
Minutes of the Urban Renewal Specialist Strategic Partnership (UR SSP) Meeting

Venue: Marketing Suite, Municipal Building, Widnes

Date and Time: 26th April, 2005 at 3.00pm

Present:

Cllr. Rob Polhill

(RP/Chair)
Halton Borough Council (HBC)

Janitha Redmond

(JR)

English Partnerships

Sasha Deepwell

(SD)

PLUS Housing Group

Simon James

(SJ)

St. Modwen Properties Ltd.,

Derek Robertson

(DR)

Groundwork Mersey Valley

Cllr. Ron Hignett

(RH)

HBC

Anne Scrase

(AS)

Environment Agency

Steve O’Connor

(SO)

O’Connor Group

In Attendance:

Dick Tregea

(DT)

HBC/Strategic Director – Environment;

Derek Sutton

(DS)

HBC/Operational Director – Major Projects Dept.,

Ian Grady


(IG)

HBC/Head of Strategic Policy & Partnership;

Debbie Houghton

(DH)

HBC/Policy Adviser

Karen Marcroft

(KM)

Halton Strategic Partnership (HSP)

Pat Audoire (Minutes)
(PA)

HBC/Urban Renewal SSP Co-ordinator 

Oberving:

Richard Tracey

(RT)

NWDA Merseyside Office

	
	
	
	
	Actions


	1.
	Apologies
	1.1
	None received.


	

	2.
	Welcome to New Partners
	2.1
	The Chair welcomed new members to the partnership and asked for introductions around the table.


	

	
	
	2.2.1
	He went on to review partnership development to date and expressed the desire that true partnership working could be achieved in a move away from previous, poorly attended meetings.


	

	
	
	2.2.2
	DT introduced himself as the HBC Strategic Director for Environment newly appointed to support the partnership and agreed with RP, commenting on the poor attendance of the January meeting.  He suggested that this meeting had been dominated by HBC, which left little room for partners’ contributions.  It is therefore important that this be widened out to encourage partners to take ownership of the group, in an effort to better improve the borough.  


	

	
	
	2.2.3
	PA referred to the ‘Members’ Agenda Items’ section on the agenda.   This gives partners the opportunity to raise any issues they wished to be considered at meetings.  PA asked that these be addressed to her in advance, in order that details can be distributed with meeting papers.


	

	
	Item 7 on Agenda: Feedback from UR SSP Review
	2.3
	The Chair asked that IG might give feedback from an earlier meeting at this juncture, elements of which relate to partnership working.  (This had been intended to be introduced at Item 7 – Feedback from Urban Renewal SSP Review.)


	

	
	
	2.3.1
	IG suggested that for those new members this was a good time to be joining the partnership, as we have entered a phase where priorities are reviewed, and he expressed the wish that new members would bring enthusiasm to that process.  


	

	
	
	2.3.2
	To date, there have been a series of SSP workshops to progress this process and, earlier in the day, one of these workshops had taken place to review the urban renewal priorities agenda. 


	

	
	
	2.3.2
	The process relies on exploring conditions in Halton using existing data.  Given that we are 30th out of approx. 330 on the Index of Multiple Deprivation, we do fare poorly.


	

	
	
	2.3.3
	With regard to the physical fabric, there are signs of progress.  


	

	
	
	2.3.4
	In terms of schools and education, those opportunities to be had are invariably taken by outsiders, therefore moving into the debate about what this means to partners.


	

	
	
	2.3.5
	In summary, the partnership overall needs to be in a position to give the people of Halton a choice to lead rich and fulfilling lives: to make choices; to enjoy living and working in the borough.


	

	
	
	2.3.6
	There was a consensus that we have already omitted to consider a number of works that still need to be seen through to completion:  a legacy of contamination to deal with and help change; amenities; housing; urban fabric.
	

	
	
	2.3.7
	This latter point generated much discussion around the basic infrastructure e.g., transport issues and investors/employees/ residents getting in, out and around the borough and, underpinning that, the way the partnership has now got to change to reflect the needs of the borough in a different way.


	

	
	
	2.3.8
	KM gave an overview of the Local Futures* model and the priorities process.  She further noted that new partners may seek information from both PA and the HSP Team.  Members may also visit the website – where they will find research and information – at www.haltonpartnership.net.

(* The Consultants progressing the priorities and Community Strategy process).


	

	
	
	2.3.9
	PA will feed back to members the outcomes of the UR SSP Priorities Review that had taken place earlier in the day.


	PA

	
	
	2.4.1
	RP referred to the copy of the Terms of Reference included in the meeting papers.  These are currently under review and he requested members to consider them and make suggestions.  PA will e.mail these to partners in due course, as an aide memoire and in order to make the process of amending them easier.


	ALL

PA

	
	
	2.4.2
	PA also referred to the Declarations of Interest in the meeting papers and stressed the importance that partners adhere to these rules and regulations.  


	

	
	
	2.4.3
	RP suggested that, from the representatives around the table, there now seemed to be a good membership balance, but asked partners to make further suggestions they thought relevant at any stage.

 
	

	
	
	2.4.4
	DS commented that the UR SSP had previously accomplished a lot of good work and had made significant achievements.  He stressed that maintaining the interaction between partners was challenging, as people invariably met in other forums, achieving developmental benefit for Halton.  However, DT stressed the strategic importance of this partnership, commenting that members had latterly voted with their feet by non-attendance. The Partnership therefore needs to develop good work without the dominating influence of HBC.


	

	3.
	Minutes & Matters Arising from January

Meeting
	3.1
	Minutes were approved.
	

	
	
	3.2.1
	There was one action point for PA at Item 7 regarding Membership.  PA confirmed that following the membership review and the recommendations of the January, 2005 meeting, she had contacted the membership asking for confirmation of support and had followed up on other suggested nominations.  The benefit of this was evident by the number of partners and new members around the table.  Traders had also been invited to join the partnership, but no response had, to date, been received from them.


	

	
	
	3.2.2
	This exercise had, on the whole, been quite positive.  However, Chris Adams (CA) from Halton Transport had asked to opt out of the partnership, unless elements were identified that specifically required his input.  DT had subsequently written to him, stressing the strategic importance of his attendance at meetings and requesting his future support, to which there had been a positive, if tempered, response.  However, CA was today absent from the meeting, which was unfortunate.


	

	
	
	3.2.3
	This prompted discussion around the table with regard to the strategic nature of the work of the partnership and the importance of transport issues within that, noting how transport impacts on most project development.


	

	4.
	NRF Update
	4.1
	As a matter of information, PA tabled a spreadsheet showing the latest NRF expenditure figures against budgets for Urban Renewal projects supported by the UR SSP.  This showed that, out of a budget of £1,021,000, there is an underspend of only £3,235, which is an exceptional result.


	

	5.
	NWDA Applications, Appraisals and Approvals Framework
	5.1
	DS presented the report on NWDA Applications, Appraisal and Approvals Board, suggesting that this opened up the potential for a major role for the UR SSP, which had previously been lacking.


	

	
	
	5.2
	The report outlined the proposal for ‘the introduction of a framework to comply with the NWDA stipulated requirement to establish an impartial framework and ensure separation of roles in the appraisal of delegated NWDA projects’ for the Widnes Waterfront EDZ, Castlefields and Ditton Strategic Rail Freight Park programmes.


	

	
	
	5.3
	DS referred to the recent NWDA funding difficulties and the negative impact this had had on progressing these three programmes, as it had been hoped that by now HBC would have had a determination of support.  However, we are still awaiting the NWDA Strategic Investment Plan.


	

	
	
	5.4
	In order to progress these programmes, there are elements that will need to be agreed in order to ensure an independent approvals process and the NWDA have asked that this partnership take on the role of Approvals Board – with a delegated limit of £½m – to approve projects within the programmes.


	

	
	
	5.5
	The model used is that of HBC’s Single Regeneration Budget processes, with which the NWDA have proved to be comfortable.  


	

	
	
	5.6
	As the Accountable Body, HBC needs confidence in such an Approvals Board.  The make-up of this Partnership is broad-based and therefore fulfils that role.


	

	
	
	5.7
	The report asks members to agree that the Partnership take on this role and the Local Strategic Partnership will then need to ratify the process.


	

	
	Amendments: (1) Paul Aitkin to Paul Lakin; (2) Remove ‘Although … had gained tacit NWDA approval’. 

pa/21.7.05
	5.8
	RT reported that Paul Lakin of the NWDA had met with David Parr (HBC/CEO) in order to determine a way forward.  These programmes had not been lodged as formal commitments. Therefore, more dialogue will be needed as the transfer from the Cheshire to the Merseyside office is managed.


	

	
	
	5.9
	RT also stressed that he would like to be recorded as attending this and any future meetings as an observer only (and has subsequently confirmed this by e.mail.)


	

	
	
	5.10
	IG considered the proposed model a good one and suggested it was healthy that this SSP moved away from the focus on just NRF issues into a more strategic role, with a wider overview.  The formation of Local Area Agreements is currently high on the agenda, supporting pooling and joint management issues, and this proposal fits that agenda and will be very beneficial to Halton.  There are still questions of separation of responsibilities and sharing with the HSP, but he was confident that this will, in due course, be given proper detail.


	

	
	
	5.11
	JR asked about the logistics of the process, as there are three large programmes of work, with a series of projects under each, to appraise.  DS responded that these projects will not all come at once, but gradually, year on year and that Approvals Board meetings would be arranged subject to projects being ready, followed by monitoring/project development meetings for subsequent year(s).  This can all be done electronically, if everyone is in agreement, as the reality of arranging meetings can prove difficult.


	

	
	
	5.12
	The Chair asked the membership for their approval and the recommendation at Item 2.1 of the report was moved.


	

	6.
	Outcome of Action Planning process 
	6.1
	PA talked to the report on this subject, which had been developed to bring partners up to date with recent SSP/ HSP developments.


	

	
	
	6.2
	In January 2005, after a gap analysis had been fed into the action planning process, an SSP Chairs’ meeting took place where the NRF allocations for 2005/06 were decided.  It was reported that the UR SSP was allocated £1.367m to be apportioned amongst a series of ongoing strategic projects.  Funding breakdowns were profiled and included in meeting papers for information.


	

	
	
	6.3
	At that meeting, it was also agreed that each SSP would take responsibility for the allocation and management of their NRF funding award and would be required to accept and sign up to a series of protocols and manage-ment arrangements.


	

	
	
	6.4
	The purpose of this report was to make recommendations that these responsibilities be adopted and the membership confirmed their agreement.


	

	
	
	6.5
	It was also recommended that Progress Reports be electronically distributed to members for their approval, with a deadline by which to respond, after which their agreement would be assumed.


	

	7.
	Feedback from UR SSP Review 


	7.1
	Dealt with above, at Item 2.3
	

	8.
	Presentation on proposed Queens Hall development
	8.1
	It was noted that at previous SSP meetings, presentations were appreciated as a way of recapping on the developments within Halton and reviewing the NRF investment that the SSP now manages.


	

	
	
	8.2
	DS introduced this presentation not as his own, but as produced by Gary Lockley of Marmalade (Widnes) Ltd., the development organisation responsible for the  proposed developments at Halton Business Forum (former Widnes Town Hall) and the Grosvenor Hotel, in Victoria Square.


	

	
	
	8.3
	It was further stressed that this was another element of partnership-working as, without private sector collaborations, many of the developments in Halton would not have been accomplished.  However, it was also noted that the capital funding crucial to urban renewal in Halton and provided by HBC was a major catalyst to regeneration. 


	

	
	
	8.4
	The Queens Hall was recently closed due to the deterioration of the building and the subsequent opening of The Brindley.  However, this redevelopment will not duplicate the facilities at The Brindley.


	

	
	
	8.5
	HBC see this development as contributing to the scope of the town, providing facilities for the community across the age spectrum, but particularly for youths.  It will also draw attention and economic development to the southern end of Widnes as a springboard to the Victoria Road development.


	

	
	
	8.6
	DS presented the presentation, showing the development of

· A 270-seater cinema, showing blockbuster movies as well as classics and themed movies

· A Comedy Club

· Staging for live events

· An internationally renowned coffee shop together with bistro and bar, cyber café and Sweet Factory.

· Rooms for varied use.


	

	
	
	8.7
	It is proposed that the Cinema will have booth seating and a VIP area with hostess service, whilst on the ground floor a whole new ‘Théatro’ level of entertainment will be built, including rooms that can be used for a whole host of activities and events appealing to every age group.


	

	
	
	8.8
	SD asked whether HBC would be providing revenue support for the project.  DS responded that this would not be the case, but that the community/leisure industry may buy into provision, thus enhancing the revival of the town centre.


	

	
	
	8.9
	SO asked whether there would be increased car parking, apart from the small area identified on the plan.  DS responded that parking was an issue for the whole of the Victoria Square development and that HBC Engineers were looking into it.  The HBC Municipal car park would be made available after 19.00 hrs., and Lacey Street car parking would be reviewed, with a view to enhancing it and dealing with lighting issues.

There followed a general but animated discussion into car parking issues, looking at the impact of the Town Hall pavilions and the development of apartments and bar provision at the Corner House, as well as multi-story facilities/lock-in & lift options, each of which had cost implications and issues attached to them.

RP stressed the value that the community puts on free car parking but that this was a facility which was being abused by shoppers and commuters, whilst SO questioned the value of flattening the Halton Transport garage and using that area for parking, moving the garage and bus parking areas outside of the town, perhaps to Ditton – on the basis that garage work and bus storage could be achieved on a less strategic piece of land.  However, with regard to the latter item, although this will be reviewed, the contribution of Halton Transport at this juncture would have been welcome.  It was noted that the need for their partnership input had, again, been identified.

SD suggested that people did not object to paid parking, so long as they could be assured that it was secure, but it was generally agreed that security companies will only provide surveillanced parking if the facilities/venues were available and central for visitors, i.e., profitable.


	

	
	
	8.11
	This then opened up the debate surrounding environmental issues and the whole transport inter-related system, both of which are important.  An ideal would be for the bus service to facilitate youths without cars, but this has other, service implications surrounding safety and viability.  


	

	
	
	8.12
	It was also noted that support for Halton businesses is critical in order to prevent haemorrhaging of trade to Liverpool and Warrington – but these issues will be covered by the Night Time Economy report which is due to be issued in June (presentation to be given at the July UR SSP meeting).  HBC has been looking at issues surrounding CCTV, litter, sponsored buses (perhaps using a private bus company), police on buses, take-up of extended licencing hours and accessibility.  Self-policing by the community would also be welcomed.


	

	9.
	Update on Strategic Projects 
	9.1
	DT introduced this item as a good opportunity to give partners a regular round-up of what was happening, strategically, in the borough.


	

	
	
	9.2
	DS referred to the developments on the EDZ and Castlefields sites, which were progressing, but slower than if they had had NWDA investment.


	

	
	
	9.3
	DT referred to 

· the Ineos Chlor Genesis development at £1/3b;

· English Partnerships / Sandymoor development of 1400 houses – a £300m investment;

· The Heath, which has changed dramatically, but needs to market itself more;

· Daresbury Science Park – a huge development, changing the face of the borough.

He went on to suggest that the partnership invite  representatives of these organisations in to review developments and this was welcomed by the meeting.  PA to arrange as future meetings presentation opportunities.


	PA

	
	
	9.4
	JR queried the potential of a bus trip around the borough to see the huge changes that have taken place in Halton as a result of the urban renewal programme.  PA was able to report that the Major Projects Department was already working on this, as a familiarity exercise for colleagues and partners, and that it would be possible to extend an invitation to UR SSP members.  Details will be reported to partnership members separately.


	PA

	
	
	9.5
	RP also asked about the potential CD distribution of a presentation to Members on achievements throughout the borough.  PA was able to report that this, too, was in hand and would be distributed to partners as soon as possible.


	PA



	
	
	9.6
	RP related that in previous meetings several projects from the urban renewal agenda had been reviewed in presentation and questioned the potential of finding very many more without duplicating information and effort.  However, DT was able to suggest:

· Night-Time Economy, which was arranged;

· Greening Business Parks;

· Affordable Housing;

· Brownfield Development;

· Requirements for our aging population.

 
	

	10.
	Members’ Agenda Items 


	10
	No Members’ Agenda Items had been received.  However, PA again reminded partners of this facility.
	

	11.
	Any Other Business 
	11.1
	KM announced that this would be her last meeting, as she was about to take up a post in Shropshire.  The Chair thanked her for her input.


	

	
	
	11.2
	JR suggested that a 2.00 pm. meeting start would be preferable to 3.00 pm.  The Chair asked for the consensus of the group and it was agreed that future meetings would be at 2.00 pm.


	

	
	
	11.3
	SO offered to host a future meeting, at which he could give the members a tour of some of the proposed Ditton SRFP site.  This was graciously accepted and PA will liaise with SO regarding arrangements.


	PA

	12.
	Dates of Future Meetings 
	
	It was noted that there were typographical errors on the Agenda relating to dates proposed for 2006 – these had been mistakenly noted as 2005.  For clarification, these should read:

Tuesday, 19th July, 2005;

Tuesday, 22nd November, 2005;

Tuesday, 17th January, 2006;

Tuesday, 25th April, 2006.

The meeting closed at 4.55 pm.


	


                                                                        10                                                                      pa/27.4.05


