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1. Welcome and apologies: 
Ian Coates (IC) opened the meeting and welcomed members 
IC Informed the group that Rolande Anderson would shortly be leaving GOSE on promotion. Her replacement as GOSE Regional Director, Colin Byrne will continue to chair these meetings.
Kyriacos Charlambous (KC) explained to the group that due to staff restructuring at DG Regio he will no longer be dealing with the South East Region. KC introduced Noel Farrell (NF) as his replacement. The chair welcomed NF and thanked KC for all his help and input into the South East Operational Programme. 
James Ruel (JR) gave a list of apologies to the group.
2. Minutes of Last Meeting:
The chair asked the group if they were in agreement with the minutes from the previous meeting. KC asked the Secretariat to remove the EC from the member list of the PMC as they attend in an advisory role. JR agreed that this would be amended on the programme documentation. 
ACTION: Secretariat to remove EC from members list and note them as an advisory role.

3. Terms and reference of PMC, Membership and Code of Practice:
Helyn Clack (HC) noted that the PMC were still waiting for a third Local Authority member. Paul Bevan asked if the representation from the Local Authority would also be consisting of political representation and if this would be of 2 Conservative and also of 1 Liberal Demorcrats. This was left as an item for discussion at a later date. JR began to discuss the ToR and mentioned to the group that the PMC ToR did not have any mention of quorum and that this will be added and sent to members for comment so that it can be signed of as soon as possible.
NF raised a query on page 2 of the ToR asking for clarity on the turnaround time for the Secretariat after Members’ 15 day response period under the written procedure process. The idea of 3 working days was proposed and this was agreed by the group.
CH pointed out that the ToR do not refer to PMC scrutiny of SEEDA in the event that SEEDA is a recipient of ERDF funding under the programme and felt that this should be highlighted to ensure transparency. 

It was noted that it was not easy for the PMC to follow the papers that attached the agenda on this occasion. JR confirmed that in the future cover sheets shall be included with the papers to ensure clarity. 

ACTION:  Secretariat to add the method of quorum to the PMC ToR.
ACTION: Secretariat to amend ToR to show that the Secretariat has three working days to advise Members of the outcome of a written procedure circulation.
ACTION: HC and PB to feed back the name of the third LA member. 
ACTION: CH to provide the Secretariat with the appropriate text to add the RDA as a beneficiary into the ToR. 

ACTION: PMC papers to be labelled clearly for all members. 
The discussion moved onto the PMC Code of Conduct. PB pointed out to the group that the first point concerning instances where there was a direct pecuniary interest was unclear and asked the Secretariat to clarify it. JR said that this would be made clearer and that this would also be re-circulated to members for comments. If agreed all members could sign the Code of Conduct at the next meeting.

ACTION: Secretariat to amend and re-circulate Code of Conduct subject to agreement of PMC members; this should then be signed in hard copy format and given to the Secretariat at the next PMC meeting.
The meeting then discussed membership of the PMC membership. BREW membership was questioned and it was suggested that a delivery partner from BREW would be a suitable member, rather than a member from SEEDA’s BREW secretariat. The Chair was concerned that some members of the PMC attend and participate fully while others do not. PB suggested some additional environmental representation, which is not business focussed, for example the South East Forum for Sustainability. The Secretariat agreed to follow this up.
PB suggested that the Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) may be a more appropriate member than CBI for the Programme Monitoring Committee and SJ supported this notion. 

ACTION: The Secretariat to investigate the possibility of having a FSB representative on the PMC. 
KC expressed his concern that although there are 15 members of the PMC not all were round the table at present. KC highlighted the point that it is the organisation that holds the seat, not the individual, and therefore if the Member cannot attend a deputy should attend in their place. The Chair agreed with KC`s comment and asked the Secretariat to confirm members and their allocated representatives. The Chair noted concerns about extending the size of the PMC due to it then becoming an unmanageable discussion.
ACTION: Secretariat and GOSE to contact the PMC members and set out the expectations and responsibilities associated with PMC membership.
HC mentioned the fact that there did not seem to be much mention of publicity in the new programme. Sue John (SJ) stated that there has been a lot of publicity activity with the recent visit to the South East by Commissioner Hubner and also the fact that a launch of the programme was planned in Winchester on 14 May. HC expressed concern that a large amount of money is due to be spent on publicity. JR assured the meeting that this would all be spent. JR informed the PMC that discussion of communications and publicity would follow later in the agenda. 
4. Project commissioning and appraisal:
JR described the proposed process that SEEDA will be taking for any project applications.
NF asked JR how the three themes under the Priority Axis will be seen by organisations. JR stated that the response would be varied. The approach to this method is outlined in a matrix in the OP, with three themes and sub-divisions within them. IJR also mentioned that the sifting mechanism for the project appraisal process will be operating on a tick box scheme which will be featured on the initial Pre-Qualification Questionnaire.
SJ questioned the time-scale of this. JR responded to this by saying that the timetable had been left blank due to unknown length of projects. JR stated that projects should not last longer than 3 years and this would also have an impact on any N+2 targets that need to be met. John Pinnell questioned whether the joining up of applicants to create one bid would be encouraged. JR responded that SEEDA would welcome this.
PB asked how strict the RDA would be in following the themes when an application is made. The Pre-Qualification Questionnaire (PQQ) would give intelligence as to who is applying and the type of application that is received. KC raised the question of there being a shortlist available and would the RDA take the approach to invite and meet applicants to discuss the application. JR answered this by saying that the project will also be selected on how realistic and deliverable the project as a whole is and the selection process includes an interview phase in which the applicants will present to the Project Selection Committee (PSC). KC raised the question as to why the RDA have taken to calling this closed tender procedure a commissioning process. JR responded that SEEDA would amend the terminology from commissioning to closed tender process. .The Chair endorsed this approach and asked that the correct terminology be used in the documents. 
ACTION: Secretariat to add correct terminology to documents and to liaise with NF from EC to confirm that all correct terms and references are being used in line with EC regulations. 

The Chair requested a flow chart showing the processes and the group felt this would be useful. HC reminded the meeting that N+2 targets need to be taken into account and avoid a situation where money cannot be spent. HC also commented on the PQQ being too private sector focused. The Chair asked the Secretariat to amend the PQQ to ensure that it is more user-friendly for public sector or VCS applicants.
ACTION: Secretariat to amend the Pre-Qualification Questionnaire so it is more accessible to public sector applicants such as Local Authorities. 

ACTION: Secretariat to send a flowchart to the PMC members explaining the application process. 

Gemma Sheldon (GS) began her discussion to the group regarding the project appraisal process. GS spoke about how the ERDF team have been working closely with the SEEDA procurement team to ensure compliance. She explained that the process is a risk-based assessment as well as being scored in certain areas, with certain sections being weighted. If any items found during the checking comes up red (a zero in sections 2, 6, 7, 8, 10 or 11) then the application is deemed invalid and will not be considered in the application process. The Chair asked if the group had any comments regarding the processes. NF said that there is no mention of business or organisational activities in the OP and asked how the secretariat plans to cover this. GS responded that the themes would be lifted from the Operational Programme and form part of the PQQ, this would then mean that the PQQ would act as a sifting mechanism for sorting applicants into areas of interest as well as being able to assess their suitability to tender. The chair asked that the secretariat look at the scoring method of the application method again and beef up other areas of the document and the documents be re-submitted to the group. 
ACTION: The PQQ to be revised to show a closer link to the contents of the OP.
ACTION: Section three of the PQQ to be recast to draw out the relevance of activities against the OP.
ACTION: Secretariat to weight the scoring for the environmental section (section nine) of the PQQ given its link to the OP.

ACTION: The questions in section eleven to be re-ordered to reflect the prioritisation of elements of the OP so that the pan-regional specific question is put ahead of the equality and diversity question.

JR talked the PMC members through the proposed application form which uses the version devised by EMDA as a model. PB commented that the target length for the application form should be 10 pages as a business plan would also be included. 
The Chair asked CH if there were any documents created by other RDA’s that CLG had seen and that the group could learn from. CH responded that he would ask his contacts at the RDAs. CH stated that the documents that have been put together by EMDA could prove to be a useful staring point in terms of best practice. The PMC noted some instances of ambiguous wording. SJ commented that the specific questions were very relevant but felt that the pan-regional question should be asked before the equality and diversity question. PB commented that the environmental section of the PQQ should be moved forward and rated higher due to the nature of the programme’s aims and objectives. The Chair suggested that the application form be linked more closely to the selection criteria to ensure transparency and that the criteria be grouped around fundamental areas: is the proposal liked; is there confidence it can be delivered; will it have sufficient impact?
ACTION: Secretariat to simplify the application form.
ACTION: CH to send JR examples of other RDA application forms. 

ACTION: Secretariat to revise the application form to ensure that it is leaner and clearer for organisations. The final version is to be circulated to PMC for approval. 

CH noted that the PMC must be informed if SEEDA is the final beneficiary for projects at all stages, PQQ, application and approval.
JR provided a brief summary of the PSC ToR. It was noted that the elements relating to the PMC ToR were missing here as well: role of the PMC where SEEDA is final beneficiary; details on a quorum; and Secretariat response time during written procedures. It was agreed that there should be three Local Authority officials as representatives who should provide a mix of tiers and areas. The relevance of a specific rural representative was questioned and it was noted that urban could be captured through the Local Authority representation. PB suggested that the Federation of Small Businesses would be better than the CBI. Members agreed that there should also be a bank of non-voting advisors who could provide expertise when appropriate. Availability for the probably more frequent PSC meetings was an issue to bear in mind when seeking members.
The Chair requested comments on the PSC ToR be sent to the Secretariat who would then revise the ToR and circulate. The Chair also requested that the Secretariat press on and recruit PSC members seeking advice from PMC members where appropriate, for example PB and HC for Local Authority representatives.
ACTION: Secretariat to revise the PSC ToR in light of comments made by PMC members and circulate for agreement.

ACTION: Secretariat to begin to recruit PSC members.

5. Technical Assistance Strategy and Budget:
JR introduced the paper on Technical Assistance for ERDF. PB noted that the communications would present a challenge and would require additional budget. For example running significant and effective events and generating regional press coverage would be expensive. JR confirmed that the Secretariat would be utilising all options, for example the SEEDA website would be a key vehicle at no cost to the programme and articles could appear in SEView. Members agreed that the balance of the TA split between the two expenditure categories was weighted in the wrong direction. The higher amount should be around evaluation and communication rather than implementation. NF advised that it was within the PMC’s gift to revise these allocations. HC requested that the Secretariat build on this paper to specify how TA would be used in the first year.
ACTION: Secretariat to produce a business plan for the first year of the TA strategy and circulate to members.

6. Publicity and Communications Strategy:
JR introduced this paper and explained that it was a living document which had already evolved, for example a series of three briefing events was being organised for early March to raise awareness and start the development of activity ideas prior to the first closed tendering round.

NF advised that the DG Regio has a publicity and communications checklist which he would share with the Secretariat.

ACTION: NF to forward publicity checklist to Secretariat.
Members expressed their concern that the proposed date of 30th April for the launch event was the day before the local elections and therefore might be affected by purdah and Local Authority representatives would be unable to attend. IC advised that he had not received any guidance to suggest he could not speak. CH said he would seek guidance from CLG about whether RDA and Government Office could participate. Members strongly felt that moving the date to the next PMC meeting date (15th May proposed) would be preferable.
ACTION: CH to explore purdah guidance and feedback to the Secretariat.

ACTION: Secretariat to explore moving the date of the event to coincide with the next PMC meeting.

7. Claims and payments (including N+2):  
JR introduced the paper showing N+2 targets in both euros and pounds sterling. CT asked where the exchange rate would come into play and affect the figures. CH explained that all transactions would be carried out in pounds sterling between CLG and SEEDA and SEEDA and final beneficiaries. The targets in pounds sterling could therefore move as the exchange rates change and CLG will provide updated figures to the Secretariat as they change.
8. Programme Activities:
JR advised that SEEDA would develop a straw man after the briefing events to be discussed and rewritten at the PSC. Members were asked to feed ideas and strategic guidance to the Secretariat in the meantime. Members agreed that this was an opportunity to inspire innovation and support businesses to develop sustainable activities. PB noted that there should also be a focus on sustainable consumption which was one of the key themes of the OP and which presents a challenge.

ACTION: Members to send comments or suggestions regarding activities to Secretariat.

9. AOB:
No AOB was declared.
10. Dates for next meetings:
15th May 2008 agreed as date for next meeting. 
ACTION: Secretariat to explore holding the PMC and launch event on 15th May. (Agreed date is 14th May 2008. JR)
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