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Abstract 

 

Resource efficiency is high on the agenda of the devolved government in Wales, with a 

number of policies and strategies in place to promote efficient management of natural 

resources.   

 

Business is seen as a key contributor in delivery of this agenda.  In 2003 the Welsh 

Assembly Government reflected this in their Business and Environment Action Plan (BEAP).  

The BEAP focused on resource management as the most effective method for businesses to 

embrace the sustainability agenda, while also yielding tangible cost savings and commercial 

opportunities.   

 

This first phase of BEAP has made considerable progress, but new ideas must be generated 

to maintain that impetus.  

 

In 2004, an Expert Panel on Resources Management (EPRM) was formed to provide 

independent evaluation of the BEAP, as well as to advise on best practice and effective 

future phases for the plan.  The panel are drawn from a range of industries and the public 

sector and the members are enthusiastic, realistic and politically aware.   

 

This paper describes the process by which the group has discussed, deliberated and 

rationalised their suggestions, to achieve a shortlist of strategic solutions which they are 

proposing to form the basis of the next phase of the BEAP.  
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Introduction 

 

Background  

 

Businesses can have a major impact on resources – through all phases of the business life 

cycle, from design, procurement, process or manufacture and disposal (Clift and Wright, 

2000).  Even everyday housekeeping is significant (Machin, 2006 and  Waste online 2004) 

 

Recent surveys of the attitudes of business leaders to sustainability (MORI, 2005 and 

Netregs, 2005) show that a large proportion of businesses are recognising sustainability, 

corporate social responsibility and resource efficiency as important factors in everyday 

decision making. 

 

The positive aspects to this change of agenda are not just the environmental and social 

ones, but also those more tangible benefits linked to bottom line profits.  

 

In 2003 the Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) recognised the importance of this shift in 

business management and the potential for positive change with relation to economic 

prosperity of Wales as a region.  The WAG recognised that there was already a group of 

organisations [Table 1], the majority of which were funded through public means, which 

were helping businesses in the areas of environmental management and reducing their 

impacts.  In order to maximise the effectiveness of this already existing mechanism, and 

provide a coherent approach, the WAG created a Business and Environment Action Plan 

(BEAP).  

 

Table 1. Organisations working in the field of resource efficiency prior to BEAP 

 

Organisation name Field of work 

Arena Network Non-governmental organisation, assisting businesses to 

undertake environmental audits, environmental 

management systems.  One of two organisations that 

accredit the Green Dragon scheme for EMS in Wales. 

Welsh Development Agency 

(WDA)  

Prior to merger with Welsh Assembly Government, this 

Assembly Sponsored regional development agency for Wales 

undertook a variety of business support and account 

management roles, including the Environmental 

Improvement for Industrial Estates programme.  

WDA – Environmental 

Goods and Services 

Programme of support for businesses in the Environmental 

Goods and Services sector in Wales.  Aimed to maximise the 

effectiveness of the cluster within Wales – both nationally 

and abroad.  

ELWa Welsh Assembly Sponsored Public Body (ASPB) responsible 

for promoting adult education and learning.  This includes in-

work training.  

Groundwork Trust Wales UK Charity focusing on environmental regeneration and 

building sustainable communities.  Work to tackle 

environmental, social and economic aspects jointly. 

Countryside Commission for 

Wales (CCW) 

Statutory body responsible for enforcing and promoting 

legislation relating to wildlife, the countryside and 

agriculture. 

Environment Agency Statutory body responsible for enforcement and the control 

of environmental quality, pollution and waste. 
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This Business and Environment Action Plan (BEAP) focuses on the potential for businesses 

to obtain more value while using fewer resources, and the commercial benefits that this can 

return.  In this context resource efficiency is defined as the efficient use of materials and 

energy throughout the product or process lifecycle.  Resources management is defined as 

the methods used to obtain that efficiency.  An increase in resource efficiency by businesses 

is high on the agenda of the devolved government in Wales, with a number of policies and 

strategies in place to promote resource efficiency – or ‘more value with less’.   

 

One of the first actions of the BEAP was to create an expert panel on resources 

management (Welsh Assembly Government, 2003).  The Expert Panel on Resources 

Management (EPRM) was formed in 2004 to provide independent evaluation of this BEAP, as 

well as advising on current and likely future best business practice in resources 

management, and any likely future phases of the Business and Environment Action Plan.   

 

The focus of this paper is on the progress of this expert panel.  It explains how the panel 

was formed, how it has deliberated, and discusses the advantages and disadvantages of the 

interactive group methods which have been employed in the deliberation process.  

 

 

Membership of the panel 

The Panel consists of a group of experts (see Appendix A) with a high proportion of 

expertise from the private sector in the issues surrounding resources management for 

businesses.   

The panel members provide their time on a voluntary basis, over a period of three years 

(2004-2007), and were publicly appointed through the Nolan procedures (Clement, 2005).   

The Nolan procedures, as set out in recommendations of the Committee on Standards in 

Public Life (Nolan Committee, 2006) aim to ensure that public appointments are made on 

the basis of merit, open competition and through a process of interviews.   

The Panel includes membership from the private sector, public sector, NGO’s and social 

enterprise.  All individuals on the panel share a common interest in environmental and 

resource management implications on business, whether that is voluntary or as part of their 

everyday work.  

 

Envirowise Government sponsored body responsible for encouraging 

businesses to reduce waste and increase resource efficiency. 

Wales Environment Trust 

(Creating Welsh Markets for 

Recyclates – CWMRe) 

Non-governmental organisation whose role includes 

increasing the market for recyclates produced or used within 

Wales.  

Carbon Trust Government and Assembly sponsored body responsible for 

promoting the reduction of carbon emissions by businesses 

and supporting low carbon technologies in the UK.  

WRAP Waste Resources Action Programme -  WRAP is set up as a 

not-for-profit company (limited by guarantee) by DEFRA, the 

DTI, and the devolved administrations of Scotland, Wales 

and Northern Ireland.  WRAP was set up in response to the 

UK waste strategy, with a view to providing stable and 

efficient markets for recycled materials or products, as well 

as reducing specific waste streams produced from business 

and domestic use. 
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Aims of the panel 

 

The panel was formed as an action arising from the original BEAP, with the intention of 

providing ‘well-informed policy and independent evaluation of business and environment 

support’ in Wales.  

 

During the early stages of their work, the Panel adopted four roles.   

• Advise the Welsh Assembly Government on resource management current and likely 

future best business practice 

• Comment on progress of the implementation of BEAP 

• Advise the Welsh Assembly Government on the formal evaluation of BEAP 

• Advise the Welsh Assembly Government on the development of further phases of 

BEAP 

(Clement, 2005) 

 

Of particular relevance to the panel is the fact that, although the delivery organisations 

within BEAP have had notable successes (WAG, 2005), prior to 2005 data on the 

effectiveness of the delivery of increased resource efficiency in Wales has not been 

comprehensively collected or analysed.  As such, the roles adopted by the Panel are a 

response to the Welsh Assembly Government brief for the Panel, which required guidance 

on the progress and implementation of BEAP through a formal evaluation, as well as any 

future phases.  In addition, the Panel also decided as a group to include a wider remit on 

future best business practice – this was felt to be of paramount importance, and was true to 

the attitude of many of the members that no progress could be made without ‘first knowing 

the current position and second identifying a destination towards which to head’. 

 

The results of the Panel’s work will be incorporated into an action plan for presentation to 

the Minister for Economic Development and Transport (since re-named the Department for 

Enterprise, Innovation and Networks) by April 2007. 

 

 

Current situation 

 

At the time of writing, the Panel have been in post for two years.   

The Figure 1, below, schematically illustrates the Panel’s long term plan for development 

and delivery of resource efficiency outcomes, along with their relationship to the Panel’s 

overarching aspirations. 

 

As shown in Figure 1, the Panel chose the overarching aims of ‘increased quality of life’ and 

‘economic prosperity’ within Wales, which reflect the aspirations of Welsh Assembly 

Government strategy.  Figure 1 also shows that the work programme was planned to be 

carried out in two parts – strategic planning and delivery.  

 

The first part was completed in April 2006, and consisted of two phases lasting a year each.  

During the first phase of their work (year 1) the Panel had no formal facilitation, and took 

part in five informally structured meetings, where they presented information from their 

own experience and expertise and had presentations from members of the public and 

private sector whose role included providing support or advice to business (or business 

advisors) on various aspects of resources management.  
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Figure 1 The development and delivery of the recommendations by the EPRM 

 

 

The Panel also undertook an exercise to identify the already existing strategies with which 

their recommendations would have to integrate.  This phase of work involved little or no 

group participation, but a wide range of external input (Clement, 2005).  

At the end of this period, the Panel identified two themes under which to structure their 

future work (energy and materials) and they split into two task and finish groups to identify 

the key themes and associations under those two headings, plus a third group to identify 

the factors relating to communication, which was seen as being a factor crucial to delivery.   

Since the end of their first year, in April 2005, the Panel have been assisted by researchers 

seconded from Swansea University.  The role of these researchers was initially to provide 

the evidence-base for the recommendations that the Panel hoped to produce at the end of 

their three year term.  However, an additional role was soon added as facilitators and 

‘interviewers’ to gain the maximum possible benefit from a potentially large committee, 

where lack of focus could result in dilution of impact.  

In the 12 months between April 2005 and April 2006 (the second phase) the Panel have 

undertaken more detailed work to ascertain strategic recommendations to make to the 

Welsh Assembly Government.  Subsequent to this phase, they will draw up and formally 

recommend an action plan for delivery.   

 

The second phase of the Panel’s work has culminated in the identification of a holistic suite 

of strategic solutions which need to be influenced in order to provide organisations with the 

incentives, drive and infrastructure to adopt resource efficiency.  The details and the 

reasoning behind these recommendations are described by Bunting et al (2006) in his paper 

‘Strategic Solutions for Resource Efficiency’.  The panel has also suggested a new working 

group structure which the WAG should adopt to aid in delivery of resource efficiency policy 

and practice. 

 

Alongside this work, the Panel have commissioned a questionnaire survey evaluation of the 

first Business and Environment Action Plan.  This survey was carried out in parallel with the 
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work described above, rather than prior to it, to prevent knowledge of the strengths or 

weakness of the existing plan biasing the Panel’s original deliberations, which were intended 

to focus on best practice and ideal situations.  The outcomes of the survey evaluation will 

constitute a significant input to the Panel’s deliberations during the third phase of their work 

when they identify modes of detailed delivery for their recommendations as well as outlining 

an action plan.  

 

The remainder of this paper will concentrate on the ways in which the Panel have reached a 

consensus during the second year of their work.  Crucial to this programme has been the 

role of the facilitators.  The variety of methods which the facilitators have employed at each 

stage of the process is described and discussed in the following sections. 

 

 

Methodology for interactive group decision making 

 

During their second phase of work, the Panel have sought to identify strategic 

recommendations to make to the Welsh Assembly Government, through six key stages, as 

shown in Figure 2.   

 

The consensus reached at each stage was facilitated by the researchers, through a series of 

meetings utilising the full group, various sub-groups or individuals. 

A variety of interactive groups are used in the field of social science research.  Types of 

these interactive groups include: 

• Focus group  

• Delphi group 

• Concensus panel 

• Task force 

• Nominal group 

At different stages of the process the Expert Panel took on some of the characteristics of 

each of these types of group (Barbour and Kitzinger, 1999), and the methods which the 

facilitators adopted needed to be adapted accordingly. 

Methods which were employed to achieve consensus included commonly used 

methodologies (Greenbaum, 1998) such as:  

• Stimulus materials 

• Non-structured brainstorming 

• Concensus reaching / ranking exercises 

• Structured group interview 

• Group decision support, 

 

Input from stimulus materials and non-structured brainstorming sessions produced over 300 

detailed actions.  During each stage of deliberation, the role of the facilitator was to take the 

detailed actions being suggested and aid the panel in identifying the strategies that needed 

to be in place in order to achieve these.   
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Figure 2 The stages involved in the development of EPRM’s strategic solutions. 

 

Throughout the process, a written record was made by at least two observers.  This record 

documented the key conversation points, the individual group members who responded on 

each issue and the opinions which they expressed.   

 

Rationalised transcripts were prepared from each meeting and provided to individual group 

members prior to the next meeting; both for information but also as an opportunity to 

comment on the facilitators’ understanding of the outcomes of the meeting.  

 

Figure 3 shows the facilitation input, question for deliberation and outputs from facilitated 

meetings at each stage of the process, using the methods listed above.  Each row in Figure 

3 corresponds to one of the decision making stages indicated in Figure 2. 

 

 

Stage 1 – Stimulus materials. 

At this stage, the Panel were presented with general information on the current situation 

regarding energy and materials usage in Wales, some comparison to UK and Europe, and 

technologies or processes that had been identified as being of relevance for future resource 

efficiency.  They were also presented with information on existing campaigns and 

programmes relating to resource efficiency, under the heading ‘communications’. 

 

The Panel were then asked a question, regarding their three original areas of focus – 

energy, materials and communications.  This question was ‘are these the right areas of 

focus?’  As a result, the Panel agreed that they would retain the areas of focus ‘Materials 

and Energy’ but decided to consider ‘Communications’ as a mechanism for delivery, rather 

than an area to focus delivery upon. 
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Figure 3. Facilitation input, question for deliberation and outputs from facilitated meetings 

for the six stage process. 

 

 

Stage 2 – Information (non-structured brainstorming) 

In stage 2 the Panel sought to identify where the biggest impact can be made with regard to 

resource efficiency by organisations in Wales.  The outputs came about as a result of non-

structured brainstorming sessions, first involving two sub-groups and subsequently a 

meeting of the whole group.  The outputs from the sub-groups were presented to the whole 

group by the facilitators, with some indication of the areas where the two sub-groups had 

commonality. 

 

As a result of this work, 26 possible areas were identified.  It was agreed at this meeting 

that further ranking of these would be required to achieve a workable number.  

 

Stage 3 – Ranking exercise 

In this stage the Panel split into energy and materials task and finish groups to complete a 

scoring exercise.  This exercise rated the achievability and potential impact by 2010 of 

possible initiatives that could influence the areas of impact identified in the previous stage.   

 

As a result of these task and finish groups, the facilitators aimed to reduce the number of 

areas of impact to under ten, according to those that had the greatest potential for 

achievability and impact.  

CRRC 2008: Call for Papers open!
         7-9 September 2008
     Queen's University Belfast
  http://www.crrconference.org

http://www.crrconference.org


 

During this stage, the members of the panel acted as individuals and provided an individual 

score for each of the 26 suggested areas.   

 

The results of the ranking exercise were then reported to the whole group, with combined 

scores, giving an overall prioritisation.  

 

As a result, eight priority areas of impact were agreed [Bunting et al, 2006].  Most of the 

other areas were either considered to be constituents of these main eight, or were 

considered to be modes of delivery.  A few were considered to be completely unachievable 

given the timescales and resources available. 

 

Stage 4 – Structured group interview  

 

Having identified eight areas of impact, the Panel then wished to develop short and long 

term aspirations in order to deliver positive change to each of these eight areas.  

The facilitators first made sure that each of the panel members understood the task being 

given.  This was of importance because this stage signalled a move from looking at areas to 

focus delivery upon, towards the types of delivery required. 

 

A structured set of questions was presented to the group using presentation media.  These 

asked for aspirations to deliver change amongst organisations in Wales – for each of the 

eight priority impact areas.  

 

Although answers were solicited from individuals they were then discussed amongst the 

group to give no more than five consensus answers on each of the long term and short term 

aspiration questions.  The group were then given the opportunity to feed back on these 

answers as they were recorded by the facilitators. 

 

This is a move away from traditional structured group interview technique; however this 

flexibility was needed in order to illicit responses on the majority opinion of the group. 

 

As a result 70 aspirations were agreed by the Panel.  

 

Stage 5 – Consolidation table  

The facilitators analysed the outputs from the previous stage, and discovered that, of the 70 

energy and materials aspirations, eight common themes emerged.  The facilitators 

presented this consolidated table of aspirations to the whole Panel at the next meeting.  The 

aim of this was to stimulate a decision from the Panel on whether or not the facilitators had 

a) interpreted their answers correctly and b) could use these eight themes to go forward to 

the next stage.  

 

The output of this exercise was that the eight consolidated themes were adopted.  

 

Stage 6 – multi-method facilitation 

A combination of techniques, including stimulus materials, non-structured brainstorming 

and structured interviews were used over the course of three meetings to arrive at a final 

consensus on eight strategic solutions.  

 

These are shown in Figure 4 together with the aspects of the organisation to which they 

apply.  
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The stimulus used to identify these solutions included a recap of the detailed actions and 

recommendations that the Panel members had suggested in earlier phases when discussing 

areas of impact and aspirations.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4 Core solutions to incentivise increased resource efficiency by organisations in 

Wales. 

 

Discussion 

 

Group type 

 

Although focus group methodologies and strategies were used by the researchers to aid and 

enhance the work of the Panel in coming up with its recommendations, the Panel itself does 

not conform to the typical definition of a ‘focus group’. 

The Panel differs from a typical focus group in that they are neither randomly selected, nor 

do they form a representative sample from any single organisation, peer group or 

stereotype.   

As a result of the conditions used in their appointment, and the varied set of tasks that they 

have been set, at different stages of the process they could have been more accurately 

described as a Nominal group, a Delphi group or a Consensus panel (Barbour and Kitzinger, 

1999).   
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Delphi groups are generally not physically assembled.  However, the Panel has conformed 

to the definition of a Delphi group in that they are; a selected panel of experts responding 

to results from complementary research, and seeking to reach a consensus.  

Although this definition seems to fit the role of the Panel, it differs when compared to the 

traditional role of Delphi groups used to advise on public policy (a policy Delphi).  In a 

traditional policy Delphi, it is more usual that the group seeks to generate strongly opposing 

views in order to present all the possible options for resolution of a specific issue to the 

decision maker.  In such a group technical expertise is often needed but in this context the 

panel are not considered experts, rather they are informed advocates or referees of one 

opinion or another (Turoff, 2002) 

At times the Panel has also acted as a Nominal group.  A nominal group is defined as a 

specially convened group, using ranking exercises to establish participants’ priorities and 

concerns (Saunders et al, 2003) and the Panel have used methodologies commonly used 

with such a group in order to prioritise their suggestions.   

However, Nominal groups are more normally used to rate or rank responses based on an 

individual’s personal opinion or experience and are not made up of pre-formed ‘expert’ 

groups of responders.  

The panel could also be described as a Consensus panel, ‘a group designed to develop 

agreed professional principles or protocols’ (Barbour and Kitzinger, 1999).  Initially the 

group generated a lot of ideas out of which a consensus was formed.  In a traditional 

consensus panel however those initial ideas would have been generated by a larger group of 

less skilled individuals and the experts’ role would have been to filter those ideas to arrive 

at a consensus.  

Having identified that the group does not strictly conform to any of these pre-conceived 

ideas, it is important to note that neither were they constrained by specific methodologies 

but were able to use any that were appropriate at a particular stage of the process (Morgan, 

1997). 

 

Group dynamics  

Group interactions and hierarchies As well as their various areas of expertise, the size of the 

group was important, having eight full time members, and three ex-officio observers.  

Common pitfalls have been identified in facilitating discussion groups, e.g. 

• The domineering personality, or outspoken individual that takes over the committee 

process  

• The unwillingness of individuals to take a position on an issue before all the facts are 

in or before it is known which way the majority is headed  

• The difficulty of publicly contradicting individuals in higher positions  

• The unwillingness to abandon a position once it is publicly taken  

• The fear of bringing up an uncertain idea that might turn out to be idiotic and result 

in a loss of face 

 

Turoff (2003) stated that these can be avoided in smaller groups of around 10.  However, 

many of these issues have been encountered at the various stages of the Panel’s decision 

making process.  This was in part because members and ex-officio members already had 

relationships and in some cases conformed to a pre-existing hierarchy, whether because of 
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formal employment roles or similar interests.  The role of the facilitators was vital in re-

dressing the balance of input to ensure that individuals had equal opportunities to take part 

in discussions.  

This re-dressing of balance was undertaken through a variety of means – by the Chair of 

the Panel in the first instance, as part of his role.  The Chair of the Panel would summarise 

the outcomes of a discussion, with the aim of asking all members of the Panel if they agreed 

to a majority view.  This was also a chance to make sure that all members had interpreted 

each other’s views correctly. 

Stimulating consensus.  When there were conflicts of ideas or beliefs within a group, useful 

consensus was often achieved when the Panel members were given a short period of time 

(usually less than ten minutes) to explain their viewpoints.  Panel members were often keen 

to understand the background behind conflicting views, and there was rarely need for 

intervention in this situation.  At the end of the given period, a consensus would often be 

achieved.  However it is important to note that the role of the chairman and/or facilitators 

was vital in making sure that the most logical and factual compromise or idea survived, not 

just the viewpoint supported by the most dominant individual.  

Representative population.  The composition of the Panel provides a variety of perspectives 

on the subject of resource management, but only provides a slim horizontal cross section 

through a relatively small slice of experience and expertise.  As stated earlier, this bias in 

the study group differentiates them from many other groups studied in the social sciences.   

In addition there is a level of bias because all believe that resource efficiency is important.  

There are no real critics of the principles of resource management or representatives from 

within business for whom ‘sustainability’ is a non-issue or even a negative issue.  As such 

the Panel often had a general consensus from the start of the process.  

Even accepting the inevitability of this bias, there are obvious omissions from the 

composition of the group; for example, there are no representatives from the retail sector, 

service industry or financial sector. Neither is there representation from large companies 

involved in energy distribution, generation or waste management.  

This is a key point that Panel members have themselves noted and hope to remedy in later 

stages of their project through consultation, and other more active forms of industry 

engagement.  

Subgroups.  The use of interim ‘subgroups’ to discuss specific aspects of the project was 

useful in idea forming and stimulating discussion.  However, these groups were rarely 

successful in making decisions.  This may have been due to the mix of personalities found 

within the sub-groups, a lack of formal Chairmanship or the unwillingness of the sub-groups 

to take a position on an issue without being sure of the attitudes of other members in the 

larger group. 

 

Planned and actual outputs.  

 

At each stage of the task, the facilitators had identified key issues and questions that 

required discussion and a proposed output.  In some cases this was easily done – for 

instance, the first task of identifying and understanding the issues involved in making 

organisations in Wales more resource efficient was accomplished relatively quickly as a 

result of the previous year’s work.  However, for other outputs the Panel found that in order 

to suggest strategies for improvement, they first had to identify detailed best practice 

solutions and delivery mechanisms that would assist in achieving their goals and then 

‘reverse engineer’ the strategies to fit. 
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Without ample facilitation and preparation, this approach could have been time intensive for 

the Panel, and would have retarded the speedy progress required in order to achieve the 

outputs required by the WAG.  

 

Two mechanisms were used to assist the process:  

1. Where meetings had revolved around detailed solutions or delivery mechanisms, the 

facilitators asked Panel members to identify:  

a) why this detailed solution or mechanism had not yet been put in place 

b) the strategic measure that would be needed to make implementation of the 

delivery mechanism possible 

2. Consolidation and rationalisation of suggestions outside of meetings with feedback to 

the Panel for ratification or amendment.   

 

Third-party consolidation was considered to be valuable to the Panel in allowing a new 

perspective on familiar issues and also to reduce the ‘committee’ approach and illicit a ‘yes’ 

or ‘no’ answer to data already produced, rather than new or potentially conflicting ideas. 

 

Practical issues relating to facilitation 

During the course of the year, some issues relating to the facilitation have become obvious. 

Flexibility of methodology.  Being able to respond to the Panel’s requests and ‘moods’ 

during the course of any meeting was essential to ensuring maximum levels of interaction in 

every meeting.  This was achieved by  

• having a variety of visual presentation materials as well as discussion time 

• use of interactive materials such as whiteboard, flip chart and projected word 

processing.  This was especially useful in presenting the ideas of those Panel 

members who are ‘visual’ thinkers.   

Pre-meeting preparation.  It was found to be very important to meet with the Chair of the 

Panel prior to the Panel meeting to brief him on the proposed outputs from the meeting and 

the direction that the meeting would need to take in order to progress.  This was especially 

important where Panel members would be needed to volunteer to undertake specific tasks, 

as the Chair was often influential in obtaining agreement to such requests.  

Another aspect of pre-meeting preparation was the creation and distribution of pre-meeting 

notes.  These were not considered successful, as they were rarely read by all members 

before the meeting, either due to time constraints of their employment, or because the 

notes were considered to be too long.  This meant that the facilitators couldn’t assume at 

any time that all members of the group were aware of the same data and this meant 

spending time during each meeting distributing new data.  

 

Conclusions 

 

As the result of the work undertaken between April 2005 and April 2006, some useful 

interim conclusions can be drawn from this project.   

The format used for the Panel is capable of achieving consensus and making decisions 

relating to the needs of a specific sector, based on factual input.  The effectiveness of this 

format is reliant on dedicated facilitation and research input and requires these additional 

resources in order to reach its potential.  
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The expert panel format is particularly useful in soliciting views where decisions will directly 

affect groups or sectors outside of a decision maker’s experience, and potentially fostering 

ownership by such groups or sectors in those decisions made on their behalf. 

This format for group discussion with facilitation is likely to be transferable to any similar 

task.  However, the use of a brief to identify targets, available resources and constraints is 

particularly important to any expert panel.  Without targets, there is no focus or motivation 

for the panel and they are likely to become a ‘talking shop’ that only discusses existing 

views.  Without an accurate brief there is the likelihood that any similar panel will only 

produce highly controversial suggestions with no evidence base or ability for delivery. 

In the process of their work the Expert Panel and facilitators have publicised their work and 

themselves, taking a high level of ownership of the strategic solutions as well as consulting 

on various levels with individuals or groups on whom their work will impact.  By doing so, 

they have not only raised the general awareness of short comings of the existing situation, 

but have also accurately identified opportunities not yet taken.  

The level of ownership of the strategic solutions and any final action plan that forms the end 

product of their work is a positive by-product of the process so far.  By using a 

representative group from organisations who themselves will be heavily impacted by the 

suggestions within the action plan, it is likely that the panel could act as a good steering 

group/ advisory panel for delivery as well as acting as ambassadors for their own strategy 

with other groups that they regularly encounter. 

The success of the Panel also owes much to the fact that each member’s sponsor 

organisation (generally their employer) has been supportive of their input and has allowed 

the members time to participate.  As such, it can be assumed that there is no perceived 

conflict of interest by the employers with the Panel’s work.  It is also reasonable to assume 

that by having representation on the Panel, the employers hope to indirectly influence 

decision makers in their favour.  Where the outputs are business focussed, as they are in 

this case, this is a positive situation as long as the possibility of bias is accepted early on by 

all panel members and facilitators.  

The EPRM are looking forward with enthusiasm to the next section of their programme: the 

delivery mechanisms.  Future work will report on their progress. 
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Appendix A: Membership of the Expert Panel on Resources Management 

 

Professor Robert Marc Clement (Chair) 

Marc Clement is Senior Executive and Head of the Department of Research and Innovation at 

Swansea University. Previous appointments include that of Regional Chairman of the Institute 

of Welsh Affairs and Chair at the University of Wales USP for Engineering.  

 

Mrs Janet Boast 

Janet Boast is the Quality and Environmental Assurance Manager at Rockwool Ltd.  She has 

more than 10 years experience in the application of environmental management and offers 

technical expertise on waste, recycling and energy conservation.  

 

Mr Garth Brookfield 

Garth Brookfield is a company director for Monitor Facilities Management Ltd.  He is an 

experienced architect and project manager and offers expertise in the field of sustainable 

construction. 

 

Dr Anthony Davis 

Anthony Davis is a regulatory affairs and compliance manager for Inco Europe Ltd.  He has 

national and international experience in the field of legislative consultation and brings 

technical expertise. 

 

Dr Martin Gibson 

Martin Gibson is the programme director for Envirowise and has a broad experience in the field 

of resources management and environmental issues built up from 10 years of managing 

government programmes to help businesses reduce resource wastage. 

 

Mr Keith O’Brien 

Keith O’Brien is a sustainability and community officer with the Snowdonia National Park 

Authority and in a voluntary capacity the Chair and Director of Traws-Newid Company, he 

brings first hand community regeneration expertise. 

 

Dr Olisa Okeke 

Olisa Okeke is a lead design manager for British Nuclear Fuels Ltd and has twelve years 

experience in the provision of technical advice and consultancy. 

 

Mr Lewis Guto Owen 

Guto Owen is currently manager of the Carmarthenshire Energy Agency and also works as a 

freelance energy and environment consultant. His former roles have included the project 

director for Sustainable Energy Ltd and the director of the Environmental Education Council for 

Wales.  He brings particular expertise in the field of renewable energy. 

 

The ex officio membership of EPRM is as follows: 

 

Dr Ron Loveland 

Chief Technology Officer, Welsh Assembly Government. 

 

Mr Jeremy Sherrard-Smith 

Member of the Sustainable Development Forum for Wales. 

 

Dr Havard Prosser 

Chief Environmental Science Advisor, Welsh Assembly Government. 
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