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Meeting MINUTES

	Meeting title
	:
	Third Advisory Forum Meeting

	Date
	:
	20 May 2011

	Time
	:
	17:00 – 19:00

	Place
	:
	Room G45 City Engineers Building, Durban

	Attendees
	:
	See attached attendance list

	Apologies
	:
	Anisa Khan - WESSA/WWF Schools Programme

Andy Blackmore – KZN Wildlife

Asia Khan – KZN Dept Environmental Affairs

Bianca Vernes – Chairperson of DYC 

Derek Morgan – Energy Office

Jenny Duvenage – secondary rep for WESSA

Paulene Pirthi – Eskom
Richard Sivil – UKZN School of Philosophy and Ethics

Shamini Harrington – SAPIA

Sue Brittion – SAFCEI

	
	
	


	Item No.
	Item 
	Action

	1. 
	Welcome, Introduction and Apologies
Jonathan Curren (JDC) welcomed all Advisory Forum (AF) members. He expressed appreciation for the willingness of those present to provide input into the establishment of the Durban Climate Change Partnership (DCCP) Steering Committee.

Apologies were given, and it was announced that Glendyr Nel has withdrawn from the AF due to time constraints; however she does wish to remain involved in possible works streams and continue to be a member of the broader DCCP.
The agenda was summarised.
There were no questions or comments raised.
	

	2. 
	Updated DCCP Vision, Objectives, and Key Activities
JDC presented the foundation document, which includes the vision, objectives and key activities of the DCCP. This draft was emailed to AF members on 20 May 2011 and still open for further comment.
AM: In the vision paragraph, it might be better to just leave out the term “growth” as it is clouded with controversy.
JDC: Yes these comments will be collated and the SC will need to approve the final document with the written submission of comments.

KA: Will the DCCP have a stand at the COP17 exhibition? Should we or the steering committee take up this opportunity?

JDC: This point should be discussed here

AKM: The key activities of the DCCP are relevant here and important to discuss too.

MN: Will the municipality always control the DCCP? Will the DCCP be independent?

JDC: The municipality’s involvement in the AF phase (primarily as funders) will cease when the SC is formed. The SC will of course have a government representation but it will become independent.
	

	3. 
	Funding 
AKM gave an outline of the day-to-day operational costs depending on the scope of DCCP as follows:

1. Information sharing and facilitation

2. Technical assistance and project management

3. Project management

It is expected that the first two will form part of the immediate scope of the Partnership. AKM gave more cost expectations per scope listed.
Where potential funding may come from?

· Core funding from “founder” members

· Membership subscriptions, perhaps in a tiered format

· Advertising and branding may be necessary if the scope is extending to all three listed.

· Donor funding and grants is tedious due to application processes, but a suitable avenue.

· ESCO participation has been a successful avenue for  - leveraging an environment for investment in CC projects.

CW: A warning about financial requirements: Seed funding should be provided for at least 2 years because as a Sec 21, most funders require 2 year financial statements to approve funding applications.

AKM: A valuable point, noted.

Other partnerships (such as the London Climate Change Partnership) have been quite exclusive which has been successful but limiting. A multiple funding strategy will be required in order to function in all three areas. (See slides)
The DCCP will be administered by the Steering Committee (in a leadership role), and by a secretariat (in an administrative role).

KA: a combination of funding options will be required because for instance founder members are limited and we would have to provide a value proposition in order to really sell the added value of being a member of the DCCP. Annual memberships put strain on many companies with multiple associations – which again emphasises the need for a strong value proposition and sale point.
CW: Approaching funders for seed funding must not be seen as a COP17 responsive initiative only. The stakeholder engagement may add credibility to the aim of DCCP to persist beyond COP17.

MN: Is there a possibility to access more seed funding from the municipality without incurring issues of double funding?

JDC: These suggestions will be taken forward.

TB: It is important to know where we are now, and what it is that we’re actually doing? Are we going to be project managers, a rubber stamp, or set our own agenda? Where is the funding now and what will happen when the SC is formed? And what it will mean to be a DCCP member, when we don’t even have a sales budget? These questions will inform the activities and agenda of the SC.

JDC: we’ve held back from drafting brochures and media material until the SC is formed, but the facilitators will produce these in the next two months. The seed funding is available for the initial stages of the SC

AKM: The engagements thus far have informed the foundation document which collates the input. There will be executive support from facilitators until June 2012.
JL: Is this discussion not premature for the AF to be discussing? What meaningful input, as the AF we can provide if this is the task of the SC?

JDC: the suggestions and comments are useful for the facilitators to provide the SC going forward.
	

	4. 
	Steering Committee Selection Process
JDC: From international experience it has been identified that there is a need for fairly senior people on the steering committee in order to mobilise significant action, buy-in, and even financial support.

AKM explained that the LCCP is fairly undemocratic, where the chairperson invites specific people to be on the committee. The DCCP in contrast has focused on being stakeholder led, supporting a bottom-up approach.
AKM summarised the selection process, detailed the role of the SC as per the input received thus far, how the scoring process will work, and how the sectors will be represented. It may be suggested that different sectors could form sub groups to caucus among themselves and feed into the SC. Comment will be received on these processes.

The nomination process is a key role of the AF – to identify suitaible candidates to be nominated as SC members.

RD: In terms of the selection criteria – From personal experience of drawing up a similar process for UNEP which involved a lot of research, it was found that the top priority is expertise/excellence, secondly balance (in terms of geography, sectors, gender, age, etc) and a key criteria which has not been included in the proposed criteria is independence. According to the proposed scoring system it is not possible to be an individual and score more than 15 points.
AM: The points awarded in each of those criteria needs to be balanced across the team.

JDC: agreed, this input will be taken into account in the revised selection process document.
KA agreed that independence is a key factor in any leadership role in SA. This is a key point and is probably imbedded in the criteria, but perhaps needs to be a separate criteria, however there is a risk that independent individuals become problematic, even with exceptional individuals.

AM there is a bias toward nominees that are representative of sectors. Can the criteria include both independence and representivity?

KA: It is absolutely critical that the balance of the committee is met and that they have a significant level of influence. BUSA is a good example of how influential committees get things done. The individuals are respected and when a decision is made, things happen. IMF is in contrast an example of getting the wrong individuals.

KA requested clarification in terms of political parties. Personally, he found that there should be no party representatives?

JDC: My understanding is that parties were invited for the AF to have the broadest initial representation but that they would not be represented on the SC. None have yet been involved in the AF process fortunately or unfortunately due to the timing of the municipal elections.
CW: In my experience, having two councillors on my board has provided untold trouble. 

AM: Obviously there’s a difference between councillors and a member of a party. Nobody should receive negative points for being a member of a party.

JDC: A distinction must be made between political leadership and political membership when candidates are reviewed.
CW: Even thought the board members I deal with are not active leaders, their mere association has been very troublesome.  

JDC: The due date for nominations is set for 15 June. Is three weeks enough time to garner nominations from our identified senior candidates?

KA: because we’ve been part of this process for some time, we’ve had plenty of time to prepare. Three weeks is sufficient time.
There were no other objections.

JDC: The out-going mayor has signed a letter of support for the formation of the DCCP which should assist in gaining the attention of some senior personnel.
CW: In addition to the existing networks, should we also have an invitation in the press to cover all basis?
No objections were raised at this point, this can be done.

JDC the sub-committee will go through all the nominations received by 15 June, and the scoring will be applied. A shortlist of candidates will be drawn up according to the points received. It has been proposed that the AF will then approve the final 15 and have the opportunity to make any objections. AM has suggested that the public also be involved in the final approval.
AM: It has been suggested by my constituency that an open public process be performed, to perhaps invite the public to make any objections. 

JDC: How do you propose we receive final sign off from public given that we don’t have budget to host another public event?
AM: The “silence is consent” process would be suitable to ensure that the public have a final chance to raise any objections.

JDC: So to summarise, should the final selected 15 SC nominated members be publicised form public comment?
CW: To kill two birds with one stone, the date for final comments could be advertised on the website, then it would reduce the cost of going to press and the interested public will have ample opportunity to respond.
KA: We agree that transparency is very important, so to have public consent upfront in the beginning we need not keep going back to the public – it will not be viable in terms of time and costs.

JDC: My concern is that how then do we allow for objections from the public and define the process for fielding the public comment.

PR: We have all been mandated to communicate and feed-back to our constituencies. We may have a perpetual problem of public comment.

JL: Wouldn’t we be repeating ourselves if we have already received public nominations for the AF.

AM:  ?
MvW: Why is it necessary to go back into the public space, when we have already gone through that whole process in the establishment of the AF? It implies that the public process taken by the AF has then been invalid?

TB: We all went through this nomination process to be sitting here, and now I’m confused why I’m no longer good enough to sit on the SC? What has been the point of this AF if we’re now going to go back out to the public?

JDC: The point has been to have the AF assist the SC process – the public advert would just be to receive further approval.
CW: From my experience, I have received intermittent communication about the DCCP. It would be good to alert the broader DCCP/public of the progress thus far and keep them involved.

JDC: We apologise, because we have intended to keep the communication channels active.

MM: We should always be cautious of time.

AKM: we have made every step to ensure the AF process and SC process is legitimate, and it seems unnecessary to go back to the public consultation.

JDC: The role of the SC is limited, the task groups/technical groups will be heavily relied upon to get things moving. The proposed bi-annual meetings of the partnership will hopefully keep the SC to account.
JDC: The advert for nominations in the press is still permissible. We are now contesting whether we need to take the approval of SC members back to the public.

TB: It has also been proposed that we don’t even need to make a advert in the press.

MvW: It was my suggestion to avoid the duplication of public process.

AM: So we still need to decide whether we advertise publicly, and whether we request public approval. It is still important to inform the public for accountability.

JDC: There is a big difference between allowing the public to object or just to inform the public.

AM: We do not want to deligitimise the process thus far. We have been communicating with our constituencies all along.

MvW: The public can be advised, and the SC can then get on with it.

JDC: It is agreed that the website will advertise the process for information purposes.

CW: Will there be space for more specific focus groups?

JDC: Yes

JL: SC members can also be recruited onto working groups?

JDC: Yes 

KA: I can assist to have a website set up by the end of the week?

JDC: We need to now call for sub-committee members. There are three spaces – one from government (EPCPD), one from civil society, and one from private sector.
CW offered from civil society

TB offered from private sector
No objections

JDC: the Selection criteria will be revised in the next few days and sent out for final approval. If anyone needs the signed Mayor’s letter, we can have it emailed directly to your desired candidate.
	Facilitators to revise the SC process doc to include independence and rework the application of the representation criteria.
The facilitators are to arrange the design and build of an interim website with KA.



	5. 
	Next Forum Meeting

As per the previous minutes the following date was agreed most suitable by Forum members present for the next Forum meeting:
AF 4: Tuesday 28 June

Launch event: 
JDC explained that it will be worthwhile hosting an event that adds value and doesn’t duplicate other events preparing for COP17.

MJN: Would there be value in having another AF meeting after the SC has been formed to act as a suitable hand over.

There were no objections and this will be considered.

KA: Fundraising could be generated by the DCCP by holding a few focussed workshops which charges fees?
There were no objections and this will be considered.
	

	6. 
	AOB
None.
	

	7. 
	Summary and Way Forward
The agenda of the 4th AF meeting will be to appoint SC members, and outline SC TOR.
	

	8. 
	Closure
Meeting closed at 18:50pm.
	


Attendee acronyms employed in minutes:

AK
Anisa Khan

AM
Alan Murphy

AKM
Alex McNamara

CW
Christ Whyte

JDC
Jonathan Curren
JL 
Joanne Lees 

KA
Keith Anderson
MJN
Milda Jonusaite Nordbo
MN 
Mlungisi Ntombela
MvW 
Mark van Wyk
PR
Pat Reddy

RD
Roseanne Diab

TB
Terry Bengis

TK
Thabani Khumalo 
D
Zama Dlamini
Attendance Register

	Alan Murphy
	EcoPeace Party


	Chris Whyte
	KZN Recycling Forum (invited guest)

	Debra Roberts
	EPCPD

	Joanne Lees
	KZN Institute for Architecture

	Keith Anderson
	E-Waste Association of SA

	Mark Summerton
	Umgeni Water

	Mark van Wyk
	Prospecton Business Forum

	Meggan Lewis
	Environmental Planning and Climate Protection Department (EPCPD), eThekwini

	Milda Jonusaite NordbØ
	Greening UKZN 

	Mlungisi C Ntombela
	Ethekwini Disability Forum, Ethekwini Disability Sport Forum 

	Pat Reddy
	Institute for Waste Management SA and Buyisa eBag

	Professor Roseanne Diab
	School of Environmental Sciences, University of KwaZulu-Natal, Westville Campus, Durban, and Academy of Science of SA, Pretoria

	Sean O’Donoghue
	EPCPD

	Terry Bengis
	Individual

	Thabani Khumalo
	Think Tank Marketing Services

	Zama Dlamini
	Dube Tradeport/Acsa


� Also reporting to SGC, DLF, SMI, DSF, r2k, CJN!SA – also a member of ELA-eThekwini
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