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MINUTE OF NALAG PROJECT ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE (PAC)  
TUESDAY, 30 AUGUST 2016 AT 10.00 AM 

CONFERENCE ROOM 2, GORDON HOUSE, INVERURIE 
 
Present 
Martin Auld (private) Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Scotland 
Gina Ford (public)  Scottish Enterprise 
David Hekelaar (private) Formartine Community Councils 
John Loder (private)  Formartine Partnership 
David Bell - Sub (private)  Udny Community Trust 
 
Officers in Attendance 
Martin Brebner  Team Manager – European Programmes & Policy 
Flick Ibbotson  European Programmes Co-ordinator (North) 
Anne MacLennan  European Programmes Claims Officer (North) 
 
Apologies 
David McCubbin (private) Visit Aberdeenshire 
Lorna Paterson (private) National Farmers’ Union Scotland 
Irene Rowe (private) Buchan Community Councils 
Becky Wilson (private) Banffshire Coast Tourism Partnership 
 
1. Welcome  

 
 

1.1 John Loder welcomed those present  
   
2. Apologies 

 
 

2.1 
 

Apologies were noted as above.  Irene Rowe submitted her score sheets 
in advance of the meeting. 
 

 

3. Declarations of Interest  
  

 

3.1 There were no declarations of interest.  
   
4. Minutes of Last Meeting (25 February 2016) 

 
 

4.1 
 
 
4.2 
 
 
 
 
4.3 

The minutes of the last PAC meeting held on 25 February 2016 were 
approved as an accurate record. 
 
Due to the long period of time between PAC meetings, it was agreed that 
future PAC minutes should be considered for approval at the following 
LAG meeting.  This will allow the approved minutes to be uploaded on the 
website more timeously. 
 
Martin Auld followed up on a couple of points from the last PAC minute.  
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4.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.5 
 

The first relating to the retention of signed score sheets.  Scoring has to 
be transparent and kept on file for audit purposes. 
 
Although individual scores are randomised on the overall score summary, 
members should be aware that their individual named score sheets are 
retained and could be subject to release under Freedom of Information. 
 
Martin Auld asked for an update on his question raised at the last PAC 
meeting regarding cross cutting themes.  It is not clear that applicants 
currently have sufficient guidance in order to complete information 
required on cross cutting themes.  For information, the Co-ordinator 
confirmed that applicants are issued with the scoring template so they 
know which criteria the PAC are scoring against.  It was agreed that 
applicants could be asked to submit a supplementary appendix detailing 
the cross–cutting themes for their project.  This document can then be 
uploaded under file attachments in LARCS. 
 
PAC agreed that the sequence on the LARCS system is hard to follow.  It 
was agreed that, following the first round, PAC/LAG members should be 
able to give feedback on issues experienced with the LARCS IT system. 
 
Each PAC member will pass a list of issues to the Co-ordinator and these 
will be collated and forwarded to Scottish Government in due course. 
 
John Loder suggested it would be valuable to have a paper copy of the 
application form.  Although applicants start with a paper application as a 
working document, this must then be transferred onto LARCS. Having 
both paper and electronic application forms would lead to difficulties with 
version control.  The issue is more that it is not possible to get a printed 
version of the application from LARCS. 
 
Action 
Co-ordinator to collate responses from PAC/LAG members regarding 
difficulties experienced with LARCS and forward these to Scottish 
Government. 
 

5. Consideration of Projects  
 
5.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.2 

 
01-P00004 Apex Church 
 
The Apex Church application was chosen by Scottish Government for pre- 
approval inspection.  This meant that PAC members were unable to 
access the application on LARCS.  Scottish Government indicated a ten 
working day turnaround for any projects selected for inspection.  However, 
this timescale has been exceeded.   
 
PAC agreed that if the application is released in time, members will do 
their utmost to assess it in advance of the LAG meeting.  It was decided 
that PAC discussion could be done by conference call or by e-mail written 
procedures rather than holding an additional extraordinary PAC meeting. 
 
Taking account of the points raised in the Technical Assessments for both 
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5.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

projects, PAC agreed that there are several issues which need further 
clarification with both applications.   
 
The Chairman asked PAC members to give a brief, comment on their 
general feeling about both applications up for review. 
 
Martin Auld: content that both projects are supported however, there are 
various elements requiring clarification. 
 
David Hekelaar: generally happy with both projects. 
 
David Bell: Both projects are ok but perhaps slightly less enthusiastic 
about the Raising the Roof project. 
 
Gina Ford: neither application is particularly exciting.  More nervous about 
the Wizard Festival which is asking for a large amount of investment for 
something fairly high risk. 
 
It was agreed that each PAC member be given the opportunity to list any 
particular concerns with each application. 
 
01-P00002 Raising the Roof 
 
Martin Auld: 

• Clearer commitment from and to the community required with the 
applicant providing more evidence of community support for the 
project proposal. 

• Equal opportunities policy and implementation plan to be put in 
place. 

• Clear legacy and maintenance plan required. 

• Further detail on match funding arrangements with more than an e-
mail confirmation of funding commitment. 

• Clearer environmental policy required for the development, its use 
and for the users. 

• This application could be delayed to the next funding round, 
although this might cause an issue if the applicant is trying to work 
to a planning timeframe. 

 
David Hekelaar: 

• Short timescale identified for the tender phase.  Significant work is 
required if the applicant intends to use the Public Contract Scotland 
website and this would be impossible in the timeframe proposed in 
the application.   

• No provision made in the application for the costs associated with a 
project manager. 

• The applicant has identified two local facilities which have been 
recently closed down in the area.  Further information required on 
why these facilities have closed and what has happened to the 
user groups.  Also, what is to happen to the building which is 
currently being used by the Scouts? 

• The financial forecasting has some form of circular reference which 
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makes it difficult to follow.  The applicant should correct the formula 
and re-send the document. 

 
David Bell: 

• Match funding requires clarification. 

• Confirmation that other funding streams have been approached. 

• Community evidence is anecdotal. 

• It is impossible to measure the impact on benefit and demand for 
something which does not exist as yet. 

• No information on Equal Opportunities. 

• Value for money is not particularly good. 

• Not innovative. 
 
With regard to the applicant confirming that all other areas of possible 
funding have been explored, the applicant will be asked to give examples 
of other funders approached.  Some form of statement from the applicant 
is required to demonstrate efforts made to secure match funding from 
other sources.   
 
Gina Ford: 

• Concerns expressed about the design of the proposed building and 
contributing LEADER funding to a building which is aesthetically 
displeasing. 

• No mention of Equal Opportunities.  A simple statement that the 
facility will be available for the whole community would be sufficient. 

• No clear information on accessibility. 

• Proposed costs could be an under-estimate.  No evidence that the 
applicant has validated the project costs. 

 
PAC noted the concerns about the design but agreed that the application 
could not be rejected on the grounds of unsympathetic design alone. 
 
PAC agreed that the applicant should have a cost analysis done by a 
Quantity Surveyor or similarly qualified individual in order to validate the 
proposed costs.  
 
If the applicant goes ahead without QS validation of costs then they could 
face the possibility of costs spiralling out of control.  Although contingency 
is an in-eligible cost for LEADER funding, it was suggested that the 
applicant should still have an identified amount for contingency. 
 
There is a limited window of time to allow the applicant to respond to PAC 
queries.  PAC was concerned that a QS would be unable to quantify costs 
in time for the NALAG meeting. The PAC wants the application to be 
robust so it was suggested that the application could be deferred to the 
next funding round to give the applicant more time to adequately answer 
the questions raised. 
 
However, it was agreed that the applicant be given the opportunity to 
answer the queries in advance of the LAG meeting.  If this is not possible, 
the applicant has the option to defer to the next round.   
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As well as clarification on the points raised at the meeting, PAC agreed 
that a response to issues highlighted on the Technical Assessment will 
also be requested from the applicant in advance of the LAG meeting. 
 
PAC SUPPORTS THE PROJECT IN PRINCIPLE AND RECOMMENDS 
THAT IT PROCEEDS TO THE LAG SUBJECT TO ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION BEING PROVIDED BY THE APPLICANT IN ADVANCE 
OF THE LAG MEETING.  IF THE APPLICANT IS UNABLE TO 
PROVIDE ANSWERS IN THE TIMESCALE, THEN THE PAC 
RECOMMENDATION IS TO DEFER THE PROJECT TO THE NEXT 
FUNDING ROUND. 
 

5.4 01-00003 Wizard Festival 
 
Gina Ford: 

• The proposal is speculative and high risk.  Uncomfortable with 
committing such a large sum of money on the basis of the 
evidence as presented in the application. 

• The ultimate goal is to make the festival sustainable. 

• High cost and high risk to commit LEADER funding to a project 
which may have to be cancelled just before the event date. 

• The applicant’s past experience of organising this event is helpful. 

• Is there evidence of a firm agreement that the event can go ahead 
on the site? 

 
David Bell: 

• The applicant is very much a one-man structure. 

• Although the project cost is expensive, it has the potential to offer 
value for money if it works as projected. 

• No real innovation. 

• No detail provided on environmental impact. 

• There is limited evidence of demand (only on social media from 
previous events). 

 
David Hekelaar: 

• Like the idea – the festival did work previously. 

• Query whether the applicant’s own contribution is a capital 
investment or a loan?  Will he be looking to get his investment 
back? 

• Aberdeenshire Council match funding is not confirmed. 

• No permission granted for the event to go ahead on the chosen 
site. 

• Insurance is out of date. 

• Salary costs do not tally.  More specific information required on 
salary rates and hours to be worked by staff involved. 

• If the first year doesn’t work out then the applicant may decide not 
proceed with year two.  LEADER will be providing funding at the 
end of year one which will be used to bank roll year two. 

 
The Co-ordinator confirmed that staff working for the event will not be 
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salaried.  Payment will be made for services provided for the duration of 
the festival. 
 
Martin Auld: 

• High risk project. 

• Clearer evidence of up-to-date community engagement required. 

• Equal opportunities policies have to have an implementation plan. 

• The legacy element needs greater clarity, specifically a fall-back 
plan if the first year event is not successful. 

• Up-to-date community support to be provided. 

• Much tighter budget process must be in place. 

• Proposed additional mini sub-events make the project more 
innovative however, these must go ahead as planned. 

• Environmental impact must be addressed and policies have to be 
in place. 

 
John Loder: 

• Figures don’t add up. 

• Sponsorship is mentioned but no evidence is provided. 

• All costs are based on the 2011 event.  Up-to-date costs must be 
provided. 

• The applicant must deliver what is promised. 

• Is the applicant’s contribution a loan or an investment?   If it’s a 
loan, when does he expect to get his money back? 

• Must have written permission to use the land. 

• With regard to justification for requesting LEADER grant, has the 
applicant approached other sources of funding? 

 
The Co-ordinator confirmed that the applicant applied to Event Scotland 
but was unfortunately unsuccessful. 
 
PAC was supportive of the project in principle but agreed that there are 
too many gaps to allow the project to be fully assessed in its current form.  
PAC is reluctant to put the application forward to the LAG as it stands.  
The project could be deferred if this still fits with the applicant’s timescale.  
However, it was agreed that the applicant be given the opportunity to 
address the PAC queries in advance of the LAG meeting. 
 
As well as clarification on the points raised at the meeting, PAC agreed 
that a response to issues highlighted on the Technical Assessment will 
also be requested from the applicant in advance of the LAG meeting. 
 
PAC RECOMMENDS THAT THE APPLICATION PROCEEDS TO THE 
LAG SUBJECT TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION BEING PROVIDED 
BY THE APPLICANT IN ADVANCE OF THE LAG MEETING.  IF THE 
APPLICANT IS UNABLE TO PROVIDE ANSWERS IN THE 
TIMESCALE, THEN THE PAC RECOMMENDATION IS TO DEFER THE 
PROJECT TO THE NEXT FUNDING ROUND. 
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6. AOCB 
 
6.1 
 
 
 
6.2 
 
 

 
The Co-ordinator provided a brief update on the status of EOI’s received 
and applications which might be expected to come forward to the next 
funding round.   
 
Once the Apex Church project is released by Scottish Government, the 
PAC will do their best to assess it in advance of the LAG meeting either 
by conference call or by e-mail written procedures. 

 

 
7. 

 
Date and Time of Next Meeting 

 

   
7.1 
 
 
7.2 

The next NALAG meeting will take place on Thursday 22 September 
2016. 
 
The next PAC meeting is scheduled for the afternoon of Thursday 24 
November 2016.  Due to other commitments, Martin Auld will be unable to 
attend an afternoon meeting on that date.  PAC suggested that the 
meeting could be re-arranged for the morning on that date. 
 
Action 
Claims Officer to re-arrange PAC Meeting time to the morning of 24 
November. 
 
 
 

 

Minute Taker - Anne MacLennan 
European Programmes Claims Officer 
01/09/16 


