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

Middleburg Room – Civic Centre, Folkestone
2pm- 5pm, Friday 26th June 2009
Present: 
Keith Harrison (Chair – Action with Communities in Rural Kent), David Stokes (Representing KCC member- Kent County Council), Huw Jarvis (Programme Manager- Kent County Council), Richard Hall (Programme Staff- Kent County Council),  John Wright (Member - Swale Borough Council),  David Monk (Member – Shepway District Council), David Illsley (Observer - Shepway District Council), Peter Waite (Member- Independent), Nick Johannsen (Director Kent Downs AONB), Chris Older (Representing NFU), John Bennett (Chief Exec. Kent Wildlife Trust)
1. Welcome and Introductions
Keith Harrison (Chair) opened the meeting and welcomed those in attendance.  Huw Jarvis was introduced as the new programme manager.  General introductions from those present were given and Shepway District Council thanked for hosting the meeting.  
2. Apologies
Judith Norris (Member - CLA),
3.  Notes of the previous meeting (24th April 2009) and matters arising
Notes of the previous meeting were approved and there were no matters arising other than those already raised on the agenda.
Expenses forms – Expenses forms were provided to independent Executive members.

Deferred Projects – An update was given regarding the additional information requested on the two projects deferred from the meeting on 24th April.  It was agreed that this information had been provided and was satisfactory, and the projects were finally approved. 
4. Declarations of Interest

Nick Johannsen stated he had previous involvement with the applicants for both Chilham projects.
John Wright stated he knew the applicant for the Founding Fathers project and previously had some involvement in Air Sheppey 2009.

It was agreed that further clarification was needed regarding what constituted an interest in a project, worthy of declaration.

Action – Programme staff to clarify what is deemed a declarable interest in a project.

5. Current project development status
Terms of reference (Paper 1) – background regarding the origins of the current terms of reference was given. Exec. Members were asked to review the minutes and feedback any comments, amendments or alterations (if any) they would like to see made. Any amendments received would be drafted into an updated version and circulated via email for formal agreement at the next LAG Executive meeting.
 Action – Exec. members to review terms of reference and feedback comments by 10th
Website and Publicity – An update on the current situation regarding programme publicity and the website was provided.  Exec. members were made aware of the programme team’s intentions to actively begin to improve publicity and marketing of the project.  The team will have a Leader stand at the Kent County Show.  Cllr Wright also proposed providing each Parish Council, within the KD&M Leader area, with programme information packs. Request to Exec. members to provide the names and contact details of any relevant people within their organisations that may be of help in promoting the programme.  

Action – Exec. members to provide programme team with names and details of relevant contacts within their organisations that may be able to help actively promote and publicise the programme.

Action – Programme team to develop a marketing and publicity programme.
Contingency and applications for variations – Exec. members were informed that a couple of applicants had raised the issue of including contingency within their applications and sought guidance.  There is no official guidance from SEEDA on this, however the contract offer allows for applicants to apply for a variation if required.   Members had concerns with agreeing with contingency because it could tie up money that could be used on other projects and did not exhibit tight project management. It was agreed that the best approach would be to include a clause in the terms of reference regarding applying for variation and a scale of delegated approval would be applied. 
Action – Application for variation clause to be included in the terms of reference along with a scale of delegated approval and this to be agreed by Exec. Members at the next LAG Executive meeting. 

Budget overview (Paper 2) – Exec. members were updated on the current situation and informed that this information would be placed on the portal and continually updated.
Action – Working budget placed on the portal and kept updated.

Axis 1 and Axis 3 budget re-alignment options (Paper 3) – The background and guidance from SEEDA regarding moving funds between Axes was provided.  Programme staff advised that they felt it was too early in the programme to make any decisions on moving budgets at this stage.  It was proposed that programme staff would review budgets, projects pending and those in the pipeline, and come back to members at next LAG Executive meeting with a report and recommendation.

Action – Programme staff to review spend, projects and budgets and report back with a recommendation for Exec. members in relation to moving funds between Axes.
Programme update – projects and applications (Paper 4) – Project list was circulated and Exec. members made aware that this was under review and would be amended and updated by programme staff. The project list would be added to the portal so members could keep track of applications.  It was requested that measures and budgets were included in the project list.
Action – Programme staff to update project list and develop working document, including adding to portal.

6. LAG project approvals

Project 1- Enjoy Chilham
The chair requested any issues or comments arising from the programme staff and then opened the discussion up to Exec. members and any concerns, questions or queries they may have.  As a result of the discussion and scoring process it was agreed that the project should be funded as requested.  The following conditions were applied:

· The leaflet is produced from sustainable materials.

· Robust monitoring of the impact of the leaflet is put in place.

· The content of the leaflet is approved prior to print/distribution to ensure that it has been updated as indicated in the application..

Comments were made regarding the need for the full scoring process for smaller projects such as this.

Action – Programme staff to speak to SEEDA about small grants.


Project 2 – Chilham Village Square regeneration

Again the chair requested any issues or comments arising from the programme staff and then opened the discussion up to Exec. members and any concerns, questions or queries they may have.  As a result of the discussion and partial completion of the scoring process the decision as to whether the project received funding was deferred pending a discussion with applicant about the best approach for community consultation and whether this can be conducted more cost effectively and efficiently than proposed in the application.
Action – Programme staff to speak to applicant about best approach to consultation.

Project 3 – Norman Davidson

Again the chair requested any issues or comments arising from the programme staff and then opened the discussion up to Exec. members and any concerns, questions or queries they may have.  As a result of the discussion and scoring process it was agreed that the project should be funded as requested subject to the receipt of satisfactory references from the owners of woodlands that Mr Davidson has previously worked and subject to a clear record with the Forestry Commission.  The following condition also applied:

· Applicant ensures the employment of at least 2 new staff members within two years of the receipt of funding.
Action – Programme staff to seek references from woodland owners and feedback from Forestry Commission.
Project 4 – Founding Fathers DVD
Again the chair requested any issues or comments arising from the programme staff and then opened the discussion up to Exec. members and any concerns, questions or queries they may have.  As a result of the discussion and scoring process it was agreed that the project should not be approved for funding for the following reason:
· Project does not meet the objectives of the Local Development Strategy.
· Advice is given to the applicant on other areas of possible funding.
7. AOB

Dates of future meetings – Week commencing dates for future meetings will be circulated by email and members asked to respond with their preferred dates.
Action – Programme staff to circulate week commencing dates for future Exec. meetings.

There were no further items raised under any other business.
The meeting was then closed at 16:45pm.
Contact details for Huw Jarvis
huw.jarvis@kent.gov.uk
01622 696940
Contact details for Richard Hall

richard.hall@kent.gov.uk
01622 221389
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