MINUTES

Kent Downs and Marshes Leader Annual Meeting

&

Executive Board

Thursday 22 July 2011, 14:00 – 17:00

Venue: Maidstone Borough Council, Maidstone House, King Street

	1.
	Present: 
Keith Harrison, Chair (Action with Communities in Rural Kent), Huw Jarvis (Programme Manager KD&M LEADER), Richard Hall (Project Officer), 

Cllr Mick Burgess (Ashford Borough Council), Kate North (Ashford Borough Council), John Foster (Maidstone Borough Council), John Bennett (Kent Wildlife Trust), Judith Norris (CLA), Alan Clifton-Holt (NFU), Oliver Bowles (KCC, Work Experience), Michelle Thwaites, (Minute taking).



	2.
	Apologies: 
Andrew Wickham (KCC), Peter Waite (Independent)


	3. 
	Welcome and Introductions

KH welcomed everyone in attendance.



	4.
	Notes of previous meeting (8th June 2011)
The Minutes were recorded as a true record and signed by KH. 

There were no matters arising.


	5.
	Current Programme Development Status
a) RDPE Programme Update – Defra now in charge of future delivery and budget.  Neville Sherlock at Wye is the main contact.  Defra has revised LAG budgets for 2011/12 and future years of the programme. Programme staff are not happy with the revisions which will mean a cut in the 2011/12 budget of £165k. Programme staff are also confused as to how this figure was arrived at and a meeting has been arranged with Neville Sherlock on 22nd July. KH will also attend the meeting. 
b) LAG Executive Membership – There are 9 Members of the LAG.  PinK (Produced in Kent), has approached HJ to become a member of LAG. HJ explained that the ToR placed no limit on the number of representatives on the LAG Executive as long as the majority of members were from non statutory organisations. The LAG agreed that nine members of the Executive was a suitable number, but asked programme staff to look at creating an information or advisory group made up of other organisations like PINK. 


	6.
	LAG Project Approvals
· Project Updates: Chilham Square – Chilham Square Futures Group (set up by the PC to deliver the regeneration of Chilham square) has found out that it cannot claim back VAT and is therefore circa £1,200 short of funds. This was a genuine mistake on their part and although the project is now closed, Chilham Futures Group has requested the LAG consider increasing the grant award to make up this shortfall. KH suggested that CFG speak CALK to advise in the first instance. (Action: RH to update  this item at the next meeting).
· Project Update: Doubleday (MAP Cherries) – As a condition of the grant the LAG requested that a paper on the research findings of the project be published in a scientific or trade journal within three years of the grant award. The applicant provided a short paper to explain that the full findings would not be fully ready and would not stand up to scrutiny within this time and requested that the results be published within four years.
· The LAG debated the issue and agreed to a four year time frame.




Cont’d\.............

	7.
	Review of the Current Full Applications for Decisions

1. Mr Barling: Plover’s Rest (Barn Conversion) – Project previously rejected but applicant advised to address the issues raised and resubmit.  Exec members discussed the re-submission and although some issues remained the Exec felt that the project was worthy of support.  PROJECT APPROVED: but not full amount.  Offer £35,000.  The application was not deemed exceptional enough to warrant the full £50,000 requested based on standards previously set.
2. Mr Gaskain: (Gaskains) – LAG Exec members discussed this application and felt that it was a good project with strong outputs.  However forecasts suggested the project was commercially viable and did not require grant aid.  Exec members felt the project would go ahead irrespective of whether funding was approved. 
PROJECT REJECTED.
3. Brabourne Allotments:  Exec members discussed this project and were happy to support a community initiative that involved two Parishes working together and met a defined need within the community.  However grant funding was only approved at a level of £10,000 as concerns remained as to why the PC had such substantial reserves and was not offering them forward in support of this project.  It was felt by Exec. members that the PC had the capacity to cover the shortfall in funding and therefore an offer of £10,000 was made.   
PROJECT APPROVED.  Offer £10,000

4. Stone Farms:  Exec members felt that this was a good project and that supporting the project would bring forward the benefits and outputs more quickly, increasing the profitability of a company with fairly large borrowings against it and thus reducing the company’s liabilities.  It was considered that the applicant would not be able to undertake the project without grant aid.

PROJECT APPROVED.


	
	Any Other Business

Following the debate over the projects brought forward for funding (above) a general debate followed regarding the criteria to be used when agreeing or rejecting grant requests. Executive members were reminded of the main ‘ingredients’ of a good Leader project – 

· Does it fit with the vision and objectives of the LDS?

· Is it allowed?

· Is it needed? (will it make a difference)
· Will it work? (well thought out and feasible)
· Is it innovative?

· Does it provide value for money? (is this the best way of doing it)

· Match funding? (is the applicant willing to match fund and shoulder much of the risk)

· Is it sustainable? (can it continue after Leader funding finishes)

· What are the outputs for the project? (not easy to define when dealing with community projects).

The meeting closed at 17:00 hrs.



	
	Date of Next Meeting

2.00 pm 4th October. Venue to be confirmed..


