Kent Downs and Marshes Executive Board Meeting
LEADER in the new RDPE 2007 – 2013 in Kent

Action with Communities in Rural Kent, 
The Old Granary, Penstock Hall Farm, Canterbury Road, East Brabourne, Kent, TN25 5LL
14:00, Tuesday 1st February 2011 

Present: Keith Harrison, Chair (Action with Communities in Rural Kent); Huw Jarvis (Programme Manager KD&M LEADER); Richard Hall (Project Officer KD&M LEADER); Peter Waite (Independent); Cllr Alan Clifton-Holt (Shepway DC), Nick Johannsen (Kent Down AONB) Chris Older (NFU), John Bennett (Kent Wildlife Trust), Judith Norris (CLA) and Dave Ilsley (Observer) 
1. Welcome and Introductions

A welcome by the LAG Chair, Keith Harrison.

2. Apologies for absence

Cllr Wright, Liz Harrison
3. Notes of the previous meeting (10th December 2010) and matters arising not covered elsewhere on the Agenda

KH signed the notes of the previous meeting, as a true representation of the previous meeting. 

Matters arising: none

4. Declarations of Interest
Cllr Alan Clifton-Holt declared that the Play Together project is located in his constituency and Shepway DC has received a bid for funding from them.
5. Current Programme development status

Budget: an update of the budget was provided by RH. There is an over commitment in some measures but a range of options exist to balance this overspend. 

Updates of the project list and the spread of projects map will now only be available on the portal and no longer included as an item on the LAG Executive agenda unless requested.
Still no spend on collaborative projects (Measure 421). May be possible to use 421 under spend to balance over commitments in other measures. 

The results of the Monitoring and Evaluation report carried out by SEEDA in October are still awaited.
6. LAG project approvals

Variations:

-  Brogdale (Delegated Decision Report)

Brogdale applied for a variation to re-allocate funding and change remaining claim dates, there has been no effect on the total grant claimed. Variation approved by Programme Staff under delegated authority.
-  Coles
A signed copy of the contract has not yet been returned by the applicant.  However, the applicant has now submitted a variation request asking to alter the vehicle for which grant funding was approved.  The applicant has now realised that the Bedford truck, as originally requested, may not be suitable for a number of reasons, predominantly due to the lack of a guarantee from VOSA or DVLA regarding its exemption from certain legislation covering large goods vehicles.  Also there are concerns by the applicant that the vehicle may not be suitable for the conditions within which the applicant will be working.
The applicant has instead identified a tractor with roof mounted crane and a 6 tonne timber trailer as a more viable option although it costs an additional £9,420. The applicant has stated that if the variation is not approved the project will be shelved as he does not wish to purchase a vehicle that is not fit for purpose. 

The tractor is second hand and the LAG noted that they will need assurance that the vehicle to be purchased is being sold at the going market rate. Questions were raised about the suitability of the tractor and trailer in its role transporting timber back to the applicant’s yard. 

The LAG expressed concerns that the project did not seem to be thoroughly thought through; as a reflection of this there is also apprehension about the amount of thought that has been put into the management of the sites the applicant intends to work. There are concerns that delivery of the project, and therefore its results, have not been fully considered. The LAG was assured that the applicant does appear to have an adequate woodland management plan that has been developed in conjunction with the land owner. 

The LAG was informed of the difficulties in accessing the location of the woodland the applicant is looking to manage, due to very wet clay conditions. 

There are concerns that if the variation is not approved the project will fail. 
A number of options were identified by the LAG; 
a. Approve

b. Refuse (project shelved)

c. Refuse (re-apply when thought through properly)

There was also concern that the second hand machinery may no longer be available if a new application needs to be written. 

The LAG agreed that re-submission of the application was the most appropriate option; including new figures. The application will be reviewed electronically, via e-mail.

- Doughty Butchers 
The project encountered drainage problems during construction and there was also an unforeseeable breakdown of the chiller cabinet.  Therefore, due to these additional costs, Doughty’s could not raise the funds for all of the equipment they originally requested. The variation request asked for a small amount of additional funding to enable the purchase of the burger maker, originally identified within the project
(declaration of interest from John Bennett – local food project associated with Doughtys)

Variation Approved


  - Tweddle
The project has already had variations approved, as well as changes to claim dates.

The business now has a yard in Hadlow (outside the Kent Downs and Marshes Leader area, possibly in West Kent Leader) potentially making the project ineligible. However the project and business operations have not changed, the areas being managed and the customer base remain the same as when the applicant originally applied for funding. The applicant did not inform Leader programme staff of the move and as one claim has been made on this project, programme staff will need to examine the circumstances for the move to see if any clawback is required.
As a result of the grant the business has quickly expanded and the applicant has had to employ additional staff (4 in total); this exceeds the original outcomes of the project. 

Options identified:

1) West Kent could be contacted to take over

2) ask SEEDA if they are willing to take over

3) joint cross-boarder project

4) terminate contract with out claw back (not possible)

5) terminate contract with claw back

Technically the project is in breach of contract; if the applicant had informed leader of the move before hand, it would have been possible to deny the funds.
There is a concern that claw back would considerably damage the business. 

Variation Deferred
Action 1: Programme staff to discuss project with SEEDA and West Kent to establish if there is a way around clawing back funds.
Deferred Project Update:

-  Play together
Project is outside the leader area.  Applicant is currently working on demonstrating the benefits to the Leader area. Research is commencing on transport availability to and from the site and the Leader area. 
A report was received on 1st Feb and has been distributed to the LAG for comment via email. 

The project is asking for support from schools, clubs and parishes. The LAG requires copies of supporting letters and any similar documentation. The Romney Marsh area is a significant area of child deprivation and there a very few facilities.
The LAG is aware that the maximum grant has been requested, therefore it is imperative that the group are happy with any decision made. Due to the nature of the project there is a need to ensure all arguments are sound, so as to prevent any chance of claw back in the future.

If not approved the project would be scaled down.

Application will be commented on via email once the supporting evidence is complete and has been circulated for comment. 
A review of the current full applications for decision
-  Weald Granary
An application for £50,000 has been made to W.Kent Leader although the benefit to Weald Granary members spreads across a number of Leader areas.  W.Kent is therefore suggesting a pro-rata allocation of funds (based on members in each Leader area). The amount based on the number of members in the KD&M Leader area is c.£7,000.
It was noted that the applicant had already received a considerable grant from SEEDA. However, it was explained that this was for a different project and was not directly relevant for this application. 

The LAG had already submitted ‘in principle’ comments by email.

Declaration of interest: Chris Older – undertaking a similar type of project on his own store, with out grant funding. 

Project could open Leader up to a range of other grain store applications, this could demonstrate wider benefits.

Project Approved

-  High Halstow Village Shop
Total development cost is approximately £240,000 and requires the site to be completely levelled.  Living accommodation is being treated as a separate aspect for the purposes of this application.

Leader cannot provide funding towards the accommodation element of the development and therefore cannot be involved in the building works. Any Leader grant would be used solely for the shop fitting aspect of the development.
If the grant were to be refused, the owners would need to extend their borrowings resulting in a higher loan repayment rate.  The knock on effect of which would affect the financial viability of the business over the first few years. The applicant’s wife will run the shop and has 30 years experience in retail.  Support is also being provided by the pervious owner. 
This project is a commercial venture but has a strong social aspect.

Queries were raised as to how this shop will succeed where others have failed? 

A comparison with Grain was made where the village shop does very well.

Project was approved at the requested rate.
-  Snail Farm
Quotes for the snail farm are now in and the applicant has expressed a willingness to attend any training necessary. 
Concerns were raised regarding the marketing plan element of the project and the applicant’s experience in being able to implement it.
Concerns were also raised concerning the lack of marketing collaboration with Brogdale itself which is also a recipient of Leader funding. Programme staff will raise the matter with Brogdale.
The applicant is keen to build on the education side of the project and this is seen as a good fit with Brogdale’s overall aims.

Action 2: Programme staff to liaise with Brogdale.
The applicant has no experience in marketing; there is a suggestion that web presence could also be an option.

Success of Brogdale may have a direct impact on the success of the snail farm.

The business has not shown profit in the last 3 years.  
There is currently little evidence of need or demand exhibited for the products. 
There is a suggestion from the LAG that this project be undertaken in two stages: firstly capacity building and secondly marketing. 

The applicant needs to take advice on marketing. Train to Gain could be an option.
It is recognised that not enough funding has been requested for the marketing element of the application and this represents poor value for money. Applicant needs to rethink the application. 

Applicant is advised to talk to Kieren Mansfield at Swale Borough Council.

The applicant’s determination is recognised and should be encouraged. A more significant bid should be made in conjunction with additional support. 

The LAG has no issue with funding the building works and kit developments but recognises that a proper marketing strategy will be needed. 

                  Application was deferred.              

-  Rose Tinted
The ‘value for money’ aspect of this project is questionable. If the project is part of a larger scheme, and the third in the series, why has there been funding requested for an audit?
This will be the third in a series of five projects and will tie in to the area’s cultural and natural heritage. 
27% of the project costs are management fees. There is a question whether this is gap filling as the result of budget cuts.  

The interpretation boards seem about right cost wise (in comparison to those used in the Canal project).
Project management fees seem very high, are they being charged at the commercial rate?
The parish council is contributing £25,000 

Swale BC is contributing £10,000 to management fees.
Artist involvement is expensive in nature but does produce results. Arts commissioning can be a complicated business and very time consuming, there is a requirement to pay for ideas and then pay additional money to produce the work. 
Public realm is considered important by the LAG. 

£35,860 (49.77%) is required from Leader and the need for planning permission consent is not clear (there is an option to approve on the condition that planning is given within 6 months). 

[The LAG scored the project and results showed that the project should be approved, however discussions continued] 

There was an overall agreement that the project was very expensive for what it is, although it is understood that a cut-back version of the project would not have the same overall effect. The approach is also questionable as a lot of the cost seems to be associated with the process rather than the final product.
There is the potential to increase tourism and business support by attracting visitors to the area.

Possible condition to set on the project:

· subject to planning permission 
There are concerns that the project will not deliver and may not be technically eligible.
The LAG decided to Reject the application on the basis that it did not offer value for money, there are issues surrounding planning permission and it does not adequately fit the aims and objectives of the LDS.
-  Kent Breakfast

Is this project funding day-to-day costs as there does not seem to be any specific outcomes or milestones?  It is unclear if this is the best way to promote local food.

The project is based on schemes in Bath and the New Forest, promoting local produce and buying locally.  It also adds to the distinctiveness of the area. There is evidence that businesses benefit in the long run.

Sustainability is sourcing locally and trying to increase repeat visits. There is a need to provide more outlets for local produce. 

There is concern that this message is already being peddled quite successfully and catching on, therefore why would an additional scheme be needed. If people are doing it already then is there really a need? 
It was pointed out that project managers at Visit Kent are employed on a project basis and therefore funding from Leader is not being used to replace budget cuts.

There is the potential for the project to be split with West Kent if approved, however some of the project area is outside the Leader area as it is a county wide project. Leader is only allowed to fund tourism activities that benefit rural areas; this project will ultimately benefit rural producers.

There are state aid issues that need to be clarified in relation to this project; are EU funds allowed to be used to promote local food within the local area?

There are noticeable parallels to the Kent Farmers Market application

There is a need to check that the funding is not going to be used to replace budget shortfalls. Project Managers’ costs are included as match funding.
The LAG requires evidence of best practice examples referred to in the application.

There were concerns about the viability of Visit Kent and how any further cuts would effect the organisation.

The LAG agreed that the idea was good but needed further evidence that success would be likely.

The LAG Deferred the application

7. AOB:  
1) Programme staff had a meeting with Ecoffins (Alison Wainmann) who is interested in training ex-service personnel in coppicing woodland. There is a need for information on the best places to get help with training for woodland management.
Ideas from the LAG members were as follows:

· BTCB

· National Trust

· MoD

· Lantra

· Wayne Rosney

2) Chris Older intends to stand down from the LAG in April. He will also be away for much of March and will be unable to attend the next meeting. Thanks were given to Chris Older for his contribution to the LAG.
3) There will be a Funding Fair on 13th April 2011 for charities and social enterprises at Folkestone academy. 

Date of Next Meeting: 9th March 2011, 10:15 am, Invicta House, Maidstone 
