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A workshop was held to test presentations, materials and processes before taking these to the local events. Invitations were sent to a range of organisations and departments of the Welsh Assembly Government and the following people attended:

· Jasper Roberts – Rural Policy


· Peter Wilson – DfTE

· Matthew Quinn – SPU

· Mary Hughes – Perm Sec Office

· Jonathan Price – EcAD

· Chris Riley – HSPD

· Marion Davies – EPD

· Rachel Jowitt – WLGA

· Simon Slater – Forum for the Future

· Karen Maddock-Jones – CCW

· Mike Cuddy – WDA

Members of the Spatial Plan Team and the consultants team also attended

Following an initial icebreaker session in which badges were used to display individual interests, Grant Duncan of the Wales Spatial Plan Team welcomed everybody and Natalie Grohmann gave a short presentation of the Plan. 

Kevin Murray of the consultant team then explained the process of rolling out the Plan to areas throughout Wales and how the information gained would be used to strengthen and amend the Plan. 

[image: image2.wmf]This was followed by an introduction to workshop materials by Drew Mackie, who asked the audience to split into two groups to:

· assess the national objectives of the Plan and comment

· use a set of cards to reject, amend or add to the application of the national principles to the Swansea Bay area

· place the resultant set of cards in a matrix to indicate their priority and timescale for implementation

Participants reported back on this session at the end of the morning. In the afternoon, the same groups discussed the mechanics of taking the Plan forward and which organisations should be involved. In each of these sessions, observers noted the discussion points which are recorded below.
Morning Workshop 

1.1 National Objectives

Participants started this workshop by examining the National Objectives as contained in the grey objectives diagram from the Plan.

Conversation in both groups tended to concentrate on definitions and some fairly abstract points relating to sustainability and national policy.

Group 1 

Flipchart Notes:

· Doesn't reflect communities of interest (e.g. young people, elderly)

· Sustainable Communities - what is it?

· Is there a conflict of choice between where people live and work?

· Difficult to agree with any of the propositions

· What are the trade offs? - diagram on trade offs would be useful

· What are the delivery priorities?

· Not minimising but reducing contribution to climate change

· Not sure what sustainable accessibility is

· Need section on governance

· Creating an accessible public sector - missing from local attributes

Observer comments:

· Participants wondered whether or not the different zones are purely descriptive or have any deeper meaning. Concern was expressed that matching zones were implemented to develop a coherent framework but did not match any real-life evidence.

· The group highlighted the ambiguity between wanting to underline Wales’ distinctiveness on the one hand and trying to define rather rigid zones on the other. A definition of the term distinctiveness would be helpful, the group decided. 

Group 2  

Flipchart notes:

· What is distinctiveness? Need to define the term.

· "Ecological footprint" is jargon

· Need for clarity in terms of the communication plan

· Vision - whose (who would agree with that?)

· Creating accessible public and PRIVATE services

Observer comments:

· (none taken at this point)
1.2 Swansea Bay General Discussion

Group 1

Observer notes:

The question of distinctiveness was transferred to the Swansea Bay area. Participants felt that calling the zone “Swansea Bay Area” was dangerous. They pointed out that Swansea and Cardiff, both being located in only one zone are very different and that competitiveness and tensions between these major cities exist. People suggested renaming the zone “South Central Area” to illuminate the possible image of Swansea as the dominant city in the region. Furthermore, the group felt that comprehensive differences within the zone made it almost impossible to find generalisations or that generalisations become meaningless when considered at the local level. 

Participants thought that the general “guidelines” as given in the plan contradict the demand for finding and underlining distinctiveness. Most participants felt that the term “respecting distinctiveness” was purely ideological and a “must” in the Welsh Spatial Plan, but was not expressed convincingly in the policies. 

Group 2 

Observer notes:

It was argued that there would be some dispute in the Swansea area about Swansea being referred to as the Hub/Centre of the West. It was suggested that surrounding areas such as Llanelli, Neath and Port Talbot would not necessarily buy-in to this idea.

It was agreed that the starting point for discussion should be that if Swansea is used as a first base for development then surrounding areas will benefit from its reflected glory. 

The group agreed that Swansea University was performing much better than it had done 5 years ago with a better standard of professors and lecturers resulting in a higher standard of achievement from the students. It was felt that the knowledge base was much better now.

The group argued that Swansea didn’t have a professional base to hold on to nor was it able to attract new professionals.

There was an issue of access through the city which needed to be addressed. A related issue to consider was the steelworks in Port Talbot which do not present an attractive route into the city 

It was suggested that Swansea did not maximise its current potential, people only ever hear about the Dylan Thomas Centre and the Mumbles Mill

It was important to identify why people were leaving the area and to then to reverse the trend. 

Generally the group agreed that much of the success of the plan lay in the potential trade-offs that could be made.

There was little to disagree with in the plan – there were no "wicked" issues.

It was felt that the plan was very geographically based as opposed to communities of interest, e.g. Age, gender, ethnic minorities.

A question that came up on several occasions was ‘Who will take ownership of the outcomes – who will facilitate this?’

1.3 Sustainability Matrix

Group 1

The model proved to be a challenge for the group. Participants found the model too abstract and demanded an explanation of the terms “robust”, “stable” and “weak”. The same was true for the terms “Environment”, “Community”, “Prosperity” and “Accessibility”. The group had to remind themselves which factors would fall under which category. 

When discussing which of the three categories (robust/stable/fragile) would be appropriate for Swansea Bay, participants felt unable to make a generalising decision for the whole zone. Differences on the micro level were held responsible for finding it hard to categorise. In terms of the environment it was said that the general environment of the zone is considered to be robust but would be weakened due to urban development pressures. Because the pressure would influence the environment already now and would pose a real threat to the area, the group decided to classify the area between fragile and stable. 

In terms of the community it was felt that because of the diverse community a fairly unstable overall picture would be appropriate. It was pointed to the fact that rivalry between Swansea and Cardiff would be comparable with the relationship between Glasgow and Edinburgh. The perception of belonging to either Swansea, Cardiff or none of both creates tension within the area. 

Regarding prosperity it was said that it can be considered to be fairly high but when looking at community level, it could only be described as a “mess”. High pockets of poverty would exist adjacent to highly successful areas. This inequality would lead to a highly fragile economy.

Accessibility: The transport system was considered to be robust but would lack connections to less accessible areas, e.g. the valleys. The North-South transport routes, however, were seen as very satisfactory. Public and human support services were viewed as being fragile (no explanation given). 

Group 2

Sustainability Matrix - Now
There was some initial debate as to whether the term ‘environment’ referred to the Natural or Built form, and that if it referred to both it was harder to catergorise for the purposes of this exercise. The group decided that generally the current state of the environment in Swansea is relatively stable. However it would be different if the steelworks were not there.

They agreed that the community is in a fragile state because not only are local people economically deprived but their physical well-being is also poor.

The group said that the area is not prosperous - the economy of the area is very poor and therefore the prosperity of the area is currently very fragile.

· The group reiterated the point that accessibility into the area (particularly from the East) is stable.
1.4 Cards

A set of cards was given to each group. The cards depicted the local objectives for a "yellow" area. Participants were asked to:

· consider the cards in the light of the debate on national objectives and how they might apply specifically to Swansea Bay

· reject any card that they felt was inappropriate

· amend any card that they felt was not quite appropriate

· [image: image3.wmf]add new cards to represent some locally appropriate objective not covered in the plan

The groups were then asked to place the cards in a matrix that indicated priority and timescale. 

Group discussion

Group 1

This exercise was very straightforward. While the first exercise created a lot of discussion, the second task was quickly done. General criticism was uttered regarding the lack of environmental, recreation/tourism and housing issues. It was thought that the objectives very much aimed to foster a prosperous economy but neglected social and sustainable environmental issues. 

Increasing and Spreading Prosperity

One of the key discussions was about the objective to “promote public sector employment and SME growth”. It was felt that this was too exclusive and did not consider other sectors (public and voluntary). The group concluded that a growth of the public sector employment would not necessarily reduce or eliminate social problems. More explicit statements such as “combating low wages” would be more meaningful.  

Furthermore, the group expressed doubts as to whether links to Ireland would really be beneficial. It was said that these benefits would only be short-term but would not contribute to the strengthening of the southern economy in the long term. Additionally, the restriction to Ireland was strongly criticised. Linkages to France, the Netherlands and other European countries would be no less important the group decided. It was felt that the European dimension was very much neglected in the plan. However, at the end, the group decided to change “support employment activities related to Irish links” with “manage employment activities related to Irish links”. 

Building Sustainable Communities

The objective to “identify key centres, networks and linkages to increase the range of social and economic opportunities, e.g. health” was seen as meaningless. The group felt that the objective would have to be rephrased to be understood. 

Valuing our Environment

The group decided that this section showed big gaps. Which environment - the built, the cultural or the natural one? Furthermore, this section was strongly criticised for its short-term view. It was felt that more sustainable issues such as reduction of emissions, fostering of green technologies and sustainable tourism etc. should be included and stronger linked to economy and transport issues.

Achieving Sustainable Accessibility

The objective to “improve travel times to the east” was rejected by the group. The group decided that this aim was far too exclusive. It was felt that not only travel times to the east should be improved but travel times to all destinations, particularly the less accessible areas, e.g. the valleys. Instead of amending the card, the group decided to totally reject the card. In terms of the Ireland links it was again felt that this was too exclusive and should be extended to other European countries as well, not only in regard to road, rail and ferry but also regarding air linkages.

Group 2

(no comments were recorded during the card session - see card results)

Sustainability Matrix - Then

The group agreed that if their priorities were implemented then it would improve the state of the environment to be much more stable and on the verge or robustness. The community and general prosperity of the area would be more stable with a healthier and wealthier community and a more prosperous and thriving economy. The group did however think that if transport links and accessibility were improved upon then the down side of this could be congestion.

The group noted that there were areas which the Plan did not cover adequately, including housing and leisure and recreation
Card Results for both groups

The table below shows the results for both groups. Objectives have been ranked according to priority. Areas of agreement are shown in pink. "Range of Opportunities" was rejected by one group. The numbers in cells indicate how many groups voted for that position in terms of Timescale or Priority. The weighted priority brings together the group number and the priority position (High = x3, Medium = x2, Low = x1)

	Objective
	Timescale
	Priority
	

	
	Short
	Med
	Long
	High
	Med
	Low
	Weighted Priority

	Centres
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	
	6

	Urban area Performance
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	
	6

	Skills
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	
	6

	The knowledge economy
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	
	6

	Transport hubs
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	
	6

	Employment & Growth
	
	1
	1
	2
	
	
	6

	Integration
	1
	
	1
	2
	
	
	6

	The cultural economy
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	
	6

	Brownfield development
	1
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	5

	Competing demands
	2
	
	
	1
	
	1
	4

	Infrastructure
	2
	
	
	1
	
	1
	4

	Distinctiveness
	2
	
	
	1
	
	1
	4

	Linkages
	
	2
	
	
	2
	
	4

	Neighbouring zones
	
	2
	
	
	2
	
	4

	Travel times
	
	2
	
	
	2
	
	4

	Range of opportunities
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	3

	Transport to Ireland
	
	
	2
	
	1
	1
	3

	Irish links
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	1
	3


Added:

· Housing attractive to skilled workers (Short/ High)

· Maximise their potential (Short/Med)

· Public Sector Employment (Med/Med/

· Reverse Population trend (Long/Med)

· Raise awareness, change perceptions of area (Med/Med)

2 Afternoon Workshop
2.1 Group 1

Rather than relating these issues to the Swansea Bay zone, the group decided to take a more abstract approach.
1) What collaborative action is required?

The group expressed the following criteria as being crucial:

· Leadership and Partnership – the issue of who is responsible, not only in terms of the plan itself but also in regard to the process. These people would include the local authorities, farmers, the general public, (voluntary) organisations, private firms etc. These groups would have to encourage partnership work

· Communication – it is crucial that people can see what implementations benefit their area, therefore it is inevitable to involve the public, to explain and reinsure

· Planning

· Define the levels and find leaders and partners

The outcomes would be:

· Funding

· Buy-in at the top

· A better mix of representatives, not only the “usual suspects”

· Vision

· Action Plan

· A changed way of working

The group underlined that an outcome-focused approach would be essential to assure a successful partnership.

2) Who undertakes such action?

The answer to this was networks
3) Over what timescale?

Actions within three years:

· initial scoping

· collecting some data immediately

· then as mapped (by cards)

Actions within seven years:
· Big milestones (as mapped on cards)

Actions beyond seven years:
· Refocus vision and plans

4) What are the resource implications?

Assumptions:

· No extra money 

· There will be something to incentivise the private sector

· People can be persuaded to change the way they work

Actions:
· Map resources - where are they?

· Resource allocation review – what resources match allocation?

· Take stock of outcomes through better data capture and analysis; indicators are e.g. people who are cured rather than people that went through hospital
2.2 Group 2

First of all, the group drew attention to some obstacles that may occur:

Obstacles
· Many key decisions are not taken by the public sector, nor even by the private sector

· Boundaries do not reflect local authority areas

· Process gets captured by specific interest groups

· Partnership and strategy overload

· Potential conflict between community strategies and spatial plan

· Previous track record of strategies and plans implementation is not good

1) What collaborative action is required?

· Make some funding conditional 

· Engage productively and positively with private sector

· BID or other zonal initiatives e.g. URC

· Recast the regional economic fora

· Consider implications for the local government

· Remit letters of ASPBs to reflect spatial plan

2) Who undertakes such action?

· Local authorities

· Assembly

· Academia

· Private sector

· Police/fire brigade

· Health

· Job Centre

Furthermore, one has to have a look at other countries in order to see how we can improve the Welsh system. How have other countries dealt with such issues?

3) Over what timescale?

The group suggested a cut-off time (by 2004) to identify who should be involved in the network. The cost of the process should equal the cost of the delivery. 










Group 1 Diagram showing action process
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