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1.  The meeting was held at Killashee House Hotel, Naas, County Kildare, Ireland.

2.  Attendance is as shown at Annex 1 while apologies were received from David Kelly, Councillors Senan Griffin, Paddy Kavanagh and Goronwy Edwards, Tom Doyle, Peter Bunting, Sean Murphy, Tracey Burke who was represented by Richard Rossington, Steve Lloyd and Paul O Shea from the TUC. 
Agenda Item 1:  Opening and Introduction.

3.  Stephen Blair, Joint Chair, opened the meeting.  He welcomed all present and extended a particular welcome to Fernando Coelho-Moniz, European Commission Desk Officer for the Programme.  He introduced Cllr Tomas Breathnach from the Southern and Eastern Regional Assembly and Matthew Brown from WCVA deputising for Judith Stone.

4.  The agenda included for the first time, the consideration of three Strategic Projects which would be presented to the Committee by the project partners. 
Agenda Item 2:  Minutes of PMC 4 held at Deganwy, 27 January 2010.

5.  The minutes of PMC 4 had been circulated in advance of the meeting and were agreed as a true record.

Agenda Item 3:  Matters Arising.
6.  Simon Baily reported on action points from the previous meeting and indicated where they featured in the current meeting Agenda:

· The JTS to address issues relating to N+2 as recorded at paragraph 32 of the minutes :  update to follow at agenda Item 6.
· Proposals for Programme Evaluation: Agenda Item 8 
· Eligibility amendments for access to WIN2 scheme: outlined in the DO report at agenda Item 9. Essentially, it was decided to open up eligibility to all sectors, considered a positive step in the light of the current economic climate.
· Circulation to the PMC of press clippings:  Extracts from Ireland and Wales included with Communications and Publicity paper - Agenda Item 10
7.  There were no other comments.

Agenda Item 4:  Annual Implementation Report 2009.

8.  Simon Baily introduced the Annual Implementation Report that had been circulated in advance of the meeting which followed the format of the Regulations and  had to be submitted to the Commission by 30 June 2010.   Some comments had been sent to the MA in advance of the meeting. Stephen Blair invited further discussion.
9. Gwyn Evans said he had provided a written submission that had included the following points:
· Qualitative Analysis (Page 9):  he asked if the Managing Authority considered the quality of projects to be an issue.  Simon Baily said this was not so.
· Significant problems encountered (Page 10):  he questioned whether the slowness of projects to start and the relationship to spend to profile were the only factors.  He asked if the new control system was in fact a significant contributing factor to slow project spend and also felt that the six monthly claim system didn’t help matters.  He suggested that it might be appropriate for the Managing Authority to emphasise the impact of the more rigid requirements of the new Regulations as a significant issue :  Simon Baily agreed that the onerous responsibilities placed on TC programmes across Europe by Article 16 of the ERDF Regulation was a factor that should be flagged up to the Commission and agreed to add something in the text (section 2.3) on this basis. 

· Fernando Coelho Moniz recognised that the Regulation demanded a complex system of checks and controls to demonstrate that project expenditure is eligible and correct.  There had been representations made by other TC Programmes and EC auditors were aware of the situation.  There had, he said, been discussion in the Commission regarding the use of ‘sampling’ methodologies but there had been no concrete answers on practical ways of simplifying the system.   He said he would inform the Managing Authority of any progress towards simplification.  
· Mike Pollard informed the Committee that difficulties faced with financial control had been at the forefront of issues raised by practitioners at the early June INTERACT consultation event ”European Territorial Cooperation beyond 2013” which he had attended.  The INTERACT Programme would be submitting formal observations and recommendations from the Brussels event to the Commission.  However, the conclusions he had picked up from a workshop on this subject included a call for integration of more simple but secure systems which would streamline control, speed up payments and ease N+2/N+3 difficulties and a desire to create a more positive image of financial control based on less intensity.  Article 16 (or its successor) required better definition as it was too open to interpretation.  A risk based sampling methodology with a possible focus on identified problem areas was generally favoured and clarification should be provided that 100% checking of each item of expenditure was not mandatory.
· Complementarity with other policies (Page 11): Responding to a query about lack of reference to consultation in Wales outside the Welsh Assembly Government, Damien O’Brien assured the PMC that WAG worked closely with UK government departments and sought specialist advice where it was appropriate to do so.  He noted there was close liaison through joint boards (eg Department of Work and Pensions Joint Employment Board) to address complementarity issues.
10. Fernando Coelho Moniz’s comments on the Report were:
· There should be some explanation in the commentary in section 2.9 of how financial and control systems are working as there was an expectation to provide this information to the Audit Authority. It should also take account of the corrective action to be undertaken, to address the comments in the Auditors Report regarding IT systems and the conducting of on-the-spot inspections

· The Report should indicate the gap between expenditure and N+2 target as at the end of 2009.
· A column could be added to show predicted activity in relation to codes of expenditure.

· There should be reference to the enhanced features on the new website.
· The description of the Communication Plan should include events and build in the highlighting of best practice which should be showcased as part of the Annual Event.
11.  Simon Baily responded:
· Regarding the Auditors’ comments:  the IT system wasn’t fully operational in 2009.  It was now but there were still some teething problems to address.  No on-the-spot inspections had taken place in 2009 but these had now commenced and coverage would be included in the 2010 AIR..

· The website is live and vastly improved in terms of its functionality and quality of information, offering customers a one-stop-shop.

· A review of the Communication Plan could be included as an additional task for the Programme Evaluation.  
12. Carys Thomas suggested that the MA should interrogate statistics such as web-site hits as a means of comparing the merits of the old and new sites.
13. The Committee approved the Annual Implementation Report subject to incorporation of those comments which had been provided for consideration prior to and at the meeting.

Agenda Item 5:  Programme Update Report

14. Simon Baily provided an overview of the Programme which was making progress despite the challenging economic conditions.  He outlined the programme financial summary in the context of commitment against allocation and the number of approved projects, details of which were at Annexes 1 and 2 of the Report.  Progress with the application rounds was reported with the targeted call strategy for Round 3 adopted by the PMC to address balance across the themes having been successful. 
15. The response to round 4 had been very positive, with 21 applications submitted representing an ERDF bid of €21.3m.  This reflected a strong performance given that money for match funding was tight.  The PSCs would meet in the last quarter of 2010 to consider these applications.  The working assumption at this point was that Round 5 would open at the end of the year and that advance notice would be given to applicants in order to allow them to maximise the time available for sponsors to explore match funding sources.
16. Stephen Blair was encouraged that the volume of applications was holding up and noted that the call for Strategic Projects had also been successful.

17. Fernando Coelho-Moniz asked if the spend aspirations of Round 4 projects were more realistic and whether the financial profiles had been scrutinised in more detail given the difficulties faced with the accuracy of spend profiles for projects in the earlier Rounds.  Diana Wilson felt that the impact of exchange rate fluctuations has had a significant bearing on the profile underspend of earlier projects as the exchange rate had fallen significantly since the beginning of the Programme.  Simon Baily thought it likely that forecasts would be more realistic given the economic circumstances.  The message to sponsors would be to get the money spent to profile.

18. Roger Seddon assured the Committee that realistic forecasts and associated spend to profile was a key issue which had been emphasised during workshops and individual meetings with sponsors.  Simon Baily said that the average ERDF requirement per project at €1m was down on previous rounds which could be an indicator of more realistic forecasting.  Mike Pollard suggested that it might be a reflection of the predominance of the Priority 2 bid which featured 14 of the 21 applications and encompassed a number of bids involving organisations from the third sector. 
19. Damien O’Brien was encouraged by the level of commitment but re-emphasised the main programme challenge which was turning commitment into spend.  He acknowledged that the current economic pressures presented difficulties in accessing match funding.  The security of match-funding also needed to be monitored carefully as there were signs in other programmes of decommitment caused by match-funding not coming forward.  More generally, he asked if the target mooted at the January PMC for 75% commitment of resources by the end of 2010 was achievable.  Simon Baily confirmed that the programme was on track to secure this.

20. Fernando Coelho-Moniz asked about the effect of re-cycling underspend from Round 1 projects.  Cathal Reilly referred to Information Note 14 at Annex V11 which would be issued next week indicating how this matter was to be addressed in the light of PMC deliberations in January.  The overall trend to date suggested that projects would deliver what they had set out to do but for less ERDF and there was potential for bringing money back into the programme from Round 1 and 2 projects.  One project had totally re-budgeted and three were in the pipeline. 
21. Richard Rossington asked what measures would be put in place by the MA to get  Strategic Projects up and running and ensure rapidity of spend given that this initiative was launched to help address N+2 difficulties faced by the programme.  Simon Baily said that approval procedures would be prioritised for these projects which would be subject to an enhanced aftercare programme with more intense monitoring.  He suggested that this question could be asked to Strategic Project sponsors following their presentations as the ability to spend quickly was set out as a condition of the strategic call.
Agenda Item 6:  N+2 Update
22. Stephen Blair gave an overview of the current position.  He referred members to the table on Page 4 of the Report which confirmed a current target of €2.6m ERDF expenditure for 2010.  Whilst the picture was more positive than originally anticipated because it was now clear that the 7.5% advance could be netted off the 2010 target, there was a need for everybody to be vigilant in monitoring the situation.
23. Simon Baily updated the Committee on action points concerning the N+2 situation from the last meeting as set out in the Update paper:
· Action Point 1:  Provision of more regular reporting on programme spend to the PMC – intention to submit quarterly reports to PMC from October 2010.
· Action Point 2: JTS/DO monitoring – aftercare visits have stressed the need to expedite implementation and submission of SoE’s.

· Action Point 3: Review of current projects’ spending profiles – discussed earlier (paragraph 20)

· Action Point 4: Quick process of Round 3 approvals – three contracts issued, two held up due to State Aid and financial issues

· Action Point 5: Development of Strategic Projects - action is complete
· Action Point 6: Recruitment/amendments to control process – update and discussion followed – paragraphs 24-32 refer.
· Action Point 7: Early implementation of any easing of the governing Regulations by the EU to assist the flow of payments – still under consideration.

24. Simon Baily gave an update on spend by approved projects and said that in theory, the level of spend within the projects should allow the programme to meet its N+2 obligations.  Some €2m in expenditure was contained within the SOE’s received so far (total value of statements received – page 6) and there was an additional €130k to add to this total.  The immediate challenge would be to work through the statements that are waiting to be processed, refine the control systems and increase the level of staff working on control in order to improve spend levels. These changes are required in order for the programme to be in a position to make the target. 
25. Simon Baily assured the PMC that the JTS were looking to make improvements to control procedures, including significant alterations to the existing sampling regime, more onus on the role of the Lead Partners to submit good quality files and a switch in emphasis to, and increasing the amount of, on site control work which would be facilitated by an increase in resources for this purpose.

26. Stephen Blair confirmed that there was a two-part objective, namely to speed up the time taken to process SoE’s which would be tackled by introducing efficiencies into the control procedures and to recruit additional staff, effectively doubling the number of controllers by autumn 2010.  He re-iterated that these difficulties were a fall-out from the Regulations which were common to other TC Programmes.  He stressed that the MA was taking the issue seriously and wanted to ensure that project partners wished to continue to work with the Ireland/Wales programme. 

27. Richard Rossington said it was important for the PMC to have a clear picture of where exactly the programme was in terms of the processing of SoE’s.  Whilst the overarching financial information was useful, the PMC was unsighted on the number of SoE’s in the system, the length of time they had been there and the time taken for them to clear.  On a general note, Stephen Blair said it took nine days to complete 1st Level Control and the objective was to reduce this by 50%.  Cathal Reilly gave a breakdown of the current SOE’s in the system:
· 55 SoE’s received – the value of SoE’s was €2.7 million.
· €1.1 million processed through 1st Level Control/had been certified - €100k had been excluded    
· 5 SOE’s in process – value €400k 
· 14 SOE’s in the queue awaiting attention, totalling €700k.
·  9 SOE’s  (value €360k) had not passed basic level acceptance checks
28. Cathal Reilly explained that the controllers walked a difficult line in trying to balance rationalisation of control and ensuring due compliance with the regulations.  They had looked critically at issues such as the examination of certain categories of expenditure and partner based risk.  Stephen Blair said that Article 16 of the ERDF Regulation stated that expenditure had to be validated by controllers within a period of three months which acknowledged a detailed and complex process.  The challenge was to complete the tasks required in the most time efficient way.  
29. There was discussion regarding the training required to complete the SOE’s. Simon Baily drew attention to the workshops and the specific training for Lead Partners.  In response to observations that the training workshops occurred after projects had started, Cathal Reilly explained that they were held at a juncture when the amount of expenditure declared will be very low.  He confirmed that the main problem was not the amount of ineligible expenditure being declared, rather that the expenditure was not being supported by the necessary documentation and the time taken by beneficiaries to then supply the required paperwork.  
30. Roger Seddon said that the delay in processing claims impacted on Development 
Officers’ relationship with clients.  He said that:
· Awareness Sessions focusing on selling the Programme to potential applicants were compromised by negative information regarding time taken to process SOE’s and claims.  
· It was important that the excellent team relationship between Development Officers and Finance Officers was not affected by one element being targeted by clients because of frustrations with the SOE and claim process.  
31. Cllr Richards asked for an update on negotiations between the MA and WEFO in relation to hosting on-the-spot controllers in Wales.  Damien O’Brien responded and provided views on the principal points of discussion as follows:

· Financial control was a major challenge to address.  Work was in progress to improve the efficiency of the control and claims process and as part of the ambition to reduce timescales the intention was to switch the emphasis from desk based checking to on site inspection. 
· It was a responsibility of the PMC to monitor the financial progress of the Programme.  If there was an N+2 failure, questions would be asked of the programme bodies including the PMC.   Members needed the relevant information to discharge this function.  He expressed disappointment that this information was not scheduled to be available until October and suggested that the PMC needed this data on a monthly basis if their oversight function and the monitoring of progress towards N+2 was to be managed effectively. 
· Customer care was essential and it was important that customers were dealt with fairly and efficiently.  Potential sponsors must not be discouraged from engaging with the Programme through negative experiences, therefore delays in processing SoE’s and claims had to be addressed.
· Regarding negotiations with WEFO, the impact of the recruitment ban had to be taken into account.  Efforts were being made to try and second experienced finance officers into WEFO to undertake on-the-spot visits in Wales.  This was helped by the MA’s assurance that the posts would be funded in entirety through Technical Assistance.   
· The volume of SoE’s will increase significantly very shortly.  The backlog was not completely overwhelming at this stage but it must be tackled quickly.  The system should be refined to ensure the timely and efficient processing of SoE’s and claims. 
· The intention to put the onus on Lead Partners to manage the SoE and claims process on behalf of the project partnership and managing decommitment of resources through re-profiling expenditure profiles for approved projects were positive approaches.  However, the JTS continued to face significant challenges and WEFO would continue to work closely with the MA to address them.       
32. Stephen Blair concluded the discussion.   The MA agreed to provide the PMC with monthly information reports on N+2 and would work with WEFO on development of the control processes keeping the PMC informed.
Action Point – The JTS to provide the PMC with a monthly report outlining the progress made towards meeting the N+2 target. 

Agenda Item 7:  Strategic Projects Update/Selection

33. Stephen Blair outlined the procedure for submission of Strategic Projects which had been agreed by the PMC. The information presented by the JTS represented an analysis of all three projects providing guidance and a good feel for the respective merits of the projects to assist the PMC with selection, although ultimately it was for the PMC to make the decisions.  The PMC agreed to proceed on this basis.
34. Simon Baily then gave the Committee a brief overview of the process, the supporting documents and the selection methodology.  Each project would be considered individually with the project partners making a ten minute presentation followed by five minutes for questions and answers.  In the event that all three projects were approved, he pointed out that the programme would be subject to competitive bidding for Round 4 in the context of the funds that were remaining but confirmed that no Round 4 bids would be disenfranchised.  In essence, this was new territory for the PMC and he suggested that their role would be to take the form of a ‘Steering Committee sub-group’ with their assessment to be guided by the quality of the bids.
35. Gwyn Evans asked whether the restrictions of the adjacency ruling would affect deliberations.  Simon Baily acknowledged that some project spend would be incurred within adjacent areas, however the location of the partners was in the eligible area, therefore this would not be an issue.  Fernando Coelho-Moniz asked why the ability of partners to spend quickly was not taken into account in the scoring criteria as it was a condition of applying under this call. Simon Baily replied that it was inappropriate to change the selection criteria for the programme which had been approved by the PMC, rather this issue had been flagged up at section F of the application form.  It was also open to PMC members to question project partners about this following their presentations. He also asked if there were to be any further calls for Strategic Projects.  Simon Baily said that this initiative had been developed as a pilot exercise which would be subject to evaluation therefore no view had been taken at this juncture.
36. The three projects were presented in the order of score attained and considered by the PMC.
Winning In Tendering

37. Diana Wilson outlined the aims of the project and summarised the project scoring documents.  She drew the PMC’s attention to a wide range of letters of support and flagged up the potential of the project to support DE&T initiatives in Wales.   The high cost of overheads had been discussed with the Lead Partner and the JTS were in the process of agreeing a methodology which was likely to result in a cost reduction.  
38. Professor Dermott Cahill of Bangor University and Paul Davis of Dublin City       University were invited to give a presentation on the project which would deliver a procurement skills training programme for small indigenous suppliers .  
39. The project promoters were asked what provision had been made for engagement with the Third Sector.  Professor Cahill referred to the letter of support from WCVA which welcomed the project’s training programme.  The diagnostic tool would be appropriate for both SMEs and the Third Sector; in a climate of changing dependency in the economy, this project would enhance the sector’s ability to compete for contracts.
40. Asked about the ability of the project to start spending quickly, Professor Cahill said that the partners were ready for a 1 August start.
41. In relation to any provision made to engage with specific sectors that needed this type of support,  Professor Cahill said that there had already been consultation, for example with the printing industry and the Irish Business Association.  Paul Davis said there would be no duplication of existing government agency support.
42. In conclusion Professor Cahill noted the success of the TENDERWISE project that the University had led and emphasised that the WIT project had significant potential for wider dissemination across other EU Member States.  Stephen Blair thanked Professor Cahill and Paul Davis for their attendance at the PMC.

Smart Coasts
43. Breda Curran outlined the aims of the project and summarised the scores.
44. Professor David Kay of Aberystwyth University and Professor Batholomew Masterson of University College Dublin were invited to give a presentation on the project which was aimed at the use of real time management systems to maintain bathing water quality in Ireland and Wales and to equip communities to maintain the economic and strategic value of near shore waters to their economies 
45. The project promoters were asked about the extent to which the project built upon work developed through the Ireland/Wales IIIA funded SMART project and the ICREW project supported by the Atlantic Area IIIB programme.  The partners provided further information about the links and confirmed that lessons learned would be integrated into the implementation model.  
46. Clarification was requested about the management structure in particular the capacity to deliver both administrative and technical oversight, there was a view that the partners needed to monitor financial performance of the project very closely .  Professor Kay replied that the model was similar to Framework 7 projects’ methodology but agreed to modify the structure to satisfy this requirement if this was required.

47. Stephen Blair thanked Professor Kay and Professor Masterson for attending the PMC.

Achieving Our Potential
48. Diana Wilson outlined the aims of the project and summarised the scores.
49. Linda Jones of Visit Wales and Gary Breen of Failte Ireland were invited to give a presentation on the project which was focused on sustainable tourism destination management. 
50. The project promoters were asked whether any more thought had been given to focusing on specific geographical areas in Wales.  The proposition appeared clearer in Ireland where the emphasis was on tackling agglomeration deficiencies in the south –east.   Linda Jones said this had been tried before with capital projects in certain areas of Wales but the product was too weak. Customer expectations had now risen, there had not been the financial resource to improve the product and the intention was to consolidate those areas with growth potential in Wales which would be identified.  Gary Breen said that the goal was to align the project themes: destination management was the result.  Linda Jones added that the exit strategy was of primary importance to the success of the project.

51. In relation to the marketing strategy,,Gary Breen confirmed that the plan was to share know-how on routes to market and to educate the industry to position itself in the international market place.  It was not aimed at dual destination marketing.
52. Stephen Blair thanked Linda Jones and Gary Breen for attending the PMC.

Strategic Project Assessment 

53. The PMC agreed that the indicative scores afforded to the projects represented a good reflection of their respective merits.  In considering the JTS assessments and the presentations from project partners, the Committee agreed that both the Winning in Tendering and Smart Coasts projects should be approved. The Winning in Tendering project required further discussion regarding the level of overheads.
54. There was further discussion on the Achieving Our Potential project which was considered to be less developed than the other two proposals.  The consensus was not to approve the project and the following was agreed:
· Whilst the PMC recognised the potential of the project and the overall concept which could provide benefits to the tourism industry and to the programme, it was considered to be insufficiently developed and required greater focus.

· There were specific deficiencies in the cross-border rationale, linked to this, the project management work package didn’t identify who was responsible for what.

· One of the conditions for submission of Strategic Projects was the ability to act and spend quickly.  The Committee was of the view that if the project was insufficiently developed, it would not be capable of delivering in this context.

· Destination management – the choice of areas was not adequately demonstrated in Wales.

· Whilst there could be no guarantee of future funding, the applicants should be invited to explore the concept further and redevelop the project.  The partners could consider re-submission as a Round 5 project which would allow further development time and support from the Development Officer team.
Agenda Item 8:  Programme Evaluation
55. Stephen Blair outlined the proposal for evaluation of the Programme.  He referred to the Terms of Reference at Section 3 of the document that had been circulated prior to the meeting.  This document was a mandate, he said, to get the process moving.
56. Written comments had been received from WEFO.  On specific points he said:

· It was possible to allocate additional time to complete the evaluation (ie change November to December), however on a technical point, should the outcome propose any virement of resources between priorities, if a formal request to the Commission was not concluded this year then the programme’s financial tables could only be changed for 2011 onwards, i.e it was not possible to adjust financial plans retrospectively.  

· It had been agreed to review the Communication Plan (see paragraph 11 above) and this would be included as an additional task .
57. Richard Rossington said that there should be more of an emphasis on the effectiveness of management mechanisms as the evaluation terms of reference was more focused on outputs as it stood.  Gwyn Evans supported this and asked for specific reference at paragraph 3.2.3 to financial management to add to the operation of the JTS and Development Officers.  He also referred to paragraph 3.2.5 and recommended that the wording from the January 2010 PMC minutes (paragraph 37) relating to strategic projects and the relationship between approving these and easing N+2 pressures should be incorporated.  Matthew Brown asked for consideration to be given to involving project partners who had been unsuccessful, more widely the consensus was that the terms of reference should include more information on plans to involve project partners in the evaluation.

58. It was agreed to move forward on this basis.  The timetable would be reviewed with a view to referring a draft evaluation report to the PMC in late autumn.
Agenda Item 9:  Development Officers’ Report
59. Roger Seddon presented the Development Officers’ report on behalf of the Development Officer Team.

60. The DO team continued to work closely on development and aftercare functions and the PMC noted that lessons learnt from the evaluation reports from the three series of workshops had been incorporated into revised Operating Procedures for the Development Officers. The team had undertaken a series of awareness meetings and there had been specific events for the Third Sector.
61. The Development Officers had concentrated on the achievement of spend profiles during the course of their aftercare visits.  

62. Ellenora Lynch gave details of the WIN2 Scheme.  The scheme’s eligibility criteria had now been revised:  public authority and HE status organisations were now eligible to apply.  
Agenda Item 10:  Communications and Publicity Report
63. Ellenora Lynch presented the Communications and Publicity Report.

64. Ellenora described the new web-site.functions which included a current list of beneficiaries and a partner search facility.  The new web-site was welcomed by the PMC. She agreed to reconsider ease of accessibility in relation to Development Officer contact details. 
65. Forthcoming events included the Annual Event to be held in South west Wales in September and presentation of Blue Plaques at the Finance Workshop on 24 June at Waterford.  

66. She drew members’ attention to the Newsletter mock-up and provided details of management of the Newsletter following its launch date in July 2010.

Agenda Item 11:  Regions of Economic Change

67. Stephen Blair outlined the aim of the initiative and asked members to note the paper.

68. For the record, Richard Rossington informed members that he was the RAPIDE representative for Wales.  The project had now been completed and recommendations had been made to the Commission. 
Agenda Item 12:  Any Other Business

69. Mike Pollard said that there were some technical points that WEFO would like to take up again with the MA regarding the recording of project outputs in relation to approved projects which was important in the context of future evaluation.  It was agreed that these could be pursued bi-laterally between WEFO and the Managing Authority.
70. Stephen Blair thanked members for attending and the meeting was closed.
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