[image: image1.png]SRNeurope




[image: image1.png]

SRN Network Steering Group Minutes

24th November 2006



Agenda

· Apologies
· Minutes
· Finance
· Good Practice Guide_Framework
· Next Meeting in Ancona
· Interreg 4C
· Details of the FinalConference
· AOB
1. Apologies

· Tampere

· Lille

· Barcelona

· Lithuania

2. Minutes of SRN Network Steering Group in Tampere

i All partners present agreed the previous minutes

3. Finance

i The claim to June 2006 has been agreed by the Joint Technical Secretariat (JTS). The Lead Partner will pay the other partners as usual (except partners from Lithuania and Italy due to the existing difficulties with claims and core costs).

ii The compensation method is not working for Italian partners, therefore the Lead partner is changing its’ processes for making payments to these partners. As the Italian Partners also have to state how much they have spent and how much remains with every claim to the Italian Ministry they would like the adjustment to reflect this
iii A request was made for budget lines to be adjusted. However, as this can only be done, once in the project, the Lead Partner said we would wait until early next year, when indicative copies of partners’ unaudited Claims up to December 2006 had been received.

iv It was indicated the Italian partners will not be able to submit claims for the period until Dec 06 until about the following March.

v JTS is asking for an interim claim for un-audited figures (including all expenditure and time input) for spend until end of Nov. The Lead Partner would like this data e-mailed or faxed to Pippin Sadler and Dee Harding in Bristol by 1/12/06 so that they can make up aggregated claim for the JTS. 

vi If the network performs badly there’s a significant risk of auto-commitment for West zone and it is possible that this could result in a cut in budgets. The Network is keen to be an example of good performance. As previously indicated, the Lead Partner is prepared to carry debts for the time being. However if there is any decommitment the Lead Partner will most likely stop supporting the revised budget.

vii It appears as a Network we are still formally 36% behind budget profile. Much of this is explained by the fact that we haven’t been able to process claims from Italian and Lithuanian partners. As a result the Lead Partner has been unable to reclaim core costs incurred. 

viii The Network Expert inquired whether an underspend could result in a larger budget with which to conduct a study visit in Ancona. It was agreed that this was a possibility, however an overspend might as well be used for a wrap-up event after the Final Conference in Bristol.

ix The Lead Partner’s auditor was unhappy with the standard of claims and has billed the Lead Partner for re-auditing claims from all partners. The auditor requests that partners check the basic arithmetic of claims before submitting them and make sure that all appropriate documents (e.g. timesheets) are countersigned. The re-auditing process has lead to the Lead Partner’s claims taking longer than was anticipated.

x JTS West zone have indicated that there is unallocated money and we have been invited to apply for further funds to add value and further disseminate our findings. The Lead Partner lead the discussion by stating that they were behind profile in spend and were of the view that the partnership wasn’t in need of further funds and that the funding process was too involved. All partners agreed with this stance.

xi It was envisaged that partners will spend to profile and some significantly behind profile, there was a discussion of the reallocating underspend to core costs and partners who are spending heavily in the next period and it was agreed that it would be a lost opportunity if some partners spent heavily and a full spend is still not achieved.

4. Next Meeting in Ancona

i The next meeting in Ancona was confirmed as being held on the 8th and 9th March 2007 in Ancona. The following items were preliminarily agreed to be discussed:

a) Substantial draft of the Good Practice Guide.

There was discussion of how to agree upon a draft and it was broadly agreed that working in small workgroups could be helpful, perhaps using a matrix of the projects, processes and chapters. However, until the Draft Good Practice Guide was distributed to partners the best way of working was unclear.

b) The colours and layout of The Guide
c) Dissemination Strategies.

d) Review of Finances

e) Supplementary Business exploring future programmes.

ii Svim SpA and Bristol City Council partners will draw up a draft agenda for this event.

5. Framework for Good Practice Guide

i All partners were happy with the draft Outline of the Good Practice Guide and thanked the Network Experts for their hard work in its’ preparation.

ii The format of the guide was discussed. It was agreed that the guide should be accessible, with short sentences, simple language and a neutral tone, as was achieved in the Early Findings Report. The lead partner suggested that the Guide should be about 30 pages long. Partners will endeavour to supply photographs to go in the guide, illustrating projects and processes.

iii The target audience of the Guide was discussed and a consensus opinion that a balance between strategic points, aimed at EU, national and regional bodies, and more practical lessons and tips aimed more at sub-regional bodies.

iv The executive summary (which could include the 'Top 10 tips for interregional delivery of Structural Funds/regeneration programmes') will contain a summary of the networks findings.

v The Guide will be based on the evidence supplied by the partners; it will contain useful learning we would like to pass on to others.

vi It was agreed that the descriptions of each partner organisation, the features of their region and the 'governance context' in which they are working should be very short, possibly with some material in Appendices.

vii Partners agreed to identify 5 or 6 examples of projects or processes to be put forward for inclusion in the Guide by 15 December 06. Some will be included in the Draft Guide but which are included will be discussed and worked on at the next meeting.

viii Submissions of projects/processes are to go to Liz Mills and are expected to be a couple of paragraphs long and no more than one page at maximum. They should also accompany a suggestion of where in the Guide (based on the Draft Outline) they should go.

ix Liz Mills will circulate the Draft of the Good Practice Guide to network partners by 19 February 2007.

x It was agreed that SRN partners would be responsible for translating the Guide into their own languages.

xi Any projects and processes which are not included in the Guide can still be used and will be disseminated through the conference or the SRNeurope.net website. Partners will be expected to provide photographs/charts/diagrams of projects/processes prior to the Guide’s publication.

6. Interreg 4C - presented by Cumbria

i Ian Hill attended a conference in Lille on the week before this conference (see Any Other Business section) and got further information there. Rather than re-write the report he had produced and passed by our Barcelona partners, he would like to re-write this report and distribute it at a later date given his enhanced knowledge of the matter

ii There was a discussion of the Fast-Track approach and Ian confirmed that the most likely branch for a future project would be a C branch. Capital is possible in 3C or 4C programmes.

7. The Final conference

i The Lead Partner confirmed that venues were being decided upon but that no decision had been made yet.

ii Each partner gave a preliminary on-the-spot estimate that they would bring from three to five people from their region to the final conference.

iii It was confirmed that speakers form the Commission pay for their travel and accommodation out of their own budgets.

iv There was a discussion of which languages would need interpreters. The Lead Partner recognised that there was a desire for interpreters to be used and that the provision of interpreter would be an element of the promotion of this event to delegates who don’t have English as a first language.

v There was a discussion about which speakers would be appropriate.

vi The Lead Partner will finalise the dates and confirm the venue shortly. It was agreed that the venue would hold at least 100 delegates and have sufficient space for 3 interpreters’ booths.

8. AOB

i Liz Mills and Ian Hill recently attended a forum in Lille. It was useful and there were lots of people from Interreg IIIC projects and people looking to the future. There were small workshops where partners worked on L&G (Lisbon and Gothenburg Agendas) themes. There should shortly be a report published on the main Interreg IIIC website by some partners from Germany. The main presentations were about the Management Authority of the IIIC programme. The new programme depends on Regions for Economic Change, the Consultation Draft of which is on the aforesaid website. There were 2 priorities; one, Innovation & knowledge; and the other, The Environment. Liz Mills publicised SRN at every opportunity in her workshops. These workshops were very informal and didn’t invite big contributions.

ii Thanks to Marta Ferrera for hosting such a successful event.
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