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Regional Assembly

1. Welcome and apologies: 
Colin Byrne (CB) opened the meeting and as he was new to the chairing of this meeting asked the PMC for a round table introduction.
2. Minutes of Last Meeting:
CB asked the group for any comments regarding the minutes from the previous meeting. Helyn Clack (HC) asked for clarification on an item relating to member representation from the FSB. James Ruel (JR) confirmed that this was a matter that was ongoing and would be noted as an action to be completed before the next meeting. 
Helyn Clack asked whether the PQQ had been finalised as to her mind it had been. This inspired a discussion regarding the content of the PQQ. Alan Marsh (AM) expressed concern about the weighting of the questions in section eleven of the document.. AM explained that he felt the weighting on the pan-regional question in section eleven may disadvantage the weaker areas of the region where the projects are more local. JR felt that there may well have been a break down in communication between the secretariat and Kent County Council (KCC) in the run up to this being agreed. CB felt it would be more appropriate to take the view of the group. It was decided that the PQQ should stay as it was and was now ready for circulation. It was noted that AM did not agree with this. 

HC asked JR on the latest position on recruiting members for the Project Selection Committee (PSC) as she wanted to confirm that the PMC would be circulated the names and organisations of the PSC representatives. JR informed HC that this action was being carried forward and confirmed that HC would be consulted in this matter as agreed in the minutes of the meeting held on 6th February.  Following this discussion, HC stated that it would be good to have transparency through the PMC and it was therefore agreed that PMC member’s names and contact details would be available on the ERDF Competitiveness pages of the SEEDA website. 
Following these discussions, the minutes were then officially agreed. 
ACTION 2.1: Secretariat to follow up FSB representation for PMC before the next PMC meeting.
ACTION 2.2: Secretariat to liaise with HC regarding the PSC representation. 

ACTION 2.3: Secretariat to collate PMC members contact details, biographies and photos for the PMC section of the ERDF Competitiveness pages of the SEEDA website. 

3. Application Form and Selection Criteria:
JR explained to the group that following on from the previous meeting the secretariat had been tasked with compiling a 10 page application form for applicants to complete for ERDF funding. JR explained that the completed document is 23 pages long but does not require a separate business case and is therefore simplified. CB asked the group if they were satisfied that this document would be sufficient. HC said that this was a good document but emphasised that the guidance needs to be clear and hoped there would be flexibility in length where font size is specified. 
HC also commented on the match funding table in the application form and how well it was described and laid out. 
Tina Molyneux (TM) queried how two of the outputs had been worded in the document. JR explained to TM that this table had been lifted direct from the OP. TM agreed to think about the wording and liaise with JR directly. TM also stated that she felt an additional output should be stated under section twelve of the application form. TM felt that there should be an additional output stated which related to promoting equality and diversity. The PMC agreed that TM would provide the wording for this additional output. 
Simon Pearson (SP) queried how these outputs, outcomes and results would be measured, particularly in the case of reducing the region’s ecological footprint. He had a concern that different organisations would send in different scales of measurement which would make it difficult to assess. JR reassured the PMC that the measurements for these were stated in the Operational Programme (OP) but did state that definitions of these outputs, along with the desired measurements would be pulled from the OP into the application guidance. 

Chris Hubbard (CH) queried section fourteen of the application form and advised the group that in-kind match funding and income generating projects are still awaiting clarification from the Commission; therefore no official guidance has been released. CH advised that parts of the table in section fourteen should be removed for the time being and stated that he would feed back to JR in order to clarify the correct position on these items. CB asked that JR and CH feedback to the PMC once this had been confirmed. 
Cec Tallack (CT) asked for clarification on why in-kind match funding and income generating projects caused such an issue. CH explained to the PMC that a new methodology had been released for income generating projects (Article 55) which makes it possible for the project to have to pay the total amount of ERDF awarded back. CH stated that in-kind match funding was not to be encouraged as it was so difficult to monitor in the previous programme. 

SP felt that section seventeen of the application form should be more detailed and make reference to the Sustainable Procurement Taskforce and their publication ‘Procuring the future – Sustainable Procurement National Action Plan’. The PMC agreed.
SP asked if any guidance would be put together to help in completing the application. JR confirmed that there would be guidance issued along with the application form and that the selection criteria would also be available for applicant organisations to see. CB asked the PMC if they were happy to approve the application form subject to the amendments requested. The PMC agreed. 
JR introduced the selection criteria to the PMC and stated that this had undergone a re-write incorporating the comments of the PMC at the last meeting. HC said that this was a very good document and that it had met all the comments that had arisen from the last meeting. HC raised the issue as to whether this should be weighted. AM stated that if a project is rated and then weighted it could confuse the marking system and contradict it. JR explained to the group that this was the first stage of the application process used to shortlist projects to present to the Project Selection Committee (PSC). For example, should there be 50 applications; the top 25 would make it through to PSC. CH explained to the group that whatever process is agreed has to be transparent to scrutiny. CB suggested that the working up of a document to support the selection criteria that went into more detail was the responsibility of the PSC, and this should be something they are tasked with as soon as they are formed.  The PMC agreed. JR confirmed that CH and Noel Farrell (NF) were happy for this approach and both agreed that this was a logical way forward. It was noted that progress on this item should be fed back to the PMC. 

CB wanted to clarify the position on match funding. HC asked whether the applicant would be awarded extra points in the assessment for bringing their own match funding into the project. After a discussion about whether aspects of the application form such as the match funding section should be weighted. JR stated that the Operational Programme (OP) does state that SEEDA will provide the match and although other match funding would be welcome, it would be unfair to weight this criteria.  SJ backed this and the PMC agreed that match funding should not be weighted. 

CB asked that the Secretariat ensure that the PMC receive reports as to the justifications and demonstration on how the final projects were selected. JR confirmed that this would happen. 

ACTION 3.1: TM to liaise with JR regarding the working on outputs 4 & 5, page 13 of the application form.

ACTION 3.2: TM to liaise with Secretariat regarding exact wording for additional output relating to promoting equality, diversity and inclusion.

ACTION 3.3: Secretariat to incorporate the definitions and desired measurements of outputs, outcomes and results in the application guidance.

ACTION: 3.4: Secretariat to add reference to the Sustainable Procurement Taskforce and their publication ‘Procuring the future – Sustainable Procurement National Action Plan’ to section seventeen of the application form. 

ACTION 3.5: CH to liaise with Secretariat once clarifications of the position on Article 55 and in-kind match funding has been communicated.
ACTION 3.6: CH and the Secretariat to feed back the outcome of CH’s clarifications to the PMC. 

ACTION 3.7: Secretariat to inform the PSC (once formed) of the requirement for the supporting document to the selection criteria. 

ACTION 3.8: Secretariat to put a system in place to ensure that the PMC receive demonstration and justification of how projects were selected by PSC through appropriate reports. 
4. Technical Assistance first year business plan:
JR presented the paper and asked the PMC to note that the evaluation costs in the first year is lower than that in the other years due to first year spend being mainly scoping work followed by large scale evaluation work in later years.

HC enquired into the success of the briefing sessions that were held in March. JR reported that these sessions had been a big success and that some people who had attended the sessions were also at the launch. JR also highlighted that very positive feedback and lots of good project ideas had been received. 
This paper was agreed by the PMC. 
CB asked if the business plan for the second year of technical assistance money could be presented at the next PMC meeting. 
ACTION 4.1: Secretariat to compile the TA second year business plan ready to be presented at the next PMC meeting. 
5. ERDF Financial Update:
The PMC welcomed this paper as very useful. JR informed the PMC that due to recent exchange rate fluctuations the current programme value had increased by approximately £3 million, however, this cannot be relied upon as exchange rates will change again during the lifetime of the programme. 
6. Annual Implementation Report (AIR):
CB thanked the Secretariat for compiling this useful document. JR explained to the group that the RDA were obliged to submit an AIR to the commission by the 30th June each year and that the base template derives from the AIR template from GOSE’s Objective 2 programme and information which NF sent to JR. CB asked if this meets the requirements of the group, in particular NF, CH and AS. All felt this document was acceptable and they had no comments. HC felt this was a very good report and welcomed the inclusion of Local Area Agreements. 
The PMC agreed this document. 
7. Dates for future meetings:  
HC felt that the PMC needed to meet more than twice a year, especially in this initial period. This was agreed. JR stated that the Secretariat would circulate future meeting dates.

CB asked the Secretariat to provide the PMC members with a forward plan listing future dates and themes for meetings for the next two years at key process times to use as a reference. CB asked the PMC where they would like the meetings to be held and it was agreed that they shall be hosted in different areas of the region. HC offered Surrey County Council venues for the next meeting and it was agreed that the next meeting would take place in one of these.
ACTION 7.1: Secretariat to devise a forward plan of future meetings and themes to be circulated to PMC members.
ACTION 7.2: Secretariat to liaise with HC regarding the use of Surrey County Council as the venue for the next PMC meeting. 
8. AOB:
No other business was raised.
Meeting closed.
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