Partneriaeth Eco Dyffryn Dyfi Eco Valley Partnership t/a ecodyfi
Minutes of the Annual General Meeting held on 19 September 2007 at the Tabernacl, Machynlleth
Members present: Teresa Walters, Martin Ashby, Tegwyn Jones, Peter Jones, Aled Griffiths, Marit Olsson, Ursula Byrne, Ellen ap Gwynn, Nick Smyth, Alun Jones, Judy Jenkins, Imogen Pettitt, Gareth Roberts, Jan Morgan, Fiona Sweetnam, Carol Handcock, Holly Faircloth, Anthony Morris, Kate Doubleday, David Thorpe, Julia Guswell, Barry Thomas, Brian Kelly, Pat Hellen, Lesley Rice, Kelvin Jenkins, Isobel Carter, Mike Carter, Shelagh Hourahane, Andy Rowland
Also present: Delyth Richards, Julia Hellen
Apologies: Jonathan Hill, Guy Pargeter, Bev Dimmock
1. The minutes of the AGM held on 21 June 2006 were approved, noting that Ursula Byrne had presented the accounts.
2. Copies of the Directors Report were circulated and approved.
3. Ursula Byrne presented the Annual Accounts for the period 1/4/2006 to 31/3/2007, which were accepted.
4. Board membership. Resigning Directors Paul Allen, Peter Jones, Alun Jones and Jonathan Hill were re-elected and Barry Thomas, Allan Wynne Jones, Bev Dimmock and Tegwyn Jones were elected. Bev Dimmock and Tegwyn Jones had been serving on the Board as co-opted members but are now members in their own right. The two remaining staff members on the Board (Teresa Walters and Andy Rowland) had been co-opted onto the Board for a further one-year term at the Board meeting held earlier in the evening. 
5. Future roles for ecodyfi in the Dyfi Biosphere process
Andy Rowland presented three types of opportunity and members suggested possible advantages and disadvantages (to ecodyfi and to the Biosphere) of each. These are summarized on the following page, together with additional comments from the discussion.
The conclusion was for ecodyfi to keep its options open, building on our strengths and track record; that we probably ought to maintain our independence and be an active partner in the Biosphere process (at least until the shape of the coordination becomes clearer).

The meeting closed at 9.30
Biosphere roles for ecodyfi: from the Biosphere’s perspective

	Role
	pros
	cons

	“Supporters Club”
	Ready made AGM & members mechanisms
	Ecodyfi may not be seen by everybody as being acceptable/representative

	Secretariat / employer
	· Independent & community based
· Exists already
· Cheap
	· Ecodyfi may not be seen by everybody as acceptable/representative

· Conflict of interest re project delivery?

	Delivery of projects
	Gets things done
	


Biosphere roles for ecodyfi: from ecodyfi’s perspective

	Role
	pros
	cons

	“Supporters Club”
	
	No income to ecodyfi?

	Secretariat / employer
	Steady work long term?
	Conflict of interest re project delivery?

	Delivery of projects
	· Outcomes/Benefits, in line with mission

· Maintains professional staff
	Onus on ecodyfi to raise the funds


· Ecodyfi has a track record of linking people & environment
· It’s independent of any political party or public body

· If it gets too tied into the Biosphere, is there a danger it will be pressured into following any change of direction in the public sector?

· It is available as a professional body to help community volunteers to achieve things

· UNESCO doesn’t expect any particular model of governance 

· Need to clarify whether there would be a conflict of interest if ecodyfi employed the Biosphere staff (or provided a Secretariat) and carried out projects for the Biosphere i.e. is on both the client and contractor sides

· Do we still need ecodyfi once the Biosphere is up and running? The two aims are similar and two organisations could compete. How could such a transition be effected in practice? What about existing ecodyfi projects?

· Ecodyfi needs more financial stability – not sustainable at present
AGM September 2007
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