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MINUTE OF NALAG PROJECT ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE (PAC)  
THURSDAY, 25 FEBURARY 2016 AT 2.00 PM 

CONFERENCE ROOM 1, GORDON HOUSE, INVERURIE 
 
Present 
Martin Auld  Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Scotland 
Gina Ford  Scottish Enterprise 
David Hekelaar  Formartine Community Councils 
Zillah Jamieson  Banffshire Coast Tourism Partnership 
John Loder  Formartine Partnership 
Eleanor Morris   Udny Community Trust 
Lorna Paterson  National Farmers’ Union Scotland 
Irene Rowe  Buchan Community Councils 
 
Officers in Attendance 
Martin Brebner  Team Manager – European Programmes & Policy 
Alasdair Cunningham  European Programmes Co-ordinator (South) 
Flick Ibbotson  European Programmes Co-ordinator (North) 
Anne MacLennan  European Programmes Claims Officer (North) 
 
Apologies 
Moira Beverley  Aberdeenshire Council Finance 
Neil Christison  Visit Scotland 
 
1. Welcome & Apologies 

 
 

1.1 Martin Brebner welcomed those present.  
   
2. Apologies 

 
 

2.1 
 

Apologies were noted as above. 
 

 

3. Declarations of Interest (Paper 1) 
  

 

3.1 There were no declarations of interest.  
   
4. Election of PAC Chair 

 
 

4.1 
 
 
4.2 
 
 
 
 

John Loder was willing to put himself forward for the position of PAC 
Chair.  This was seconded by Irene Rowe. 
 
John Loder considered the quality of applications submitted to be less 
than was expected.  This may be in part due to the short timescale for the 
Round 1 deadline.  The Co-ordinator confirmed that all applicants had 
been issued with a copy of the applicant guidance.   
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4.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.6 

Martin Brebner confirmed the process following the PAC meeting.  The 
PAC will assess the applications and identify any potential issues.  The 
Co-ordinator will go back to the applicant with a list of queries raised by 
the PAC and the applicant will be given a deadline to submit responses in 
advance of the LAG meeting. 
 
Applicants need time to respond to questions raised and LAG members 
then need time to assess applications in advance of the meeting so the 
timescale is short.   
 
It was confirmed that it is the duty of the Co-ordinator to go back to 
applicants, not the PAC members. 
 
John Loder asked if the PAC would be required to re-score the 
applications following receipt of applicant feedback.  However, Martin 
Brebner confirmed that there is no right and wrong answer with scoring, 
the PAC is making a recommendation to the LAG.  The LAG will have the 
original PAC scoring plus the additional information provided by the 
applicants to enable them to make informed decisions. 
 
Discussion took place regarding the role of the PAC with regard to 
scoring.  PAC scoring is expected be done in advance of the meeting to 
allow for the group’s average score to be amalgamated and summarised 
for presentation at the PAC meeting.  However, individual PAC member 
score sheets will be retained for audit purposes as we must be able to 
evidence how the average scores were reached.  PAC scoring will be 
based on the original submission, before additional information has been 
supplied by the applicant. 
 
If the PAC recommend an application is deferred or withdrawn, the 
applicant will be able to re-submit the application to a future funding 
round.  The applicant does have the right to submit the current application 
to the LAG against PAC advice.  However, applicants must be made 
aware that if their application is rejected by the LAG, there will be no 
second chance to re-submit the same application to a future round. 
 
Martin Auld highlighted that the applicant instructions regarding cross 
cutting themes are unclear.  Information about cross cutting themes in the 
assessment form and the application form do not match.  It was agreed 
that these themes must be pulled together so that both documents link 
better to ensure information is clearer for applicants.  
 

5. Consideration of Projects  
 
5.1 

 
NALAG/2016/R1/001 Planning for Undertaking for the Future of 
Fetterangus (PUFF) – Fetterangus Community Association 
 
This is an ambitious plan for a very large community hub in Fetterangus. 
 
The main project contact has now resigned so all contact is now being 
made via the newly appointed development worker.  Due to health issues 
within the committee, members found it hard to access the required 
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additional financial information to accompany the application.  
 
The organisation has had Lottery funding since 2009 but has not 
managed to use it as yet. 
 
This application is for 13% of the NALAG budget and PAC considered the 
application to be some way from being ready for consideration for such a 
large amount of the LEADER budget. 
 
PAC felt that although there is nothing wrong with the project proposal, 
the application in its current state is incomplete.  There is no business 
plan and no costings provided for the proposed work.  It was felt that the 
projected figures for the café were considered to be ambitious and 
projections for increased opportunities for tourism were tenuous.   
 
Return on investment was considered important and the applicant has not 
provided enough evidence to back up the statements made regarding 
sustainability. 
 
PAC agreed that the committee need more support and assistance to do 
further research and work up a robust business plan.  PAC suggested that 
it might be a more manageable option for the applicant to apply to 
LEADER for a feasibility study in the first instance or, for the project 
proposal to be phased.  It was considered that it may take up to nine 
months to a year before this application is ready to be re-submitted. 
 
PAC recommends that the applicant withdraw the application at this stage 
and re-apply to a future funding round due to the application being 
submitted too early in the project planning process.   
 
In summary, the following issues will be highlighted to the applicant: 
 

• No evidence of secured match funding has been provided. 

• A more robust business plan is required. 

• Evidence of demand must be provided, including evidence that 
similar local facilities are now over-subscribed. 

• Evidence of project costings required. 

• Copies of planning permission required. 

• Annual accounts to be provided. 

• Constitution for the organisation required. 

• No policies submitted. 

• Additional evidence to be provided about sustainability. 

• Applicant to consider a phased approach or the possibility of a 
feasibility study. 

 
PAC RECOMMENDS THAT THE APPLICANT WITHDRAW THE 
APPLICATION AT THIS STAGE. 
 

5.2 NALAG/2016/R1/002 Go Glamping at Aden - Buchan Development 
Initiative 
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This project is to upgrade the tourist facility at the Aden Caravan and 
Camping Park in Mintlaw by adding a glamping area with three glamping 
pods.   The facility is run by Buchan Development Initiative (BDI), the 
trading arm of Buchan Development Partnership (BDP). 
 
The cash-flow document for this project was submitted after the 
application deadline so could not be included with the meeting papers for 
consideration by the PAC. 
 
The business plan submitted with the application was considered to be 
incomplete.  Evidence of a more robust business planning process will be 
required to assess the project more fully. 
 
This is a commercial activity and PAC questioned whether the applicant 
had approached a bank or similar institution with a view to borrowing the 
funds.  PAC would welcome evidence that the applicant has pursued 
other routes of match funding including own funds. 
 
PAC would welcome additional evidence of demand for the facility. 
 
PAC discussed the disabled access for the static caravan.  It makes an 
un-coherent package if this item is included with the glamping application.  
PAC considered the disabled access to be finishing off existing 
infrastructure which has already started. 
 
PAC considered the issue of displacement.  However, as there is a 
shortage of glamping facilities in Aberdeenshire and the application is only 
for three glamping units, this is considered to be additional to what is 
already on offer and as such does not trigger displacement.   
 
Stances were considered to be small in comparison with industry 
standards.  PAC would welcome additional information on why only three 
units are proposed.  Could the applicant investigate the option of 
expanding further into the Aden Park estate grounds? 
 
There has been a significant reduction in offseason business due to the 
recent economic downturn therefore the applicant should revisit their 
projected figures. 
 
EU rules set out requirements for offsetting any income generated.  There 
are different thresholds and guidance on this is due to be issued by SG 
within the next two weeks. 
 
PAC liked the project and proposed that the application be put forward for 
consideration by the LAG at their next meeting subject to satisfactory 
responses being provided to questions raised by the PAC. 
 
In summary, the following issues will be highlighted to the applicant: 
 

• Evidence of additionality is required including confirmation from a 
bank or similar institution that there is a funding gap which will result 
in the project not proceeding without LEADER funding. 
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• Detail about the background of the Directors is required. 

• A more robust business plan for the facility is required. 

• More information about the plans to include improvements to the 
existing infrastructure as part of the glamping application. 

• Explanation about why three glamping units are the optimum 
number. 

• Confirmation that the applicant has explored the possibility of 
expanding further into Aden park grounds. 

 
PAC RECOMMENDS THAT THIS APPLICATION GOES FORWARD 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE LAG ALONG WITH ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION REQUESTED FROM THE APPLICANT. 
 

5.3 NALAG/2016/R1/003 The Sail Loft, Portsoy – North East Scotland 
Preservation Trust (NESPT) 
 
The project is to fit out of the Sail Loft Bunkhouse in Portsoy.  The 
LEADER application to kit out the facility is a small part of a much larger 
project to renovate the historic building for use as a bunkhouse.   
 
PAC would like clarification about the terms of the grant awarded by 
Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) with particular regard to whether the 
applicant is obliged to fit out the bunkhouse as part of the HLF grant. 
 
Work on the bunkhouse has commenced, however the fitting out of the 
bunkhouse as an integrated part of the larger project, has not started.  
PAC will need sight of the HLF agreement to confirm whether the 
applicant is obliged to provide a fitted out bunkhouse as part of the HLF 
grant.  If this is the case then the project has in fact started, rendering the 
application ineligible for LEADER.   
 
Evidence is also required from HLF to confirm that the fit out of the 
bunkhouse has a ring fenced allocation within the HLF grant.   
 
PAC considered it to be difficult to separate the two parts of the project.  
Discussion took place about the possibility of applying to LEADER for the 
fit out once the build contract was completed.  The applicant has a tenant 
in mind and it may be easier if the lease was for an unfinished facility 
allowing the tenant to then apply to LEADER for the fit out. 
 
PAC will need sight of the applicant’s business plan.  The business plan 
submitted with the application was for the end user (tenant) rather than for 
the applicant. 
 
PAC want to see further evidence that the market has been tested along 
with a rental valuation for the property pre and post kit out. 
 
Concerns were expressed about fitting out a building with a potential risk 
of flooding.  The sleeping accommodation is upstairs and the living and 
kitchen areas are on the lower level.  PAC would welcome confirmation 
that the bunkhouse is insurable. 
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This is not a partnership project and effectively LEADER could be funding 
a property developer to then rent on the facility.  The end user could 
potentially lease the property and then cease to trade as per the terms of 
the grant.   
 
PAC would like to see evidence of additionality with confirmation from a 
bank or other institution that the project would not proceed without 
LEADER funding.  The applicant has ring fenced funding from their own 
budget which will then be replaced with LEADER grant if the application is 
approved. 
 
PAC proposed that the application be put forward for consideration by the 
LAG at their next meeting subject to satisfactory responses being 
provided to questions raised by the PAC. 
 
In summary, the following issues will be highlighted to the applicant: 
 

• Formal written assurance from HLF is required to confirm that this 
project is a separate, ring-fenced undertaking. 

• Confirmation that the fitting out is not a condition of the main HLF 
grant. 

• Business plan for the applicant organisation is required.  The 
business case submitted was for the potential tenant. 

• Evidence of additionality is required including confirmation from a 
bank or similar institution that there is a funding gap which will 
result in the project not proceeding without LEADER funding. 

• Evidence of project costings required. 

• Independent rental valuation of the property required pre and post 
fit-out. 

• Further evidence of environmental impact of the project. 

• Further information about flood risk and insurability of the property. 
 
PAC RECOMMENDS THAT THIS APPLICATION GOES FORWARD 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE LAG ALONG WITH ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION REQUESTED FROM THE APPLICANT. 
 

5.4 NALAG/2016/R1/004 NEAT Flicks – North East Arts Touring (NEAT) 
 
NEAT supports a network of volunteer promoters to screen films to rural 
communities in local venues across the North East of Scotland.  The 
LEADER project is for 100% of the subsidy fund to fill a gap in funding 
where film screenings make a loss. 
 
A similar application was received in the South.  This could possibly have 
been a potential co-operation project.  However, co-operation projects 
cannot be considered until the IT system (LARCS) is operational. 
 
PAC considered it could be difficult to find a neat fit with the strategy for 
this application.  LEADER is not a vehicle to fund a subsidy gap. 
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The business plan needs work to ensure the focus is on the North area 
only. 
 
PAC raised concerns about the project costs as detailed in the application 
as the financial figures do not add up.  Eligible costs for the project appear 
to include running costs for the entire organisation. 
 
PAC questioned additionality.  This project looks likely to go ahead 
anyway without LEADER intervention.  The applicant has sufficient funds. 
 
PAC suggested that there may be easier routes for funding available.  For 
example, area budgets, local authority planning groups or rural 
partnerships might be better placed to help this project.  This would make 
it a much simpler process for the applicant too. 
 
PAC recommends that the applicant withdraw the application at this 
stage.  Given the small amount of grant requested, LEADER may not be 
the most appropriate funder.   
 
The applicant may wish to wait until the co-operation project application 
process is live later in the year before re-submitting a joint application to 
North and South. 
 
In summary, the following issues will be highlighted to the applicant: 
 

• Project costs appear to include existing organisational core running 
costs. 

• Some costs were included for both North and South areas. 

• No confirmation of match funding or bank statement provided. 

• No policies submitted. 

• No research or evidence of need and demand provided. 

• There may be easier routes for funding out there.  Suggest 
approaching local authority planning groups, area budgets or rural 
partnerships for funding. 

 
PAC RECOMMENDS THAT THE APPLICANT WITHDRAW THE 
APPLICATION AT THIS STAGE. 
 

6. AOCB  
 
6.1 
 
 
6.2 
 
 
 
 
 
6.3 
 

 
PAC members were reminded that project discussions are confidential 
until after the LAG meeting. 
 
Applicants must be reminded about the maximum number of characters 
allowed when completing the application form.  Also, applicants should be 
asked to explain any acronyms used in the first instance.  The Co-
ordinator will draft a ‘handy hints’ e-mail to be issued to all applicants at 
EOI stage. 
 
Discussion took place about proactively helping groups with business 
plans.  Alasdair Cunningham highlighted that Business Gateway run free 
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6.4 
 
 
 
6.5 
 
 
 
 
6.6 
 

courses on business planning. 
 
If in the future of the programme there are areas in North Aberdeenshire 
identified where LDS objectives are not being met, then the LAG may 
consider initiating projects.  
 
Still waiting for LAG guidance from Scottish Government.  Concerns were 
expressed about timescale with regard to processing project claims.  
LARCS is scheduled to be live by spring.  Paper applications will have to 
be back-captured onto the LARCS IT system. 
 
The possibility of PAC members assessing projects in pairs was 
discussed.  Each pair could assess one or two projects.  However, this 
may not be an equitable process.  This can be brought up for discussion 
at the next LAG meeting. 
 

7. Date and Time of Next Meeting  
   
7.1 
 
 
7.2 

The next PAC meeting will be held on the afternoon of Thursday 26 May 
in the Bunker at Gordon House, Inverurie. 
 
Members were asked if it would be possible to change the date of the 
meeting scheduled for 25 August in order to accommodate team holidays.  
This was agreed and the meeting has been re-scheduled for the morning 
of Tuesday 30th August.  

 

 


