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Ireland Wales Programme 2007 – 2013
Programme Monitoring Committee (7)

Friday 4th February 2011
The meeting was held at The Grand Hotel Malahide Dublin, Ireland. 
1. Attendance is as shown at Annex 1 while apologies were received from Gwyn Evans, Councillor Goronwy Edwards (Gaelle Croisier substituting), Steve Lloyd, Collette Price, Chriss O’Connell, David Thomas, Tracey Burke, Paul O’Shea, Cllr Aidan Culhane, Tom Doyle, Carys Thomas, David Kelly 
Agenda Item 1:  Opening and Introduction.

2. Stephen Blair, Joint Chair, opened the meeting.  He welcomed all present and  introduced Rob Halford as joint chair explaining that Rob had replaced Anna Coleman as the Head of the Planning and Strategy Division in WEFO.  
Agenda Item 2:  Minutes of PMC 4 held at Venue Cymru, Llandudno, 4th November 2010.

3. The minutes of PMC 6 had been circulated in advance of the meeting and were agreed as a true record.

Agenda Item 3:  Matters Arising.
4. Simon Baily reported on the action points from the previous meeting :

Action Points 

ACTION: The JTS will add a section to the aftercare report to assess the risks related to match funding. The aftercare service is also to be refined and updated to reflect evolving needs and circumstances. 

Simon Baily confirmed that the aftercare service will be reviewed in the first half of 2011.

ACTION: JTS to review presentation of statistics for future PMC meetings having particular regard for N+2

Simon Baily confirmed that the presentation of statistics was being worked on but there had not been enough time to fine tune the format for this meeting.  He advised that the PMC would get a better view with the monthly N+2 report and confirmed that the format would be reconfigured and improved for the next PMC.

ACTION: JTS to provide additional analysis comparing actual to projected project spend.

Simon Baily confirmed that the next meeting would be in the middle of the year which would give the PMC a good oversight of how projects were progressing.  Information would be presented in a more detailed and  better defined format for the next PMC.  

ACTION: JTS to produce a gap analysis to assist in any decision making regarding the make up of Round 5 if required.

Simon Baily confirmed that a gap analysis had been undertaken and that there were no significant gaps in the delivery of the programme objectives and operations that would influence the direction of the 5th bidding round 
ACTION: Site visits/project presentations are to be arranged for future PMC meetings/Annual Events.

Simon Baily confirmed that a site visit to the strategic project Smart Coasts Sustainable Communities would be arranged for the PMC members as part of the June 2011 PMC meeting.

ACTION: Welsh Development Officers to advise Welsh partners on Programme and Welsh Assembly publicity requirements.
Simon Baily confirmed that this action point has been addressed

Agenda Item 4: Programme Evaluation

5. Stephen Blair introduced this item.  He explained that although it was no longer mandatory for a programme Mid Term Evaluation to be undertaken there was a feeling in the Managing Authority that it was an opportune time to look at how the programme was progressing.   It was felt that the timing of the exercise was such that it would enable the findings to influence the direction of the programme for the remaining period.  He said there was no need for a radical overhaul.


6. Stephen welcomed Rachel Brisley from the consultants SQW and told the Committee that Rachel would give a presentation of the Mid Term Evaluation findings.  Rachel gave apologies from Allan Brazewell who had been unable to attend the meeting.

7. Rachel explained that the brief for the MTE was to provide an independent analysis of progress under the Operational Programme and developments in the Programme environment to date and to make appropriate recommendations for Programme adjustments on the basis of this analysis.


8. She confirmed that the research for the MTE had been based on interviews with Programme Monitoring Committee members, Steering Committee members, the Lead and one other partner from each approved project and a number of unsuccessful projects.  There had also been workshops with the Joint Technical Secretariat and the Welsh European Funding Office.  The report included eight case studies.  In all around 100 individuals had taken part in the exercise.

Rachel highlighted the following:

i. The programme strategy had been analysed at the beginning of the programme and as part of the evaluation.  The strategy was appropriate at the beginning of the programme and in taking account of the changing economic conditions and policies; it was felt that the strategy was still relevant.  

ii. 84% of programme had been committed at the end of 2010.  
Programme spend was €3m in 2009 4.5% of full allocation.

iii. Programme spend in late 2010 was €8.8m - 13% of full allocation  

iv. The spend profile of projects was behind, 41% of project sponsors interviewed had indicated that they were likely to have difficulty spending their financial allocation.  

v. 14% of project sponsors interviewed thought their match funding was insecure – Rachel thought this figure would probably be higher in the current economic conditions.

vi. The JTS had met the programme N+2 target for 2010 


vii. There was no evidence of funding of repeat activity from the previous Interreg programmes.


viii. Because reporting data was not up to date projects are showing a less positive position than they are at in reality.  The JTS would need to work closely with projects to monitor project delivery.  
ix. Any future programme should look at more targeted support for the 3rd sector

x. The 5th bidding round for Priority 1 should have an emphasis on business support

xi. The legacy of the programme suggests that 75% of projects would continue in some format after Interreg funding ceased.  There was a possible disparity here, this figure suggested a high level of sustainability, however 75% of those surveyed said that current projects would not have happened without INTERREG funding. 
xii. For the cross cutting themes there was a lack of monitoring, there were no reporting systems in place.  It was suggested that 3 or 4 indicators could be developed

xiii. Programme profile needed to be improved in Wales with more targeted publicity required.
xiv. There were delays in the system for first level control. The view was that the JTS was stretched but that things were improving.  A more proportionate approach, looking at sampling etc should be considered.
9. Stephen Blair concluded that the programme design was right, the strategy was relevant, that expenditure was slow but  was accelerating and the implementation of the programme was satisfactory overall.  There was no need for major change although there was a technical recommendation to improve processes regarding the targets and indictors and better qualification regarding the cross cutting themes.  In particular results (rather than outputs) were already fairly high given the low levels of spend and it was felt that targets should be increased to improve value for money. 
10. Stephen Blair confirmed that the Managing Authority was comfortable with the findings which would be considered further and would prove useful for PMC consideration of the future call.

11. Rob Halford said that the MTE had been a timely piece of work and congratulated SERA on meeting the programme N+2 expenditure target for 2010.  The programme still faced a number of ongoing challenges including future N+2 targets and the monitoring of spend and reporting and a clear discipline was needed in this respect.  
12. Fernando Coelho-Moniz confirmed that the comprehensive study addressed the main questions to steer the programme to its end.    It was on track with its objectives and there was a need to maximise the outputs.    There were links to a Commission exercise working with Interact to measure more accurately Interreg programme outcomes/impacts.

13. In general he welcomed the recommendations of the evaluators although he had some reservations about some of the future of programme recommendations.  He raised the following points:

a) Annex C Tracking contextual conditions - from now until the end of the programme.  This could feed into a future programme but not appropriate for this one as official statistics are not available at present for 2008/2009. They should be updated where possible.

b) Intangible issues which we can’t measure – page 55 table 6-6 Key issues and recommendations.  Fernando stated that it was important to record the legacies of partnerships and networks that will continue after funding ceases

c) Para 25 exec summary – there is a need to reword the recommendation that any new projects should align with Programme objectives and have a strong cross-border element as this is a requirement for any applicant seeking funding throughout the programme.

d) There was a contradiction in the report in relation to reference to economies of scale Page 53 para 6 11 stated that one of the clear benefits of cross-border working was the economies of scale that have been generated through working together.  Whilst the last paragraph on page 59 stated that the weakest element was delivering economies of scale.



14. Fernando emphasised that that INTERREG differentiated from other ERDF Programmes by its cross-border element.  Rachel agreed that tracking of cross border socio-economic conditions depended on the data available and that such data was up to date.  Stephen Blair said there may be a need to re-visit some of the 2008-2009 figures.


15. Mike Pollard emphasised that important deliverables were not being captured and that this had been recognised in the evaluation.  He said this was an on-going problem for INTERREG programmes and there was a need to think creatively about this issue, in particular how achievements which weren’t picked up within the indicator framework could be captured. Mike referred to the initiative mentioned by Fernando, where DG Regio and Interact were trialling work with programmes to capture the outcomes of TC more effectively .  He confirmed that WEFO would be happy to work with SERA on this if the Ireland Wales programme were put forward as a pilot.  Stephen Blair agreed that the programme had a vested interest here and agreed to engage.  The outcome would assist the Commission in demonstrating the benefits of TC when looking at the financial perspective for future programmes.
16.  Mike said that the high percentage of projects mentioned by the evaluators as likely to have difficulty spending their financial allocation was a concern.  As such there was a need to adopt rigorous monitoring.  He supported recommendation 3 that the JTS spend and monitoring systems should ensure that up to date, coherent information should be available for each project.  He highlighted the need for sufficient data to be made available to the PMC and for a narrative to accompany the output figures in the Programme Update report, the latter point, one which WEFO had already proposed to colleagues in SERA.  The output data as it stood was very basic.
17. Rob Halford agreed.   Achieving a balance between spend and outcomes and demonstrating that the money was spent effectively was important, otherwise future allocations could be reduced.  It would also be useful to get a flavour for how confident project managers were in relation to future prospects.

18. Martyn Jeffries queried the spend against achievement of objectives where most projects felt they would achieve outputs even though they would not spend all of the money.

19. Simon Baily acknowledged that these were valid concerns and said that the JTS would need more time to address them.  It was clear that projects were slow in spending; the JTS would be working to ensure that spend profiles were correct and that spend levels were accelerated.  The JTS would follow up with projects where appropriate.  
20. In summary, Stephen Blair felt that the evaluation findings were generally encouraging and that the programme was making reasonable progress.  There  were no substantive issues requiring modification to the Operational Programme.  As far as indicators were concerned, Fernando confirmed that changes to indicators would require a modification to the programme and a EC decision which could take 2 or 3 months at best.  He suggested that the programme might look to avoid modification but agree a reporting framework which the programme could use in parallel and the PMC could consider as an annex to the Annual Implementation Report,


21. PMC members were invited to feed in comments to SERA in the light of this meeting.  Stephen thanked the evaluators for their work.

ACTION – PMC members to submit comments/feedback on the evaluation to SERA 
ACTION – SERA to further consider evaluation recommendations and comments from the PMC at the meeting 

Agenda Item 5:  Programme Update Report including N+2 update
22. Simon Baily provided the PMC with an overview of the Programme update report and was pleased to confirm that the N+2 target for 2010 had been met.  


23. He said that spend by approved projects continued to be  a concern for the programme .  Round 3 projects already had problems with budgets, whilst rounds 1 & 2 had four or five projects where funding could potentially come back.  Another project has indicated that it could reduce its budget by around €200,000


24. There were several remedial actions under development which included a review of the Development Officer’s after-care service and utilisation of the two project appraisal officers to spend more time monitoring projects in the future.

25. Simon confirmed that revisions to the first level control system had proved to be effective during the second part of 2010 which had allowed for a significant increase in the volume of payment claims.  He also confirmed that the systems and procedures would continue to be reviewed to see if further adjustments could be made where appropriate 
26. Three new first level controllers had been hired and had provided the team with additional capacity that had assisted in the programme meeting its N+2 target for 2010.  A training programme for the new first level controllers in Wales was ongoing at the moment and would continue over the next few months

27. Simon reflected on earlier discussions concerning outputs and confirmed that Annex V, Output and Result Performance Indicators, of the programme update report needed further detail for the future.  As part of this exercise, consideration would also be given to producing guidance on interpretation of the indicators as beneficiaries were often unclear on what they were required to report on.
28. Mike Pollard noted that there was an anticipation that double the number of SOEs would go through the system this year.  He welcomed the intention to further review the first level control system and make necessary adjustments.  He stressed that additional systemic flexibility would have to be introduced if the N+2 target for 2011 was to be met.
29. There needed to be a sensitivity analysis of commitment levels to reach N+2 for this year using a rigorous approach.  Simon Baily confirmed that preliminary work had been undertaken but was not yet ready to be presented.  Rob Halford emphasised that enhanced financial information  needed to come on stream as soon as possible this year.

30. Fernando Coelho-Moniz noted that budgets for previously approved projects had often been optimistic and asked whether the JTS had performed a more thorough reality analysis of the budgets this time around. He highlighted that there were 2 projects with a lower co financing rate in round 4 and there was a need to balance the expenditure and ERDF ratio within the Programme.  Simon Baily said that it was difficult to know for sure, however this message would be strongly communicated for Round 5.  Stephen Blair confirmed that the plans were in place to cover any additional expenditure to ensure full drawdown of ERDF.


31. Matthew Brown asked what support was in place for round 4 projects that were due  to receive €14m of funding.  Simon confirmed that there would be a meeting with the Development Officers next week to plan a campaign of support as part of aftercare functions.  A finance workshop would be implemented in May.  Matthew said that he was happy to share his experiences from the Convergence programme if this could be of assistance


32. Liam Hennessy expressed appreciation from the Department of Finance that the N+2 target had been met for 2010 and hoped that this would also be the case for 2011

ACTION – Annex V of the programme update report needed further detail for the future.  Further work to be undertaken on indicator guidance.

ACTION – sensitivity analysis of commitment levels and progress of each project against N+2 targets for this year to be undertaken and reported to PMC – aligned to action points agreed at last meeting concerning additional analysis comparing actual to projected project spend and review of presentation of statistics for future PMC meetings having particular regard for N+2

ACTION – Further review of first level control systems and procedures

Agenda Item 6:  Fifth Call for Proposals
33. Simon Baily introduced this item.  He gave the Committee an overview of the Managing Authority proposal for the shape of the 5th bidding round which took into account recommendations from the Mid Term Evaluation and discussions within the Managing Authority and with WEFO.   The evaluation outcome was that the call should be targeted, orientated towards larger projects with fewer partners, require projects to spend and impact to timescale and demonstrate SMART objectives.  Projects should have a strong employment/business support component, if research orientated, have obvious and practical business outcomes, relate energy efficiency to competitiveness in SMEs and promote a climate change and renewable energy orientation where relevant.
34.  The Managing Authority endorsed  the evaluation recommendations and also suggested that:-

· In relation to employment and business support projects, they needed  to align  with the Smart Economy Strategy in Ireland and the Programme for Economic Renewal in Wales.


· Projects from the 4th call that were rejected but with a suggestion that they are resubmitted subject to a series of changes are welcome to do so.


· Both Themes in Priority 1 should be open for submission under Call 5. In relation to the reserve list, this should only be put in place in the case that the value of projects approved by the PSC exceeds available funds.

35. Circa €7.6m of funding was left to allocate in Priority 1.  Based on the projects that had been approved in the past, potentially, this represented an average grant of around €1.3m per project , and would mean that around 6 or 7 projects would be approved.   The Committee recognised  that there  was no requirement for a transfer of funds between priorities.  The remaining money was to stay in Priority 1 with an open call across the two themes.
36. Roger Seddon gave an update on behalf of the Development Officers and said that there would be a need for any potential project to have a very early consultation with the DOs.  He also queried whether the recommendation for larger projects fitted with the recommendation to involve fewer project partners.  The Development Officers needed a definitive steer as It was their duty to give clear guidance to potential applicants  
37. A general discussion followed about the architecture of the call and the issues of monies coming back into the programme from approved projects and the over-commitment of funds were also considered. Tom Richards had raised concerns earlier about the orientation towards larger projects with fewer partners.  The WLGA felt that in the current economic climate, this direction could limit the call to central government and HE/FE and could exclude the voluntary sector and local government.  Match-funding could also be an issue.  Matthew Brown suggested that it may be better to have smaller projects on any reserve list.  Peter Bunting suggested that the 5th round needed to concentrate on innovation to improve the economic situation in both countries. 
38. Stephen Blair confirmed that it was the intention to form a reserve list of projects from the 5th bidding round if enough projects were of sufficient quality.  He also suggested that when money was returned to the programme there could be an initiative to provide additional funding for approved projects for extra activities.  On the latter, Mike Pollard confirmed that a similar approach had been successfully adopted under the 2000-2006 programme with specific conditions imposed including assurance that additional outputs would be delivered.  Asked about over-commitment, he confirmed that WEFO had pursued this route in the previous programme but the extent of such action had to be considered carefully as the financial risk lay at the door of the Managing Authority.

39. Fernando Coelho-Moniz stated that there needed to be a strategic decision for the re-allocation of returned funds but the PMC did not have a clear picture at the moment.  Regarding over-commitment, it would be for SERA to decide but it was a bit too early to determine without having the whole picture in place.  He queried whether there would be scope for another strategic call for projects which could be top down orientated and which would ensure budgeting and spending. He also wondered whether  there could be problems with start up momentum if a reserve list was introduced, if projects were waiting for approval for a long period of time.  Any reserve list would need to be reviewed on a regular basis.
40. Stephen confirmed that Fernando’s points were very valid but the period projects would be sitting on a reserve list would not be too long.  The MA should know by the end of the year how much money was coming back into the programme.  By the time the 5th round goes to the Steering Committee there would be a better idea of the programme financial situation.
41. It was agreed that the focus of the call should be on the key criteria and subject matter recommended by the evaluators with the additional features proposed by the Managing Authority.  The call should make it clear that projects would target business innovation as a means of addressing the economic situation facing the two countries.  It was also agreed that there should be a steer on the size of projects, the range should be from €500,000 to €1.250,000 ERDF maximum.

There should be no limit to partnership numbers other than the usual restriction of a maximum of six partners per application

All applications should be consistent with the Smart Economy Strategy in Ireland and Economic Renewal Strategy in Wales

ACTION – Fifth Call to be launched by the JTS
Agenda Item 7:  Communications & Publicity    
42. Siobhan Rudden was invited to table the Communications report. The website was now up and running and the first Programme E-zine had been sent to 700 addressees. Media items in the Communications Pack had been circulated to members.  The Annual Event in Llandudno Junction had been a great success.  95 people had attended and had been enthusiastic about the opportunity to network and gain insight into the future direction of INTERREG and EU regional policy. Fernando Coelho-Moniz observed that there was a need to show case projects which demonstrated the benefits of the Programme. Further development has also been done on the website.
43. Siobhan advised members that arrangements for Applicants’ Advice workshops would now be made following the 5th Call announcement.

Agenda Item 8:  Development Officer Report

44. Roger Seddon tabled the Development Officer Report. He described the results of an analysis of the development work for the Strategic Call.  There had been, inter-action between the Development Officer team and the Project Officers to accelerate appraisal.  Fourteen round 4 projects had been brought forward to the Steering Committee from development.  The team was engaging with potential applicants for Round 5 .  He noted that there had been a high level of interest from all sectors. Aftercare visits were continuing and the process was to be reviewed to reflect the evolution of the Programme’s overall monitoring and control activities.

45. Siobhan gave a report on the WIN2 Scheme.  She said that the decision to amend the scheme’s eligibility rules had resulted in an increase in applications compared with 2009.  The total amount paid for approved visits in 2010 was €7,942.67.
46. Agenda Item 9: Any Other Business
47. The date for the next meeting was provisionally set for the 16 June 2011 at a venue in the Swansea area.

48. Stephen Blair thanked the members for attending and closed the meeting.
49. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
ACTION –  PMC members to submit comments/feedback on the evaluation to SERA

ACTION – SERA to further consider evaluation recommendations and comments from the PMC at the meeting 

ACTION – Annex V of the programme update report needed further detail for the future.  Further work to be undertaken on indicator guidance.


ACTION – sensitivity analysis of commitment levels and progress of each project against N+2 targets for this year to be undertaken and reported to PMC – aligned to action points agreed at last meeting concerning additional analysis comparing actual to projected project spend and review of presentation of statistics for future PMC meetings having particular regard for N+2

ACTION – Further review of first level control systems and procedures

ACTION – Fifth Call to be launched by the JTS

Attendance 
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