and prior commitments. One council representative commented that there is a difficulty with community/pressure groups as they can be unwilling to see the problems from another perspective. ‘They think only the community should decide, the councillors etc shouldn’t have a view but should just do as the community decide’.

v. Local residents’ satisfaction levels regarding Select Committee process/impacts:

Without an intensive investigation into the wider population’s knowledge and opinions on the operation of the Select Committee it is difficult to make a substantiated comment on this. Anecdotal evidence points to a layer of satisfaction and trust in the process. One Select Committee member noted that people in the area would stop him in the street and ask ‘how it was going?’ 

vi. Evolvement and degree of successful interaction between Select Committee members:

The Select Committee was made up of a reasonably wide range of people from different backgrounds. Tensions among members impeded early interaction, the difficulties in interaction dwindled as the process progressed. Towards the mid point of the first sitting of the Select Committee it was observed that the interactions between members had become more relaxed and open. Some members expressed the view that the Council representatives involvement had lessened by the time the Select Committee process was in action, possibly due to behind-the-scenes pressure. This was most noticeable at the final meeting of the first round of hearings to sign the report when no council representative was present. This perceived diffidence on the part of council representatives did affect interaction between them and the rest of the Select Committee to a noticeable degree although it did not wholly prevent interaction. 

5.2 Partnership

i.
Common Goal:
· Do all the partners share a common vision of the goals of the Select Committee?:

All partners have an interest in waste and waste strategies. Within the Select Committee there are differences of opinion as to how this should be manifested. While it is true to say that all members share the common goal of addressing the waste strategy for Newcastle it must be noted that the detail and focus of the waste strategy envisioned by individuals varies widely across the membership. The over-arching concern is with influencing the Council’s waste strategy, a goal shared by all members. Closely related to this is the desire to prevent further incineration to take place although it must be noted this is not a universal goal of all members. 

The stated aims of the Select Committee are:

“To examine and recommend an appropriate waste strategy for the citizens of Newcastle, and to see what needs to be done by individuals, companies and the local authority to facilitate that strategy. In particular, to look at:

· The national guidance in the Government’s Waste Strategy 2000;

· The implications for such a strategy for the health of the community, the provision of employment, the environmental and the financial implications for citizens;

· Examples of best practice nationally and internationally.

To develop new methods of participatory democracy and to ensure local people are able to have an effective say in any proposals for a waste strategy.”

All members of the Select Committee share the spirit of these broad aims, although there may be some differing shades of their interpretation.

· Does the pursuit of the common goal take precedence over individual partner interests?

At Select Committee hearings it was observed that all members observed the spirit of the stated aims and only rarely allowed individual interests to take precedence e.g. the political activists generally did not use the process as a platform. This is a huge achievement especially when considered in the light of the diverse backgrounds of the members and the over representation of BAN Waste. One member of the Select Committee noted that ‘BAN Waste members had an obvious agenda, although they did try very hard to be impartial’. 

ii.
Sharing:
· Are all relevant partners represented and active?:

Due to the short amount of time to organise the Select Committee after the chair had been secured meant that a diminished range of representatives were available. Many organisations were contacted but were not able to participate which created a shortfall in the balance of members. As a result of the shortfall there could be some criticism that not all relevant partners were represented. This being said the opportunity to be involved was presented with self-selection being used to determine membership of the Select Committee, therefore it could also be argued that all relevant partners were represented in the membership. 

Aside from the desirability of a wider ranging membership the majority of the partners on the Select Committee were well represented and very active. During the hearings each member took a question for each witness, many had additional (supplementary) questions to ask, some submitted set questions. The hearings were long and arduous and very few members missed a session.

· Are all partners mutually accountable?:

Without a formal agreement between partners this is difficult to ascertain. The tension between the council representatives and the rest of the members as mentioned in many of the interviews would indicate that not all partners felt a mutual accountability. The Council representatives were absent from the signing of the final report in December 2001 as it conflicted with the report recommendations for a waste strategy that they were going to present to the Cabinet. They couldn’t sign up to a report recommending policies that they did not support. In this way the Council representatives were unable to be mutually accountable within the Select Committee due to conflicting interests.

· Are the strengths and talents of each partner recognised and used?:

In interview a few members noted that their talents and strengths had not been utilised to the detriment of the process. They did not, however, expand on this or give any indication of what those talents might be or how they may have been used. Other members clearly used their strengths, in particular those who had previous experience as activists were able to employ this in their questioning of the experts and campaigning in the early days of BAN Waste and for publicity about events such as the community days. Many other skills of members were utilised; organisational, artistic, report writing, public speaking, and many other aspects of the workings of BAN Waste and the Select Committee. While most of the talents of members were recognised and used there was a layer of people who felt less than satisfied with this aspect of the process.

iii.
Roles:
· Are partner roles, responsibilities and contribution clearly defined and accepted?:

The roles of Chair, both for BAN Waste and the Select Committee are defined by the nature of their position. The project worker role is clearly defined by a contract of employment. Other aspects of the Select Committee process fell to sub-groups whereby the roles are defined by their titles.

· Does each partner devote resources to the partnership as agreed?:

Partners devoted the necessary resources although there was no formal agreement as to what each partner should contribute. In interview some members expressed dissatisfaction with the contribution on the part of the council. While the Council fulfilled the agreement to provide support in kind i.e. premises for meetings, support staff, printing and dissemination of reports, and the use of equipment many felt that there were often problems with the rooms and other support which showed a lack of commitment on the part of the council.

v. Trust: Is there mutual trust between all partners?:

Many members expressed a deep distrust of the Council representatives. This was not on a personal level but because of the professional stance the representatives had to adopt. Tensions between the position of paid worker and other members of the Select Committee also presented an element of distrust on occasion. Although these elements of distrust were explicitly expressed the process could not have kept the momentum and commitment of members without an element of trust at an implicit level although the main driving force for continuing came from a deep conviction against incineration.

vi. Equality: Do partners have an equal say in decision-making processes?:

The partners on the Select Committee all had an equal opportunity to make comment on the report on the waste strategy. The decision to accept or reject the strategy lay entirely with the Council. The wider BAN Waste membership was often given the opportunity to have input into the Select Committee process through the sub groups, main monthly meetings, and an open line of communication through the worker and the website. A small number of members felt that BAN Waste as a whole could have been more democratic noting that ‘decisions have been taken by a management team appointed only to interview and then manage the support worker and certainly not the whole project. This has left individual members feeling powerless or not included’. 

In the early days of BAN Waste the sub-groups and the decisions made within them was a cause for concern. The issue was raised that decisions were being made within some sub-groups without the chance for the wider membership to be involved. The sub-groups were open to all should they wish to attend although these were not always held at the same time and place making it hard to keep track of them. As time progressed the majority of issues to be discussed by the sub-groups were taken to the general meetings to allow comment from the wider membership. This allowed for a wider democracy across BAN Waste without the onerous burden of attending every sub-group meeting to take part in the discussions.

Many members felt that the Council representatives did not play an equal part and yet they held the power to make the final decision on the waste strategy. The council representatives noted that they were bound to act within the constraints of their position and represent their employer. There were difficulties on both sides due to the difference of pressures from different angles of commitment and involvement. It was often noted that the stronger personalities dominated the discussion and may have influenced the direction of the group. 

In the early days of BAN Waste many members felt that the council representatives could easily dominate the discussion as they had, or gave the appearance of having more knowledge of the subject area. It was also noted that certain members had more confidence and experience of taking part in this type of activity. Attempts to dispel the inequality that existed in knowledge, experience, confidence, and power were made in early discussions by breaking into smaller groups. This tactic is noted to have had a mixed success with some members feeling that by breaking into smaller groups the community’s collective power was dispelled and thereby the council representatives were still able to dominate due to their greater experience and perceived power. Other members of BAN Waste noted that this tactic had the effect of quietening the more vociferous members, or in the words of one interviewee ‘it helped keep the gobby ones quiet’.

Throughout the process of the Select Committee and the BAN Waste meetings a difficulty and tension existed where strong personalities and those in a position of power were always in danger of dominating. The majority of people interviewed felt that having Healthy Cities act as the ‘honest broker’ played a big part in balancing this tension as much as possible.

vii. Communication: Do partners behave openly and honestly, and deal with conflicts

promptly?:

Many tensions existed between the different partners in the group. The tensions had their roots in members coming from different backgrounds and different agencies which often led to less open behaviour than possible. This being said the careful constraint that many exercised in their relations with one another went a long way towards maintaining the collective commitment to the Select Committee process and the production of an informed waste strategy.

Conflicts were generally resolved to the best practical option although sometimes the solution to problems took a while to reach and often there were heated discussions.

5.3 Inclusiveness and openness

i.
Inclusiveness:
· Does the Select Committee reflect and represent all social groups?:

There is a good spread of social groups by social class and gender. There are no members with disabilities or from an ethnic group other than white.

· Does the Select Committee process involve community, voluntary, statutory and private sectors equally?:
There are no representatives from the private sector, 2 representatives from Newcastle Council Cityworks, 1 from NCVS, 1 from Healthy Cities, 1 from Tyneside WI, 1 MP (Chair), and 12 from the community. This balance is far from equal although many other organisations were approached but were unable to take part for various reasons. The community representatives were all drawn from the BAN Waste membership and for some this represented an unequal and unrepresentative membership. It has been suggested that a number of the members were driven by their own politically motivated agendas and that rather than the members of the Select Committee being drawn from the BAN Waste membership it would have been more representative to randomly select members of the public and pay them for their time, after the fashion of a jury. The counter argument to this is however that to be involved in a democratic process that sets policies and strategies is inherently political and unavoidable that anyone being involved will necessarily have some political stance.

· Is the promotion of the Select Committee inclusive and accurate?:

The promotion of the Select Committee is accurate and well publicised through the website and articles in the press and the Council’s newsletter. However this is dependent on a basic level of literacy and for more detailed information access to the internet and computer literacy. There are no other languages available nor are there Braille or audio versions of all of the information. This being said the main driver of these shortfalls are economic and on request the taped version of the hearings would be made available. At the request of one member of BAN Waste a large print copy of the final summary report was produced.

· Are Select Committee and related events inclusive (e.g. in terms of childcare, disabled access, other language speakers, room layouts, timing of meetings, public transport access to venue etc)?:

A childcare allowance is payable to members of Select Committee although there is no childcare facility on site available for the general public wishing to attend. Disabled access is present although difficult, not easily located and requiring a longer journey, this is a consequence of the layout of the venue and could only be improved by choosing a different venue. Room layouts are good as is the public transport to the venues. The Select Committee hearings take place during normal working hours and therefore exclude any of the public in full-time employment. The Select Committee members that were in full time employment were able to claim compensation for attendance at hearings. Sub-group meetings were held in the evenings to allow people to attend who were not able to attend during the day. The community events were held at different times of the day and different days of the week to overcome this difficulty. There were no other language speakers available nor was there any sign language available, again cost being the driver of this.

ii. Openness:

· Is the Select Committee process open and accessible to City residents and other interested parties?

The Select Committee hearings are open to the general public although the venue may be intimidating to some.

· Is all information (discussions, reasoning processes, decisions, reports etc) made publicly available?:

Reports are currently publicly available via the website and in printed form. It is possible that all the BAN Waste documentation, including files containing correspondence etc. will be collated and made publicly available in a local library or archive but no decision has been made with regards to this as yet. Copies of all the summary and main reports have been distributed to Newcastle Central Library, Northumbria University, Newcastle University, Durham University and The British Library.

· Is information available to other language speakers, visually impaired etc?:

There is no provision for other languages or visually impaired etc other than by specific request.

5.4 Capacity and skills building

i. Knowledge of the various waste options and their benefits and costs, among Select Committee members, wider BAN Waste membership, and local residents:

The members of the Select Committee have been closely involved in the production of briefs and the management and steering of environment and economic impact assessments of various waste options. This and the attendance at the Select Committee hearings on waste options and the production of their own report has vastly increased the members’ knowledge of all aspects of many waste options. The wider BAN Waste membership has been kept informed of the options discussed at the hearings and attended meetings to discuss these. In this way their knowledge has increased although it may be at a lesser level than the members of the Select Committee due to the decreased intensity of the involvement in the process. Local residents attending the community days will have had their knowledge increased through the activities provided at the events, again this will be at a less intensive level than the Select Committee members or even the wider BAN Waste membership. In this way a tiered increase in knowledge has been experienced.

ii. Knowledge of local decision-making and democratic processes, among Select Committee members, wider BAN Waste membership, and local residents:

The Select Committee members and the wider BAN Waste membership experienced a tiered increase in knowledge about local decision making processes and decision-making. It is questionable how much this was increased for the local residents although the more interested individuals are in the process the more they are likely to increase their knowledge.

iii. Skills and abilities developed by members as a result of the Select Committee process:

Some of the members of the Select Committee already possessed a high level of skills and abilities although it may be said that all increased their confidence and ability to shape pertinent questions in a formal setting. As a group they became highly professional in their approach to the hearings and were able to work well as a team when cross-examining witnesses.

Many developed the skill of public speaking. Many who had not previously had any experience of computers gained I.T skills. The main skills developed as a result of involvement in the Select Committee include: technical knowledge of a wide range of issues (waste technologies, economics, health and environmental impacts, models of democracy), analysis, debate, self-control and professional behaviour. Skills developed as a result of involvement in the sub-groups include: event organization, PR, public speaking, educational activity development, monitoring finances, legal knowledge. Skills developed as a result of involvement with the community days include: social and educational skills. 

Added to this list of skills gained are: organisational, design, analytical, negotiating, research, and employment skills.
iv. Interest and propensities among Select Committee and BAN Waste members, regarding involvement in other community action groups:

Many of the Select Committee members and some of the BAN Waste members are or have previously been involved in a range of community action groups and political activism. There are also a good number for whom this is the first experience of any kind of involvement with community groups and activism.

v. Behavioural impacts – any changes in approaches to waste management at a personal or household level: 

The majority of the Select Committee members and the more active members of BAN Waste were aware of the issues around waste and recycling before their involvement and already had a high level of individual commitment to behaving in a waste conscious manner. Any changes they may have made at a personal or household level can only have been as a result of increased knowledge gained at the Select Committee hearings that may have enabled them to improve their ways of dealing with recycling. The wider public may have changed some of their behaviour after attending the community days or reading any of the reports but to ascertain the existence and extent of any change would require a much larger scale inquiry than is the remit of this evaluation.

5.5 Other issues

The issues outlined here may have been partially covered in other sections but are significant enough for the research team to make separate note of them.

5.5.1 Time scale

The original intention was to run the Select Committee process over a short time scale covering thirteen months. During the first and second sitting the Health and Environment Impact Assessment and the Economic Impact Assessment were to be prepared for consideration in the second sitting. Due to delays with the preparation of the Health and Environment Impact Assessment the second sitting was eventually split into two parts and the whole process became very long and drawn out. The length of the process called upon the members of the Select Committee to maintain a huge commitment in terms of time and effort. The majority of members were in a position to remain involved although some had to leave due to other demands, but there were other members able to step in to fill the gaps. 

5.5.2 Venue

All but one of the Select Committee hearings were held at Newcastle Civic Centre. This was a central venue with good public transport access and reasonable disabled access. Newcastle Council provided the venue at cost to themselves, another reason for choosing the venue. While the venue was adequate for physical access the atmosphere was not at all welcoming, some members noting that it was very intimidating. Often the equipment was not properly set up, the refreshments were not always ready, the support to assist with photocopying was not always available, and other minor details led to the feeling that the whole process was not being treated as seriously as the members had hoped.

As a stark contrast the venue for the signing of the report in December 2002 was the function room of the city centre leisure and fitness centre. Physically the access was of the same standard as the Civic Centre with regard to transport and disabled access. Many of the members noted, however, that it felt far more welcoming and less inhibiting. The service with regards to refreshments and equipment were extremely professional and of the standard most conference centres provide. At the end of a very long and arduous session many members stated that they preferred this venue and would have preferred to use it for all the Select Committee hearings.

5.5.3 Financial issues

It was intended for participants to receive an allowance for attending the Select Committee hearings to compensate them for things such as loss of earnings, time devoted to the hearings, and travel costs. This eventually posed a problem and became a cause of tension between members, and almost causing a divide in the membership. Those members of the Select Committee in receipt of certain benefits found that the amount of the payment was deducted from their benefit and therefore they were not properly recompensed for their time and effort in the same way as those who were in employment, retired, or unwaged were. Some members felt so uneasy with this situation that they never used their allowance. 

As a way of tackling this inequality the method for recompense was changed for the duration of the second sitting. Lunch was no longer provided during the hearings but a generous lunch allowance was provided and access to the Civic centre staff canteen meant that lunch could be purchased at a reduced rate thereby leaving everyone with change from this. The arrangement also meant that all members were able to receive the same amount.

For those members on unemployment related benefits a very serious financial difficulty arose. In order to be in receipt of their benefits they must be able to account for any time when they are not available for work i.e. any activity that takes place during normal office hours must be reported to the benefits agency. The majority of people carrying out volunteer activities whilst in receipt of these benefits will have a manager and regular hours. As neither of these were present in the Select Committee it became difficult for members on unemployment benefits to provide verification. As a result of this some members had benefits stopped for six weeks, this situation was eventually resolved but the difficulties caused by it were very serious.

5.5.4 Set questions

To maximise the time and to fall in line with the parliamentary practices of a Select Committee questions to the experts were set in advance of the hearings. Members of the Select Committee were asked to consider the issues that each witness was to cover and prepare questions in advance. The questions were then read out at the beginning of each hearing and each member was allocated at least one question. In this way all members were given the opportunity to speak at the hearings and thereby develop confidence and ability in formal questioning. 

In the early days of the hearings the questions gave rise to much debate, often heated. Some members felt that adherence to all the set questions used up too much time and therefore supplementary questions were not asked. Relating to this was the objection that often the evidence presented by the witnesses did not closely address the issue they had been asked to present on and therefore the set questions were not particularly relevant. Certainly in the early hearings the use of set questions was very rigid in delivery by the members. They were delivered almost word for word and in many cases did appear less than relevant to the evidence that had been presented. Towards the end of the first sitting, the confidence and experience of the members increased, the delivery of the questions became extremely fluid and natural. Members were able to adapt the set questions to be more relevant to the evidence while maintaining a good spread of questioning. They began to act as a team, taking account of the evidence presented, the range of questions needed for a good cross-examination, and the questions asked by other members of the Select Committee. At the beginning of the second sitting it was hard to believe this was the same group of people as they now operated as a very confident and professional panel of interviewers. 

It is difficult to say with any certainty if the use of set questions was responsible for the development of the groups’ questioning ability and confidence although it was necessary to have some form of structure as a guideline for the early sessions. The experience and confidence gained in the first sitting was put to good use in the second sitting as due to time constraints expert witnesses where unable to submit evidence in advance making it difficult to formulate a full complement of set questions. This resulted in the members having to draw on their experience of formulating questions during the hearings, in response to the evidence presented. 

The use of set questions was to follow the parliamentary model of Select Committees but over time the group developed their own style and adapted the model to suit their purpose.

5.5.5 Expert witnesses

Expert witnesses in all areas of waste management and for the second part of the second sitting in different forms of democracy were approached to give evidence at the hearings. In general it can be stated that those from the non-statutory and interest groups were more willing to participate. A degree of difficulty existed in securing witnesses from statutory bodies. The degree of willingness to participate was often reflected in the seniority or otherwise of the delegate sent from the organisations approached. In some cases it was not possible to obtain a witness.

In the cases where the witnesses were not from the relevant section of their organisation or of a senior position they were not always able to answer the questions. The majority of witnesses who were unable to answer questions made a note of the questions and stated that they would obtain an answer and inform the Select Committee of this at a later date. Only a small minority of witnesses fulfilled this. 

The willing witnesses provided excellent evidence and answers to the questions.

5.6 Balance of partners

A process of self-selection chose the Select Committee members. This was at the request of BAN Waste members who were extremely keen to be involved. Representatives from other organisations were invited but not all were able to attend. This led to an over representation of BAN Waste members on the Select Committee and some members expressed the concern that BAN Waste sometimes dominated the debate. Other members, however, noted that BAN Waste members generally did their best to maintain a fair and balanced debate. 

6 Conclusion and recommendations 

6.1 Conclusion

The BAN Waste group was formed in March 2000 and originally known as Byker Plant Working Group with the name changing to Byker and Newcastle Waste Group in September 2000. The group was formed after a public meeting at Byker, held by Newcastle Council in January 2000 to address the concerns brought to light by the Campaign Against Incinerated Refuse (CAIR). Many concerns were raised at this meeting and a public enquiry was called for. The Council proposed that a partnership involving residents, councillors, council officers, and relevant agencies could act as a working group to address these concerns.

The Select Committee model for examining these concerns and identifying possible solutions was chosen in order to give scope for more public involvement. The Select Committee was based on the parliamentary model with the exception that the hearings would be open to the public. This model was chosen in preference to the Citizens Jury model as the scope for discussion of the issues was greater and it allowed for members to self-select rather than being called to participate, it also allowed all those BAN Waste members who wished to participate to do so.

The original intention had been for the whole process to take place in a thirteen-month timescale. As matters arose and difficulties were encountered with the Health and Environment Impact Assessment the timescale became much longer. The determined and sustained effort of many members of BAN Waste held through the long arduous task and finally culminated with the presentation of their waste strategy to the cabinet on 19th November 2003. 

The strategy was not presented by a BAN Waste member but as an agenda item. The strategy was accepted in principle with the agreement to end the incineration and roll out recycling across the city. There was little room for debate over any content of the strategy as only a few minutes was spent on the item. A member of the opposition questioned if there would be moves to address the concerns over ‘grey compost’. There was an assurance that the council would continue to work with BAN Waste over this and other issues. A member of BAN Waste thanks the Council for not building a new incinerator and expressed the intention to keep the dialogue with the Council open.

The aims of the Select Committee were:

“To examine and recommend an appropriate waste strategy for the citizens of Newcastle, and to see what needs to be done by individuals, companies and the local authority to facilitate that strategy. In particular, to look at:

· The national guidance in the Government’s Waste Strategy 2000;

· The implications for such a strategy for the health of the community, the provision of employment, the environmental and the financial implications for citizens;

· Examples of best practice nationally and internationally.

To develop new methods of participatory democracy and to ensure local people are able to have an effective say in any proposals for a waste strategy.” 

After a long arduous process the Select Committee achieved all of these aims. 

There is some uncertainty as to how far the process influenced the Council’s final decision on the content of the waste strategy as during the protracted process the national guidelines and trends moved towards using the methods recommended as the outcome of the hearings. 

It is certainly due to the efforts and determination of the Select Committee and the prior efforts of CAIR and BAN Waste that the building of a new incinerator was stopped. 

The final stated aim of the Select Committee to develop new methods of participatory democracy were achieved although many were dissatisfied with the level of democratic involvement that was achieved. Many members have attributed the partiality of the democratic process to the reticence of the council. This being said many valuable lessons have been learned and the model may now be modified to become more robust for use by others. The perceived reticence of the council and its officers is not always directly attributable to the individual representatives but to the wider constraints under which they are obliged to operate. In many ways this is a matter for central government to address.

The involvement of the community in having their say in the strategy through community days was innovative and successful. By using these days to collect the views of the residents and then feed them into the final report and strategy their democratic involvement was very much increased.

The Select Committee consisted of people from a wide range of different backgrounds and often with different ideas about how to progress matters. This lead to a number of underlying tensions, some of which were resolved and others, which were put aside to allow the pursuance of the wider goal. The success of the strategy and the achieving of all of the objectives of the Select Committee bear witness to the usefulness of the model and the commitment of the people involved directly and behind the scenes.

6.2 Recommendations

The recommendations are based on the findings from the evaluation and fall broadly into three categories: general issues and concerns to improve the robustness of the model for democratic involvement, specific issues and concerns for the future of BAN Waste and its members, and advice for other groups considering using the model.

6.2.1 Issues and concerns to improve the robustness of the model

There is a need to allow people actively engaging in democratic processes to receive payment and recognition. A problem was highlighted during the evaluation whereby some members where able to receive payment for attending the Select Committee hearings but those in receipt of unemployment based benefits were not. This has the potential of negatively impacting on the partnership and provides an unequal base for members to work from. As central government is calling for people to become more actively involved as active citizens in democratic processes and other types of volunteering activity this problem should be addressed at this level. The experiences of members of the Select Committee shows, and it is widely accepted, that involvement in this type of activity increases skills. This can increase employability and therefore some form of benefits disregard could be allowed, possibly in conjunction with some type of accreditation of the skills gained. There are currently some pilot schemes to test this approach for young school leavers between the ages of 18 and 20.

Unequal possession of power was a problem frequently referred to during the evaluation. In particular the holding of the decision making power by the Council caused most concern. When engaging in this type of partnership and extension of democratic involvement there is an imperative need to address this problem. A mechanism to encourage the sharing of decision-making power should be devised. Again this could be linked to a scheme of recognition and reward for the local authority, possibly something along the lines of investors in people. This is also a matter for central government to address although it may be that individual councils could devise initiatives of their own. The political will of the local authorities and the government is called to account in this case as the rhetoric is one of increasing the democratic involvement and empowering communities while the practice is not fully enabled at a local or national level when the decision making power remains in its traditional base.

The unequal possession of decision-making power is linked to the difficulties in partnership working. In the case of the Select Committee a divide existed between the council and the rest of the members. A clear understanding of the constraints and concerns of each partner was crucial for true partnership working. While this was achieved to some extent towards the end of the process a more fruitful partnership could have been established from the beginning. It is a practice in some companies and often in community development to have team building exercises. Often the most successful are done on a residential basis and facilitated by an impartial agency. This would allow a full discussion of the constraints and concerns of each partner to be fully appreciated from the outset of the process. Additionally collective aims and objectives can be developed as can the terms and conditions for a more equal part in the decision making process. Facilitated team building events can also increase the confidence of partners and enable them to express their concerns fully from the outset.

Within the Select Committee there were some roles and responsibilities clearly defined although most of these lay within the BAN Waste membership. The Committee as a whole would have benefited from a more formal and agreed set of roles, responsibilities, and contributions that were expected of each partner. This would enhance accountability of each member of the partnership and increase equality.

An increase in effective partnership working may have been achieved with regular facilitated meetings to evaluate and review the strength of the partnership. With regular reviews it would be possible to ensure that the partnership was adhering to the agreed terms and conditions agreed at the residential. An alternative to this could be to have a worker dedicated to monitoring partnership working.

A paid support worker was a necessity for BAN Waste and the Select Committee. Many members noted that the worker was frequently overloaded and suggested that there should be at least one full time and one part time worker; ideally there should be two full time workers. 

6.2.2 Specific issues and concerns for the future of BAN Waste and its members

Newcastle Council expressed a willingness to continue working in partnership with BAN Waste. As yet the details of this are unclear. A clear decision about the level and type of involvement should be agreed and formalised as a matter of urgency. The onus for initiating this should fall to the Council as it is they who hold the decision making power. 

BAN Waste need to devise an exit strategy for those members no longer wishing to be involved. It may be useful to form a new group of those wishing to carry on their involvement to which people actively join and this will bring the current form of BAN Waste to a definite end.

Congratulations to all those involved is due. A final celebration was held and all who attended enjoyed this. There has been wide recognition of the achievement in the local and national press and through other media coverage. It may be useful to mark the end of this part of BAN Waste’s work and link it to the exit strategy. A book was discussed but due to the expense of producing it and the time commitments required it is currently doubtful that this will materialise. A vehicle for marking the end of this part of the work and expressing the sentiments that would have formed the book is the website. It could take the form of submitting a short piece; written, drawn, photographed, or in any form able to be electronically reproduced and then having someone post these on the website. Alternatively a forum type section could be added to the website and access granted only to BAN Waste members for them to directly post their memoirs etcetera. Either of these could form both a final congratulations and an exit strategy for individuals.

6.2.3 Advice for other groups considering using the model

The advice below comes either directly from people involved in the Select Committee or from observations made by the research team.

This is an expensive process so it is necessary to secure as much funding as possible.

Be prepared for it to be a very time consuming process.

Being involved in this intensive work can put extreme pressures on your personal life.

Have as wide a representation as possible in terms of geographic spread, interests, and involvement as possible to enhance credibility and engagement.

Aim for more time to prepare the process and thereby allow the people invited to be able to take part.

Try to have a shorter time scale but without the periods of intense work.

Use less formal venues to encourage public involvement.

Remain as impartial as possible in order to keep your own agenda from impeding partnership working.

Have as much support as possible. The role of Healthy Cities cannot be underestimated in the success of BAN Waste and the Select Committee process.

Be prepared for circumstances beyond your control changing the planned process.

Be determined.

Have a longer preparation time for the Select Committee hearings as identifying witnesses, preparing questions etc takes a lot of time and preparation. Take as much time as you can without losing peoples interest.

Be patient and diplomatic with all proceedings and interactions.

Be aware that conflicts of opinion will arise and develop a strategy to deal with this.
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Appendices

6.3 Proposed indicators and measures

Participation

Proposed indicators:

vii. Local residents’ awareness of the Select Committee process and BAN Waste group.

viii. Proportion of local residents actively involved in BAN Waste and the Select Committee.

ix. Level of involvement of local residents in the process.

x. Select Committee and BAN Waste members’ satisfaction levels regarding Select Committee process/impacts.

xi. Local residents’ satisfaction levels regarding Select Committee process/impacts.

xii. Evolvement and degree of successful interaction between Select Committee members.  

Proposed measures:

Interviews and focus groups with Select Committee members.

Surveys and interviews involving wider BAN Waste membership and local residents contacted via Community Days. 

Observation of Select Committee events.

Analysis using framework of ‘types of participation’ (Petty, 1994).

Partnership

Proposed indicators:

	i. Common goal:
	Do all partners share a common vision of the goals of the Select Committee? 

Does the pursuit of the common goal take precedence over individual partner interests?

	ii. Sharing:
	Are all relevant partners represented and active?

Are all partners mutually accountable?

Are responsibilities and rewards shared equally by all partners?

Are the strengths and talents of each partner recognised and used?

	iii. Roles:
	Are partner roles, responsibilities and contribution clearly defined and accepted?

Does each partner devote resources to the partnership as agreed?

	iv. Trust:
	Is there mutual trust between all partners?

	v. Equality:
	Do partners have an equal say in decision-making processes?

	vi. Communication:
	Do partners behave openly and honestly, and deal with conflicts promptly?


Proposed measures:

Interviews and focus groups with Select Committee members, wider BAN Waste membership and other key players.

Observation of Select Committee events.

Inclusiveness and openness

Proposed indicators:

	i. Inclusiveness:
	Does the Select Committee reflect and represent all social groups? 

Does the Select Committee process involve community, voluntary, statutory and private sectors equally?

Is the promotion of the Select Committee inclusive and accurate? 

Are Select Committee and related events inclusive (e.g. in terms of childcare, disabled access, other language speakers, room layouts, timing of meetings, public transport access to venue etc)? 

	ii. Openness:
	Is the Select Committee process open and accessible to City residents and other interested parties? 

Is all information (discussions, reasoning processes, decisions, reports etc) made publicly available?   

Is information available to other language speakers, visually impaired etc?


Proposed measures:

Documentary analysis of promotional materials.

Observation of Select Committee events.

Liaison with Select Committee Public Relations Officer.

Interviews and focus groups with Select Committee members.

Surveys and interviews involving wider BAN Waste membership and local residents contacted via Community Days. 

Capacity building and skills

Proposed indicators:

vi. Knowledge of the various waste options and their benefits and costs, among Select Committee members, wider BAN Waste membership, and local residents.

vii. Knowledge of local decision-making and democratic processes, among Select Committee members, wider BAN Waste membership, and local residents.

viii. Skills and abilities developed by members as a result of the Select Committee process.

ix. Interest and propensities among Select Committee and BAN Waste members, regarding involvement in other community action groups. 

x. Behavioural impacts – any changes in approaches to waste management at a personal or household level. 

Proposed measures:

Observation of Select Committee events and Community Days.

Interviews and focus groups with Select Committee members.

Surveys and interviews involving wider BAN Waste membership and local residents contacted via Community Days. 

Other outcomes 

Other outcomes of the Select Committee process were recorded, evaluated and reported as considered appropriate by the research team.

 Select Committee Witnesses

First Hearings

September 20, 2001

· Sean Pruce: Environment Agency Northeast Region, Area Waste Licensing Team Leader

· Barry Rowland: Newcastle upon Tyne, Cityworks, Director

· Pete Stevens: Save Waste and Prosper (SWAP), Environmental Consultant

September 29, 2001

· Eddie Wrigley: Government Office North East, Sustainability & Environment Team

· Dennis Martin: Co-op

· Gearoid Henry: Newcastle City Council, Recycling Officer and ‘Greening the Supply chain’ Coordinator

· Liz Morrish: Environ, Waste and Recycling Manager

October 4, 2001

· David Malone: Children’s Warehouse, Newcastle, Director

· Garry King: RENEW North East Ltd., Gateshead

· Ron England: Glass Recycling UK

· John Redmayne: CREATE, Liverpool

· David Shipley & Mac Leadbitter, Community Transport, Newcastle

October 8, 2001

· Chris Whaley & Chris Reynall: Safe-Waste Systems, Northumberland

· Steve Tinling: Newcastle City Council Home Composting Scheme

· Matthew Pumfrey: OrrTec (Organic and Resource Recovery Technology) and Zero Waste International

October 11, 2001

· Pam Jose: North East Recycling Ltd.

· Andy Moore: Avon Friends of the Earth

· Richard Boden: Wyecycle, Kent

· Keith Collins: Ecologika

October 15, 2001

· Dan Grierson: Amec

· Robin Murray: Ecologika

· Richard Crouch: Environment Agency, North East Waste Strategy Manager

October 22, 2001

· Paul Taylor: SITA, North East Director

· Paul Dumpleton: SITA, UK Recycling Manager

· Stephen Wise: SITA, Composting Manager

· John Thistlewood: SITA, Environment and Capital Projects Manager (EfW)

· Joanna McGee: SITA, Recycling Officer

· Robin Crews: SITA, Public Relations

· Michael Robson: Abbey Well, Morpeth

October 29, 2001

· Bishop Ambrose Griffiths: Roman Catholic Bishop of Hexham and Newcastle

· Chris Mills: Newcastle City Council, Community and Housing Directorate, Capital Investment Manager

· Gordon Halliday: North East Region Technical Advisory Board on Waste, Chair & Northumberland County Council, Assistant Director of Environment

· Chris Underwood: University of Northumbria

· William Prescott: Energy from Waste Association

Second Hearing

September 23, 2002

· Cal Boal & Bill Hopwoood: BAN Waste Community Events

· Farne Primary School: Pupils and Ian Dixon

· Stocksfield Primary School: Pupils and Alan French

· Ruth Mulgrew: Student Community Action Newcastle

· Paula Whitney: Friends of the Earth

· Richard Hurst: WasteWise, Durham

· Barry Friesen: Solid Waste-Resource Manager, Department of Environment and Labour, Nova Scotia, Canada
October 3, 2002

· Ashley Robb & Pete Stevens: Save Waste and Prosper (SWAP), Environmental Consultants

· Peter Jones: Biffa Waste Services, Director

· Robin Murray: Ecologika 

October 9, 2002

· Tom Warburton: ONE North East

· Barry Rowland: Newcastle upon Tyne, Cityworks, Director
October 14, 2002

· Qadeer Khan: Environment Consultant

· John Burns: Environment Agency, Environment Manager Tyne Catchment 

· Alan Dalton: Board member of the Environment Agency 1999-2001

Third Hearings

September 8, 2003

· Barry Knight: Government and Commonwealth Advisor

· Peter Thomson: Newcastle City Councillor, Elswick Ward, Labour Party

· Rachel Folley: Newcastle City Council, Social Policy and Strategy Unit, Manager

· Bryan Beverley: Newcastle City Council, Community Support, Manager

· Perry Walker: New Economics Foundation, Development Director of Democracy Programme

September 15, 2003

Elizabeth Simmons: Robert Long Consultants, Environmental Consultant 

Alan Watson: Government Advisor and Environmental Consultant

Vyvyan Howard: Toxicologist, Liverpool University

Ben Cave: Seahorse IA, Health Assessment Consultant

Graffiti wall at final celebration

Three graffiti walls were set up at the final celebration held by BAN Waste to obtain the views of the people present. As there were no representatives from the council present their views are not presented here.

Question to BAN Waste members: please take a little time to reflect on your experiences as a member of BAN Waste. Write on post-it notes how you felt about the direction the campaign took.

	Good things
	Bad things
	Things you would have done differently

	Making lots of new friends with same ideals
	Public meetings
	More citywide, not so elitist and based in the east-end, should be more encouraging to more people.

	4 years in BAN Waste was worth more than 20 in the labour party
	Meetings
	I never thought that BAN Waste was elitist at all

	Inspired by commitment of others.

Friendships made.

Reinforcement of positive attitudes by fellow similar interested people
	The continual shitty indifferent attitude of the Newcastle Council
	Networking should have been a priority

	Making friends
	Fights within the group
	

	4 years!
	
	


Question to Select Committee members: Please take a little time to reflect on your experiences as a Select Committee member. Thinking about the Select Committee process write on post-it notes about:

	Magic moment(s)
	Despair time(s)
	Things you would have done differently

	Decision not to incinerate! (In Newcastle)
	The poor response of councillors to invitations, when other witnesses had come such a long way
	Would have sorted out ‘payment’ of SC members – should have criticised (?) situation in first lot of sittings where those receive benefit were unable to claim

	As above
	We had speakers of international repute, and councillors/officers didn’t bother turning up – obviously thought they had nothing to learn – what arrogance and what a wasted opportunity – pretty depressing
	

	Having had the funding to hold the Select Committee.

Some of the presentations – realising that we were not way off track
	Fake consultation by the council officers. They did not fully attend. Democracy?
	

	Getting Tara hooked

[refers to the main funder]
	Decision by the council for Sita to do the recycling bid and not inhouse
	


Question to Newcastle Residents who are not BAN Waste members: Please take the time to write on post-it notes about:
	When you first heard about BAN Waste
	How you heard about BAN Waste
	What BAN Waste does

	C 1999
	Incinerator waste used on allotment paths campaign. Colleague at work, NCVS
	By the way! Has that incinerator up the road been closed doon yet, or what!

	2003
	Local leafleting campaign (i.e. thru’ letterbox)
	1 stops incinerator waste being used by the council as allotment paths.

2 opposes incineration.

3 involves local people.

4 raises issues of environmental concern

	Around 1999 as well!
	My mother made me do it!
	Well done BAN Waste you did a fantastic job

	2002/ Jesmond – more publicity/public awareness would be good
	Also thru’ local press reports re allotment ash scandal
	Advises/researches around environmental issues- originally the incinerator

	1999

At the start
	From activists! / friend
	Tries to make a better world through looking at waste disposed of in an environmentally friendly [way]

	
	When the campaign to get the incinerator ash removed from the paths got going – local press etc Not sure which year
	Campaigns to close incinerator, promote greening of city, recycling etc.

	
	In summer 2002 saw BAN Waste staff and spoke to people at Ouseburn Festival
	Hopefully promotes good practice towards a continually evaluated goal of 0 [zero] waste

	
	
	Robin Murray’s presentation



