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Meeting Minutes / Compte-rendu de réunion
Purpose of the meeting / Objet de la réunion : VALMER Project Management Committee Meeting
Date and time / Date et heure : 19th April 2013, 09.00
Location / Lieu : Brest
Chair / présidée par : Gillian Glegg
Attending /Participants : 

Eric Thiebaut – Station Biologique Roscoff/ Université Pierre et Marie Curie [ET]

Steve Fletcher – Plymouth University [SF]

Dan Lear – Marine Biological Association [DL]
Philippa Hoskin – Cornwall Council [PH]

Tara Hooper – Plymouth Marine Laboratory [TH]

Alex Potter – Dorset County Council [AP]

Manuelle Phillipe – University of Brest [MP]

Mahé Charles – AAMP [MC]

Aiden Winder – Devon County Council [AW]

Astrid Maline – JTS Interreg [AM]

Juliette Herry – SIAGM [JH]
Karine Dedieu – AAMP (golfe Normand Breton) [KD]
Phénia Marras - Aït Razouk – AAMP [PMAR]

Rémi Mongruel – Ifremer [RM]

Manon Le Tual – Plymouth University [MLeT]

Ness Smith – Plymouth University [NS]

Gillian Glegg – Plymouth University [GG]

Laura Friedrich – Plymouth University [LF] - recording minutes

Apologies / :

Steve Guilbert – Devon County Council [SG]
Agenda of the meeting / Ordre du jour de la réunion :
1) Welcome and actions from previous minutes
2) Project progress

· Project management summary

· Partners’ progress reports
3) Meetings schedule

· Dates for future meetings and events

· Final conference

4) Finance

· Payment claims (report on PC1, update on PC2 progress)

· Production and translation of deliverables

· Project coordination costs

· Budget modifications
5) Communication

· Communication strategy

· Next steps

6) Project Advisory Committee

· Discuss proposed format and agree next steps

· Discuss potential French co-chair

7) AOB
Minutes / Compte-rendu :

1) Welcome and actions from previous minutes
· GG welcomed everyone to the second VALMER PMC meeting
· GG reported that all actions from the previous PMC minutes have been completed
· Terms of reference have been updated as to what constitutes a ‘quorum’ 
· All finance related actions have been completed by MLeT
· Communication related actions have been initiated and will be addressed later in the meeting
· The minutes of the first PMC meeting were agreed
2. Project progress

· NS gave summary of the project management progress
· The organisation of the launch event was a challenge, but the launch was successful
· The project management team has produced  project handbook, templates and procedures – NS asked for feedback on the usefulness of these documents
· Key documents, including the temporary website, have been translated by MLeT
· The team has provided guidance on project communications and communications outputs
· NS has travelled to and participated at WP1 and WP2 workshops (to keep an overview of the work of the different WPs), the PANACHE launch meeting (to build links with PANACHE), the Interreg capitalisation event in Bognor Regis, UK Nov 2012 (good opportunity to meet other projects and identify synergies), the Devon Maritime Forum (to establish contact with local communities)
· The team has written a proposal and terms of reference for the Project Advisory Committee, taking into consideration all partner requests
· The team has organised and attendedcase study site meetings alongside WP4. 
· The team has explored the coordination of WPs and case study site management – NS commented that the case study site meetings here in Brest will have been useful to ensure better communication across WPs in future
· MLeT has been coordinating the payment claims and working on other finance issues, including clarifications on budgetary responsibilities
· MLeT has liaised with JTS to pass on partners’ enquiries
· The team has twice monthly management meetings
· The team has administered the temporary website
· The team has liaised with UBO to organise this Brest partners meeting
· The team has sent and answered many emails 
· The partners had no comments on the project management progress report
· Partners were asked to give a short update on their progress to date, including actions taken, deliverables achieved, budget issues, difficulties encountered and next steps
· Plymouth University [PU], SF: PU’s contribution apart from project management is primarily in WP3 and 4. PU is joint lead of WP4; PU is putting together an evaluative framework and governance overview at Channel and case study site scale; no deliverables have been met but strategies are in place to work towards deliverables; a research fellow and assistant have been appointed; 
· the PU WP4 research team had a research away day and attended the WP4 case study site visits; PU is preparing an evaluation of the governance in the Channel in collaboration with MP as well as a literature review on the application of ecosystem service valuation in marine governance to see how VALMER fits in with global practice. Wendy Dodds (PU research fellow) is involved in WP3 supporting the scenario guidelines development. PU has had no budget issues and no particular difficulties, apart from establishing what the WP4 commitments are and how WP4 should work with other WPs. Next steps are to work with MP and with AW on WP3 to establish better collaboration.
· Marine Biological Association [MBA], DL: MBA is coordinating WP2; WP2 held a successful workshop in Le Havre in January to set the foundations for action 2.1 best practice report; the WP2 best practise report is expected to be ready in the next 4-6 weeks; WP2 has had internal meetings to coordinate the work, and Sonia Carrier (AAMP) came over to the UK for this purpose; apart from this, WP2 has mainly talking to the case study sites. The MBA had no issues or difficulties to report.
· Cornwall Council, PH: Cornwall Council works on WP3 and is joint lead of the Plymouth-Fowey case study site. Actions taken included refining the boundaries and scenarios for the case study site, establishing a local partnership, establishing good contacts with site managers and regulators. A case study site meeting is planned for mid-May. No deliverables have been met so far but Cornwall Council is comfortable with the progress of the case study.
· Plymouth Marine Laboratory [PML], TH: PML has the joint lead of WP1. WP1 held a technical expert workshop in November 2012 in Brest with experts from the UK, Europe and the USA to determine guidelines for valuation for VALMER. PML is involved with the UK case study sites under WP1. Most progress has been made with Poole Harbour where PML and the case study team have jointly developed travel cost surveys; questionnaires are now complete and launched for 5 of the 6 recreational activities and PML has done a preliminary analysis of the first results. In North Devon, PML has worked with the case study team to identify the issue/ecosystem service to focus on. A first deliverable from PML under WP1 is due end of May: a guidance document on ecosystem service valuation. Two interim WP1 outputs have been produced: a document from the workshop and a workshop website.
· Dorset County Council, AP: Dorset County Council leads the Poole Harbour case study site. So far they have been mainly involved with WP1 and 4, and are beginning to work with WP2; further, there has been collaboration with WP5 on case study site specific communication (website, leaflet, social media used to distribute and advertise the surveys, using the iCoast (output from the Interreg 2 Seas project, C-SCOPE) Facebook and Twitter account). Dorset County Council has attended two VALMER specific meetings: 1. with WP1 and 2 to prepare the surveys, and 2. with WP4 to determine how the surveys will fit in with the site governance. The case study team is confident that the case study site can deliver scenarios and valuation by September or December and is confident that the case study is making good progress. There may be some budget movements.
· University of Brest [UBO], MP: The UBO team working on VALMER has been expanded and most UBO team members attended this Brest meeting. UBO is involved in most WPs. UBO contributed to the WP1 workshop in Brest Nov 2012. UBO attended the WP2 workshop in Le Havre Jan 2013 as they are involved in many of the French case study sites and other WPs and feel that it is important to keep in touch will all WPs. UBO has had close cooperation with WP3 on the scenario guidelines, including several meetings and telecons. UBO is co-lead of WP4; for WP4 the focus so far has been the site meetings to identify the organisations and governance issues of the case study sites. There has not been much involvement with WP5 so far but UBO is in contact with the communications officer and intends to get involved more with communications. UBO is very much involved with the work on the French case study sites, in particular with the Gulf of Morbihan site.
· AAMP, MC: AAMP is involved in most WPs and in 2 of the French case study sites. Under WP1, AAMP has contributed to organising the workshop with PML and Ifremer; this was a lot of work but very efficient in terms of working towards the deliverable; it was good to get international expertise and expert involvement and to work with other projects. AAMP has co-organised the WP2 workshop and is supporting the French case study sites in collecting data for WP2. KD has joined the core AAMP team for WP3. AAMP has had some difficulties and delays with recruiting new people; KD had some spare time, no budgetary changes were necessary. Under WP5 there has so far not been any progress on the exhibition other than initial discussions; AAMP will be in charge of the exhibition and SG will be in charge of all other project communications; the 3rd International MPA Congress in Marseille in October would be a good opportunity to communicate about ecosystem services and AAMP plans to have some parts of the exhibition ready for this event. With regard to the case study sites, AAMP is managing two of the French sites and is trying to establish closer links with the Gulf of Morbihan to get coherence in the work across the French case study sites; the Iroise Sea case study site is coordinated by Philippe Le Niliot, Ifremer is very much involved in this site and work is progressing better; the Golfe Normand Breton is coordinated by KD. AAMP pointed out that the work of WP4 is very relevant for AAMP and strong links should be established between WP4 and AAMP on a case study site scale – in response to this, GG confirmed that the WPs are the administrative layer of the project but that the case studies are the focus of action.
· Devon County Council, AW: Devon County Council hosts the communications officer and North Devon case study site officer (SG) as well as being co-lead of WP3. Devon County Council is linked to WP1 through the case study site work. As a local authority they are looking forward to getting more involved in WP4. A new communications officer has been appointed in January (SG), a logo has been delivered and work has progressed on a communications strategy, leaflet and popup banners. At a joint Devon Maritime Forum-VALMER meeting in November 2012 VALMER has been introduced to local partners.  The North Devon Case study officer SG will coordinate the case study work leading into the scenario development phase. Devon County Council is co-lead of WP3 together with SIAGM which is also a local authority, this facilitated setting up a small management team and establishing a good way of working (including regular teleconferencesand an action log). WP3 is very close to completing a first draft of the scenario guidelines and Devon County Council acknowledges the support of UBO and PU in filling in the blanks.
· SIAGM, JH: SIAGM co-leads WP3 and leads the Gulf of Morbihan case study. SIAGM has a strong interest in attending other WP and case study site meetings. WP3 has a good team and is making good progress on the scenario methodology work; the final guidelines should be ready by September; in June there will be a WP3 workshop to help the case study sites with scenario building. In the Morbihan case study, SIAGM has established a good relationship with UBO to work with the local stakeholders and collect the necessary data; the case study team has produced a case study leaflet and is in touch with SG to help the production of leaflets for all case study sites. There have been some budget issues, i.e. shifting of budget lines, which have been discussed with MLeT.
· SIAGM asked whether it would be possible to have a transnational stakeholder event at the final conference. GG replied that this has not been discussed in detail, and that it is up to WP3 whether they choose to go forward with it or not but that it might be too early in the project to decide as the case studies are still exploring cooperation with stakeholders. The project management team pointed out that a number of different events could be attached to the final conference, e.g. a joint meeting with PANACHE, but that they need a year’s notice for any such plans, to ensure the right facilities are booked.

· Ifremer, RM: Ifremer is co-lead of WP1 together with PML. Ifremer is indirectly involved in WP2 through some Ifremer members working in PANACHE, this work is going well. To WP3 and WP4 Ifremer is contributing mainly through their involvement in the French case study sites and through ascertaining coherence between WPs. WP1 is developing an operational framework for ecosystem service assessment; the November workshop provided very useful input for WP1 deliverables, e.g. the best practice document; there is the idea for a second WP1 workshop to progress work on the best practice document; a website has been set up for the first WP1 workshop to make the contents and outcomes of the workshop available, there has been some technical issues regarding how to make the website available, at the moment it is hosted on the UMR-AMURE website – GG and NS commented that it should be sufficient to link the existing workshop website to the VALMER website rather than transferring it. The technical report on ecosystem service assessment will be ready on time. In terms of contribution to the French case study sites, Ifremer is strongly involved in the Normand Breton and Iroise sea sites, participating in meetings to start organising the ecosystem service assessment work with two different approaches: 1. in the Golfe Normand Breton a large number of Ifremer scientists from different disciplines are involved, which offers the opportunity to have a broad assessment in collaboration with other partners (esp. Station Biologique Roscoff/Université Pierre et Marie Curie), two people will be appointed for this case study site to work on the economic assessment following the ecosystem accounting approach, the InVEST tool will be used for the scenario building at this case study site; 2. in the Iroise Sea the focus is on kelp harvesting as this is an issue for local managers and there are plans to change the management, the study site team for this site is much smaller, funding is in place for a postdoc position for the economic assessment of this site.
The management team asked to please notify them when newly appointed people start working on VALMER so that these can be added to the mailing list.

· Station Biologique Roscoff/Université Pierre et Marie Curie, ET: Station Biologique Roscoff has three people and a masters student working on VALMER, mainly on WP1. They provide the natural science expertise for the Normand Breton and Iroise Sea case studies (e.g. matrices of habitats, ecosystem functions and services). Deliverables include contributing to the WP1 guidelines for ecosystem service assessment and participation in the WP1 workshop and several local meetings. For the Iroise Sea case study they worked on a synthesis on the ecosystem functions of kelp.
· AM commented that WP1 was making good progress (the technical guidelines where initially planned to be finished by 2015) and enquired how this work will be communicated. TH explained that the guidelines produced now will be internal while at the end of the project in 2015 there will be another set of guidelines for external use which will include the experience from VALMER.
· AM further enquired whether the WP2 spatial data hub would be ready for the summer 2013. DL explained that this would be the case as they are only modifying existing structures to align them with VALMER data and that work on this is on schedule.

· AM enquired about the case study sites and GG confirmed that all six case study sites are active though at different stages of the work

· AM enquired about the work of WP5 which appears to be less advanced and about progress on the website. AW explained that there had been some issues with the position of communications officer, resulting in a change of officer, that they are aware of the importance of communications, that project internal communications are good and they are starting work on establishing good external communications, including the website. NS added that PANACHE had initially requested to wait with the publication of the website to facilitate having joint elements, which is why VALMER only has a temporary website, but that now they have decided to go ahead without PANACHE (as their communications officer is still not in place.)
Action(s): All partners to amend their progress reports to link staff members to actions. Also to a) include who has been recruited to work specifically on VALMER b) why they were recruited, and c) which WPs they will work on.
3. Meetings schedule

· The next VALMER partners meeting is October 8th-10th 2013 in Plymouth, hosted by PML

· Dates for all future meetings were agreed:
· Week commencing 31st March 2014 Brest (AAMP) (three day meeting, exact days to be set as soon as ferry/plane schedules are available) – it was requested by partners to set a specific date as soon as possible.
· 14th-16th October 2014 Plymouth (MBA)

· Final conference week commencing 9th March 2015 Plymouth (PU)
· With regard to the final conference, GG explained in the project application it says that this would be held jointly with PANACHE. Gerald Mannaerts, the PANACHE project coordinator, has been informed of the proposed dates and is willing to hold a joint conference. MC suggested that it might be useful to look for other examples of projects holding conferences together to see what structure such a conference could have.

Action(s): AM will check for other examples of projects holding joint conferences.
4. Finance

· MLeT reported back on the payment claims. For PC1 three partners claimed preparation costs, all claims have been accepted and paid. PC2 is in progress, the deadline to return documents to the Lead Partner is end of April 2013. All partners are on schedule to meet the deadline and a date has been set with the auditors for May.
· MLeT presented a table for the production and translation of deliverables detailing which partner has budget for what and the partners’ budgetary responsibilities. No objections were raised to the allocation of responsibilities.

· MC pointed out that AAMP has budget for translating larger documents such as the guideline documents, which could be translated and checked afterwards; smaller documents, leaflets and scientific documents will probably be translated in house. RM added that the final WP1 guideline document should be translated while it might not be necessary to translate the interim documents.

· Following an enquiry about the deadline for the exhibition, MC explained that the requirement is to deliver an exhibition for the end of the project in 2015; AAMP would like to leave this final deadline in place but prepare interim parts of the exhibition throughout the project (e.g. presenting ecosystem services and case study sites at IMPAC). AAMP intends to develop a strategy for the exhibition but the initial idea is that each case study site gets an individual part of the exhibition (explaining ecosystem services and site specific information) which could potentially remain with the case study sites after the project, and when put together all individual parts should form a coherent exhibition of the entire project. One option might be to present the whole exhibition on the Brittany ferries or in places such as the Plymouth National Marine Aquarium and the Oceanopolis in Brest.
· The proposal for calculation and procedure for sharing the coordination costs prepared by MLeT was presented and discussed.
· Partners agreed in principle that coordination costs should be shared but requested an explanation as to what the funding from the MMO was being used for. In particular, there was an expectation from the MBA and PML that the MMO money would go towards covering costs that benefit the whole project and would be used to offset the coordination costs. PML explained that they have no budget to pay PU for coordination costs and asked for clarification of how the MMO funds are being used.

· The project management and coordination team explained that the MMO fund was originally intended to go to Devon County Council for coordination cost support and it was only this support that enabled PU to take on the lead of the project in the first place. NS further clarified that PU’s overheads (travel and subsistence, equipment, printing etc) were not included in MLeT’s calculations of coordination costs.
· Partners enquired about the use of two different exchange rates for the calculation of coordination cost shares. AM explained that the 1.6 exchange rate has to be used in project applications (Interreg requirement) but that this exchange rate is out of date and that it is thus common practice to use a more realistic exchange rate when spending money as this is what will be used in the actual claims.

· PMAR said that coordination cost share rates should be defined according to the partners’ initial budgets but that the actual coordination costs should be calculated each time based on the actual exchange rate. GG explained that British partners do not have the match funding for the budget as calculated with the 1.6 exchange rate.
· The proposal is to use fixed rates over three years, using a high estimate to avoid underpayment and a cap to avoid rates increasing too much should the exchange rate change dramaticallyAM confirmed that it is important to fix the amount and percentage for each partner and review at the end of the project because that is how match funding works.
Action(s): AM will check with colleagues working on projects with similar financing plans to get feedback on the use of fixed rates. 

· PH mentioned that Cornwall Council needs to draw up a purchase order before PU invoices.
· AM explained that there is no need for an amended application form for the sharing of coordination costs, this can be done through an amended partnership agreement or agreements between PU and each partner.
· According to MLeT coordination costs are not expected to go up, and there will be partner agreements between PU and each partner.

· The proportions were agreed on in principle.

· Partners pointed out that they will have to check with their respective financial officers and NS confirmed that there will be on-going dialogue with the partners’ financial officers on this matter.

Action(s): MLeT, SF and GG to prepare and distribute a report on MMO funding. 
MLeT: set up a cap (maximum amount) for coordination cost rates

MLeT: check the possibility for partners of paying the coordination costs for three years in one payment
Action(s): All partners to edit their progress reports and put a name against each action.
· MLeT announced that there will be one minor budget modification in 2013, a movement between budget lines within partners.

Action(s): All partners to inform MLeT about planned budget modifications before the end of June in order to get approval from JTS (expected from MBA, Dorset County Council, SIAGM, AAMP)
5. Communications

· AW presented the key areas of WP5 action:

· Communications strategy to be produced; this strategy will formalise the internal communications that are already in place. Communication products including website, leaflets, logo, newsletters, popup banners, exhibition) will be progressed asap.
· Change of communications officer (involving down time for change and for SG to get up to speed with the task)

· Progress on communications is slow but there have been no real communications problems

· The temporary website is in place to communicate with the outside world

· The temporary website is complemented with the use of basecamp for internal exchange

· Work is progressing on the communications strategy, an initial draft has been formulated

· A communications working group has been proposed
· The logo is in place and being used successfully for branding

· Investigation is on-going on the website: one option might be to run it through the Devon County Council website; WP5 will involve partners in the production  of the website and will consider the needs of case study sites and WPs; the plan is to get the website up and running in a simple format and add to it progressively
· The leaflet design work has been completed and comments have been collected (e.g. illustrating all case study sites); the next step is to draft text; WP5 is confident that this will progress quickly

· The popup banners are at a similar design stage

· The coherent use of words and language is an important part of the communications strategy; WP5 is working towards an agreed set of meanings and acknowledges the work done by UBO and SIAGM
· Next steps for WP5:

· Establish communications group (will be kept small but the outputs will be shared with all partners for comment)

· Complete leaflets and popup banners as soon as possible, prepare text in the next couple of weeks

· Send out the draft communications strategy for comment fairly soon

· Procurement phase for the website, progress will be shared for comment

· DL said that his team had collected the partners website requirements at the Brest meeting and is happy to input

· It was agreed that the communications group should include:

· Steve Guilbert – communications officer

· Dan Lear

· Mahé Charles (to represent French case studies)

· Ness Smith (for background work and sharing with the whole group)

· Alex Potter (to represent UK case studies)

· Manuelle Phillipe (for WP and French-UK balance)

· With regard to newsletters, it was agreed to have a series of informative articles to build a portfolio at the end of the project instead of traditional newsletters. (The newsletter is the communications deliverable with least progress so far.) It was further agreed to include news feeds and social media links on the website.
· It was pointed out that SG’s double function as communications officer and case study site coordinator requires careful time management to ensure the delivery of communications outputs for the project which is a priority. Recognising this, partners should provide SG with support where possible.
· The project management team requested that all partners please be consistent in the use of capital letters for spelling VALMER.
· It was agreed that partners are happy with VALMER accounts in social networks (twitter, facebook) but that there is to be no request for partners to link their accounts with the project account and social networks will not be used for internal communications.
· With regard to sharing with PANACHE on communications, NS confirmed that she is in touch with Gerald Mannaerts and that PANACHE will have a communications officer soon.

· AM enquired about the next steps on the draft communications strategy. It was clarified that writing the communications strategy was SG’s responsibility and that the communications group would assist/support SG in this.

· Partners asked that requests should be as specific as possible about what is required to facilitate response.

· The management team requested that given the need for general consensus on changes made to texts, etc. changes should be suggested only where the contents are wrong.

6. Project Advisory Committee
· The Project Advisory Committee is now the Project Advisory Group

· Following the discussions at the last PMC meeting NS prepared a proposal for the PAG. Feedback on the proposal from the partners was limited but all positive, there were no proposed changes.

· It was agreed that the PAG should be a broad group that covers all aspects of the project.

· The proposal is to have four to six selected members for each WP that can be contacted, invited to meetings, asked to review documents, invited to the final conference, etc. Partners should pass suggestions on to NS to avoid overlap of people asking the same person repeatedly. 
· The PAG structure and terms of reference was agreed by the partners, with minor modifications, including the process for identifying the chair and group members.

· Regarding the chair, the project management team has been in contact with Prof. Ed Maltby who agreed to chair the PAG. The team would now like to identify a similar co-chair on the French side.

· The French partners said that they would discuss this and that they would like to have more information about Ed Maltby in order to identify a similar person on the French side.

Action(s): French partners to organise a mechanism for choosing a co-chair and inform the project management team about this.

NS to amend ToR to state that meeting attendance is not necessarily required for PAG members (first bullet point) and clarify how much work would be required.
· PH requested that the terms of reference should be amended to clarify that PAG members are not expected to attend meetings. This was agreed by the partners.

· NS explained that with regard to travel costs, etc. PU has budget for the French and UK co-chairs but that the budget for other PAG may have to be found by the partners.

· AW requested clarification on the relationship between PMC and PAG. GG explained that the PAG co-chairs might attend the PMC meetings to report on their work or discuss certain issues but that they would not take part in decision making. PAG members might also come to the partners meetings.

· NS explained that the PAG would formalise existing contacts with external experts.

· It was discussed whether the PAG should be on WP basis or whether it should include people that can give general advice. One suggestion was that the PAG should consist of a limited number of people that can address matters across WPs in order to foster the integration of the project. The idea behind the proposal of the project management team is to have a flexible and broad pool of people that is available to all partners and WPs with two co-chairs that have an overview of the whole project.
· Partners further discussed the exact role of the PAG in terms of practical tasks, e.g. how many documents would PAG members be asked to review. It was pointed out that some members of the PAG might not want to do active work but only be an ‘ambassador’ for the project.

· It was discussed that the co-chairs would maintain a strategic overview of the project while the individual experts would support the project on specific issues where needed.

· With regard to the question whether VALMER needs external expertise it was clarified that external experts would only be used where deemed necessary by the partners. It would not be compulsory to have documents reviewed by external experts orto take aaction on the advice given by external experts..
· Regarding contacting potential PAG members it was agreed that this should be led by WP leaders. NS offered support for establishing contacts where needed.

· End of the second week of May was agreed as deadline for partners to suggest experts.
· It was agreed that it would be possible to invite internal experts from within the partner organisations.

· Partners enquired about the possibility of recruiting consultants on to the PAG. The management team pointed out that there may be issues around procurement rules etc, and the fine line between commercial gain versus free advice. It was agreed that consultants could only be recruited on an advisory level, and not receive payment for this role.
· AM requested a list of agreed experts to put against possible travel cost claims. She further clarified that it would not be necessary to comply with the work plan deliverable on 5 PAG meetings if instead the other deliverables were highlighted, i.e. the list of experts and co-chairs meeting every six months with the partners.
7. AOB

· AM explained the Interreg Maritime Cluster Initiative, an Interreg capitalisation process which provides some extra money for three project clusters to produce joint project outputs. Projects would be required to produce a new joint deliverable based on the outputs of their projects. AM enquired whether the VALMER partners would be interested in participating in a marine cluster.
· SF will be attending the initial meeting in Caen on the 23rd April. Someone from the MBA working on another Interreg project will also be attending the meeting.

· AM explained that there would be other points of entry for interested partners that could not attend the Caen meeting.

· MC suggested having a Skype/video conference to discuss who is interested and what action would be needed to put forward a proposal.
· AM explained that cluster projects would run from October 2013 to June 2015 and would be 100% ERDF funded. Clusters have to involve a minimum of two projects. Projects are not required to produce new research deliverables and not all partners in the projects are required to contribute to the work.

· The partners discussed the links with PANACHE.

· PMAR informed the partners that the PANACHE lead partner is organising a meeting on MPA management in June and enquired whether there was interest in communicating this meeting to the VALMER partners. MC pointed out that the MPA meeting might be interesting for the UK WP4 team.
· NS put forward the request to be kept in the loop with PANACHE, as she appears to have been removed from the mailing list.

· AP pointed out that she is working across all WPs in the Poole case study and has not been involved in all relevant communications. NS asked all partners to please be mindful of whom they involve in communications.

· The issue of maintaining the email list up to date was raised. It was suggested that basecamp can be used to maintain the mailing list (e.g. have a word document with the up to date list on basecamp) and for communications, esp. where large documents are involved. MLeT said that she would keep the list updated and send it round with dates to avoid confusion about the latest version.
GG closed the PMC meeting, thanking UBO for organising the successful partners meeting in Brest and AM for answering all the partners’ questions.
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