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Meeting Date: 
Tuesday 4th October 2022
Time: 


10.00am – 12 noon  
Venue:


St.Columb’s Park House, Derry~Londonderry.
	AGENDA ITEM 

	1. Meeting Opening 
1.1 Welcome and Apologies
- Noting change in Holywell Board Representation. Note thanks to Craig Barr for his engagement with PEACEPLUS Board. Gerard Deane becomes Full Board member. Fiona Corvan is deputy.
1.2 Conflict of Interest: Reminder to declare interests where relevant.

1.3 Minutes of previous meeting / Matters arising (p.3-9)


	2. Management Update (Sue)
2.1 Update from SEUPB at Programme Level.
- SEUPB Update from 22nd Sept, Dungannon. See Appendix A. Powerpoint policy slides.
- Cross-border update – Donegal CC. Pauline Smyth 13th Sept, Lifford. Cavan council visit.
2.2 Dates set for 2022/23 meetings.
Tuesday 8th November 10am – 12 noon – Strabane area (if viable venue) NB. First Tue was 1st.

Tuesday 6th December 10am – 12 noon. Derry area. 

Note: May need a more intensive Board Meeting for key decisions in November.

2023 Dates: First Tuesday of each Month unless changed: 10th Jan (not 3rd); 7th Feb; 7th March; 4th April; 2nd May; 6th June. No meetings July/August.



	3. Communications Update (Sue)
3.1 Communications Plan – Elements of SEUPB application will ask for information and costings on communications activity. There will be no SEUPB template. Board will have to agree a Communications plan and Communications crisis plan in due course. 
3.2 Press, Social Media, Web & E-zine: Focus has just been on promoting Phase 2 workshops. 



	4. Key Business: Consultation and Co-design Process Update (Myriam and Sue)
4.1 Advisory Information Issued. 

- Written report with metrics for consistency. (Page 12. Appendix C.)
4.2 Suggestions for further Advisory Information to be issued. (Page 13. Appendix D.)
4.3 Co-design Project ‘Traffic Lights’. For Discussion & Decision. 
· To provide accurate information for Board decision making in Co-design process, the PEACE Team propose to use a ‘traffic light’ spreadsheet. The first version of this is available for Board today (hard copy). 
· At present, the information is not fully consistent, reliable or complete. Moving forward, the traffic lights and concept ideas will be adjusted by the PEACE Team to give consideration to: SEUPB/Theme 1.1 updates & call; prioritisation from Phase 2 workshops prioritisations; advisory information issued to groups; revisions of costings; revisions of participant counting/targets; revision of ideas to heighten relevancy to programme criteria and requirement. Duplication / complementarity also needs explored. Remaining gaps may need explored including S75 inclusion, reconciliation/GR hard issues, clear cross-border/cross-council idea. Also some ideas which have also been sent elsewhere for funding consideration by the council.
· Recommendation: It is proposed the Co-Design Project Traffic Lights becomes a working document that the team will update as co-design continues for the purposes of providing the Board accurate and reliable information for decision making in shaping the bid. 
4.4 Phase 2 Workshops – Update from Myriam on workshops held 21st – 29th Sept. 135 attendees
4.5 Agreeing next steps in Co-Design
· Team to work on Co-design project ‘traffic lights’.

· Myriam to lead on questionnaire for testing priorities/ideas.

· For November meeting: DEA/Geographic Area Focus. SEUPB may have issued a draft advance application form for consideration. Some key decisions could be made by the Board. Further advisories potentially to be issued based on decisions by Board.
· For December meeting: Thematic/District Wide Focus. The detailed call may have been issued by SEUPB. Management and Communications Plans Draft costings / requirements. Further key decisions to be made by the Board. 
· For January meeting: Aim to be in position that Board can make final overall decisions on bid content. May require a longer meeting. Potential submission of bid in February. 
· Communications with all those who have engaged with process on decisions.


5.2  Date of Next Meeting: 

	10am Tuesday 8th November 10am – 12 noon – Strabane area (subject to suitable venue – possibly Glenelly Rm in DCSDC Council Offices in Strabane).
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Derry City and Strabane District PEACEPLUS Partnership Board

Minutes of Meeting
Meeting Date: 
Tuesday 6th September 2022
Time: 


10.00am – 11.30 pm

Venue:


Sollus Centre, Bready
	Sue Divin
	DCSDC
	Conor Heaney
	SF

	Mary Claire Kerlin
	DCSDC
	Christopher Jackson
	SF

	Fiona Lafferty
	DCSDC
	Martin Reilly
	SDLP

	Kevin O’Connor
	DCSDC
	Brian Tierney
	SDLP

	Oonagh McGillion
	DCSDC
	Maurice Devenney
	DUP

	Richard Osterhus
	DCSDC
	Keith Kerrigan
	DUP

	Catherine Cooke
	FWIN
	Darren Guy
	UUP

	Sharon Doherty
	St Columb’s Park Recon Trust
	Shannagh Farren
	PSNI

	Noelle Donnell
	Hummingbird (NI) CIC
	Mary O Neill
	NI Housing Executive

	Anne McTaggart
	YouthAction NI
	Seamus Ward
	Western Trust

	Kyle Thompson
	NW Cultural Partnership
	Jacki Connolly
	Ballyarnett LGP

	Kyra Reynolds
	BBI
	Andy McKane
	Derg LGP

	Nikki Yau
	FREF
	Aodhan Harkin
	Strabane

	Alison Wallace
	Waterside
	Charles Lamberton
	Moor LGP

	Lisa Moore-Maguire
	Foyleside LGP
	Claire Russell
	Sperrin LGP

	Ben Fitzpatrick
	UU
	
	

	
	
	
	


1.1 Apologies: Deborah Cross EA, Ruairi McHugh SF, Drew Thompson DUP, Philip McKinney Alliance, Paul Gallagher Ind, Craig Barr Holywell Trust, Marie Gallagher Dept for Communities, Martin Duffy (Derg); Willie Calderwood (PSNI), Craig Barr, Gerard Deane (Holywell), Susan Mullan.

The Board welcomed the new members, Martin Reilly, Paul Gallagher, Drew Thompson and Brian Tierney. Claire Russell new Board Rep for Sperrin (noted that Pat returns to Deputy). Sue noted that there will be an anticipated change in Holywell representation for the next meeting.
1.2 Minutes of Previous meeting/Matters arising -  Board meeting of 21 June 2022 were held to be an accurate record.
Approved:  Maurice Devenney


Seconded:  Darren Guy                           
Management Update 

2.1 Discussion on complementarity with other areas of PEACEPLUS Programme.

Chair welcomed the guest speakers. Sue referenced Appendix A which showed other areas within the broader PEACEPLUS Programme, and stated that the purpose of the brief presentations was so that the board have an appreciation of the wider picture. It is vital that PEACEPLUS bids under all themes relevant to DCSDC area / NW complement and do not duplicate one another. There may be ideas coming forward in our Theme 1.1 bid which are a better fit elsewhere in the PEACEPLUS programme.

Ben Fitzpatrick from the University of Ulster informed members that they would be applying under them 4.1 Collaborative Health and Social Care for funding for a programme called Life Span.  Ths programme has 3 phases to include paid medical student placements, a skills escalator which upskills medical students in exercise rehabilitation and a research element.  Currently this project is being developed for submission. Discussion followed. Board members asked about the community consultation – it was agreed this would be circulated. A question was also asked on community engagement at the planning stage and the importance of this emphasized.

Action: Ben to forward UU community consultation information and Sue to circulate to Board.

Oonagh McGillion from DCSDC gave a brief update of the engagements with communities in rural areas to date and the plans to submit an application on the Rural Regeneration and Social Inclusion Theme 4.2. The Establishment of the rural issues group and the rural strategy provides collaboration opportunities. There will be a focus on capacity building and resilience in rural areas eg. Broadband, Health, Enterprise, Youth. This will turn into ‘Priority Action Plans’. The timescale for concept notes is anticipated to be end 2022. Board members expressed support for rural work. There was also discussion about outlying villages in urban area eg. Culmore and definitions of rural.

Richard Osterhus updated members around council work on the Capital theme 1.4 re-imaging communities. There is a process online in council based on council’s capital list. The process, based off this already agreed list, matches potential projects to the SEUPB PEACEPLUS criteria. The Longlist of options will go to the capital working group. There is £75m in the pot overall with PEACEPLUS 1.4 for approximately 10 projects. Significant importance of managing expectations.  Deliverability and level of preparedness is critical. Council is working on a basis of projects ranging from €2m - €12m. The SEUPB briefing system has already happened for this theme. There are limits to council capacity to assist other bids which can go directly and independent of council. There may also be opportunities for capital under Theme 4.2 rural and Theme 6 Collaboration. The Board asked for clarification on how projects are identified within council. Richard confirmed it is a process of working off the existing capital list and then linking to SEUPB criteria including reconciliation, cross-community contact, planning, advanced stage of readiness, viability.

Kevin O Connor, DCSDC spoke in relation to Theme 2.3 Skills. He confirmed that co-ordination across the PEACEPLUS programme is vital and pointed out that managing expectations is difficult as there is unlikely to be funding to meet every demand. There will be pre-development work in October. The Education and Skills delivery group are aware of the opportunity. There is demand from formerly ESF funded groups. The call and detail remain to be issued by SEUPB and council will work through existing structures to try to work with the C&V sector to assist and/or possibly lead a co-ordinated bid but will also look at other funds eg. Levelling up, UK Shared Prosperity Fund etc. Relevant aspects in the City deal are mainly capital. Skills innovation programming funding is a vital part of this and needs funded from elsewhere.  Board members expressed thanks and commented on the overall reduction in funding. Board was encouraged by the thoughts on co-ordination role. It was articulated that smaller groups need to be included in the process – not just larger agencies. 

In relation to Theme 41. From CAWT, Sue pointed to the written briefing in Appendix A. 

2.2 Update from SEUPB at Programme Level.

Sue highlighted key points from Appendix B. In particular that the EC approved PEACEPLUS Programme in July and that €9,253,427 is the maximum allocated budget DCSDC may bid for. ‘Early 2023’ is the date by which councils should have submitted their bids – no exact timeframe as yet. The participant output target is exceptionally high – 9254. This equates to £736 per participant. The definition of participant is yet to be defined, but if this is similar to PEACEIV it is highly significant. It may require removal of all capital projects and limit many strategic projects with more expensive costs per head. This will be an important factor to consider going into Phase 2 workshops.

The Board expressed some shock, disappointment and concern at the extremely difficult £ / participant ratio. It was queried as to whether any lobbying had occurred on this or how the figures came about. Sue and Myriam indicated that significant effort had already been made to alert SEUPB to concerns over the target and the negative impact it could have on the programme legacy. The target is much more difficult than in PEACE IV – which was already difficult enough in its own right.

2.3 Equality analysis of Board.

Sue presented the Equality analysis. The Board accepted this. There were no questions or issues arising. 

2.4 Mileage & Expenses Claim Form. 

Attention was brought to the now finalized Mileage and Expenses claim form. This has now been seen by SEUPB and this is the version which should be used by Board members going forward should they wish to make any claims.

3. Communications Update  

3.1 Press & Social Media: Appendix D showed example of press coverage on Phase 1 Co-design process and the opportunity to submit concept forms. Social media coverage had also been issued and kept for audit.

3.2 Web & E-zine: July and August e-zines were issued on Phase 1 / Concept Forms and also to circulate Phase 2 workshop dates. 
4. Key Business: Consultation and Co-design Process Update (Myriam and Sue)

4.1 Update on Youth, S75 & wider support – 3 Youth (Derry/Strabane/Rural). Est. 30 wider (70 people).

Myriam updated verbally on the three youth consultations. These had been very positive in terms of level of engagement and content suggested by participants. Relevant ideas will be taken forward into Phase 2. Key themes coming up from young people included Mental Health, levels of isolation, lack of cross-community opportunities in rural areas. There was good cultural diversity across participants engaged in the process.

Sue updated that the PEACE Team had engaged with an estimated 30 additional meetings over July and August with a clear focus on Section 75 groups and those requesting further support to engage. The team reached an estimated 70 additional people through this process.

Action: Findings of Youth Consultations to be circulated to the Board.

4.2 Concept Forms Summary. (Appendix E and Spreadsheet)

Headline Summary.

95 Forms were received in Total.

62 Different Organisations submitted responses.

DCSDC SEUPB Allocation: 


€9,254,427 (estimate £7,763,631) 
Total ask:




£28,464,773  (ie. x3.6 more than available)

Total no. participants estimated:

20725

Average estimate cost per participant:
£1373

Key Points: Our average cost per participant is too high. We will need projects that get ‘scores on the doors’ ie. Lower ratio of cost per participant if we are to fund any more expensive or capital projects at all. 

	Area
	No. Forms
	Financial Ask
	Participants+
	% of total £

	Ballyarnett
	16**
	£2,536,938
	2339
	8.9%

	Derg
	3
	£107,695
	121
	0.4%

	Faughan
	5
	£1,581,130
	1060
	5.5%

	Foyleside
	3
	£2,308,005*
	1940
	8.1%

	Moor
	4
	£413,492
	480
	1.5%

	Sperrin
	7
	£1,416,000
	1290
	5.0% 

	Strabane
	1
	£45,000
	40
	0.2% 

	Waterside 
	5
	£1,244,513
	697
	4.4%

	Grouped DEA’s (rural)
	5
	£1,497,836
	962
	5.2% 

	Grouped DEA’s (Other)
	3
	£3,650,000*
	375
	12.8%

	Thematic
	43
	£13,664,164
	11421
	48%


*One application severely skews this figure

** Ballyarnett includes a few applications that specified links with Waterside

+ Where an application was really unclear on participants numbers or understanding of counting this is counted in this table as a zero.

4.3 Gaps Identified (ie. From Phase 1 workshops but not in Concept Forms or missing entirely).

A brief conversation was had on the fact that some key ideas with relevance had been verbally presented in Phase 1 workshops. For example, clear anti-sectarian proposals, some re-imaging and some additional BAME proposals had not materialised. Some youth ideas had not been put in writing. There are no specific LGBTQ+ proposals (although some contain aspects). A regional idea arising in the thematic workshop and Waterside workshop about East meets West (cross-councils eg. Belfast, Derry, Lisburn, Donegal) to share best practice, knowledge and opportunities should also be potentially included. There was a potential need for some harder hitting projects with more direct peace and reconciliation focus. 

It will take further time to analyse what is missing that should still form part of Phase 2 Co-Design process. Co-design process is not the same as a grant aid application process. There is leeway in the process to explore gaps in the next phase and to design relevant proposals in the public interest.

Action: Myriam and PEACE Team to explore gaps and engage on this in Phase 2 workshops.

4.4 For Decision: Management of Expectations. Potential filter out of limited projects that clearly do not fit Theme 1.1. 

A verbal report was presented on this. It was agreed that a written report would have been preferable and that this should be presented in October – nonetheless a conversation could continue. 

The Chair reminded everyone of the need to declare any Conflicts of Interest as we engage in these processes. Information in the summary spreadsheet provided had been anonymised so that the names of organisations did not appear. 

With an overall ask on the Concept forms of almost 4 times what is available, the need for prioritisation was re-iterated. A limited number of Concept Forms outlined asks that could not meet the priorities of the programme because of one or more of the following:

· Projects were employability focused (not eligible under 1.1)

· Projects were too expensive eg. £1m-£2m to allow a spread of funding across the District. 

· Projects were a better fit to the Regional projects under 1.3 in PEACEPLUS and could potentially draw in better funding for the council area under this strand.

· Projects had exceptionally limited potential for sustained cross-community and reconciliation content.

Many Concept Forms proposed ideas which were too expensive in costs per participant but these were left in the process where there was clear potential for scalability.

After much discussion and a range of viewpoints, it was agreed that no project would be ‘ruled out’ at this point but that the PEACE Team, based on the discussion held, could write to ‘advise’ projects that really did not have a clear fit with the programme. It was agreed this should not wait until the next Board meeting as there could be key opportunities arising elsewhere that projects could be more successful with. The advice, where possible, should include clear signposting to other funding options.

Action: A written report to be brought to PEACE Board in October. Ideally this should have clear metrics to back up recommendations.
Action: PEACE team to issue an advisory note to relevant projects in September with signposting where possible. 

4.5 For Decision In Principle: Modelling 50/50 split DEA/Thematic for use in Phase 2. Final decision to be made in a subsequent Board meeting. (Appendix G)

Sue and Myriam presented the options for the Board to decide in principle what figures should be used going into Phase 2. These will give workshop participants a more accurate idea of the finances available and will be essential in the prioritisation work ahead. In May the Board made a decision to use the Community Services Grant Aid formula for split across the DEA’s. The conversation in this (September) meeting was around split between Thematic/District Wide/S75 ideas and ideas presented specific to DEA/Local Community Growth Partnership geographical areas.

Three options were presented and discussed. In principle it was agreed that the 50/50 split will be adopted. This can be reviewed in a future board meeting once findings from Phase 2 are known and details from SEUPB are clearer.

Decision: 50%/50% split will be used DEA/Thematic in Principle going into Phase 2 workshops.

4.6 Agreeing approach to Phase 2 Co-Design Phase – Workshops, Questionnaire, Board role.

Board members were encouraged to attend and encourage others to attend the Phase 2 workshops. There will be a focus on prioritisation. All the phase 2 workshops (below) are open the public. Advance registration is not required. 

	Date
	Time (2 hr slot)
	Venue*
	DEA/LCGP Area

	Wednesday 21st  September
	10am – 12pm
	Ballymagroarty Community Centre, Shaws Court 
	Outer West Area

	
	2-4pm
	Ebrington Theatre
	Waterside 

	
	7pm – 9pm
	Derg Valley Care
	Derg

	Thursday 22nd  September
	10am – 12pm
	Galliagh Community Centre
	Ballyarnett

	
	2pm – 4pm
	Drummond Centre, Donemana
	Sperrin

	Wednesday 28th September
	10am – 12pm
	Civic room, Strabane Library
	Strabane

	
	2pm – 4pm
	Mullabuoy Community Centre, Lettershandoney
	Faughan DEA

	Thursday 29th September
	10am – 12pm
	Verbal Arts Centre
	The Moor

	
	2pm – 4pm
	St.Columb’s Park House
	S75/Thematic


A questionnaire will be part of the latter aspects of Phase 2 and will be used to test ideas potentially to be included in bid. 

It was indicated that there will be significant strategic, and sometimes difficult, choices ahead for the board in the Co-design process. Management of conflict of interest will be vital. 
5. Meeting Closing 

5.1  AOB

First point of AOB:

Sue indicated that SEUPB had written to councils with an opportunity for councils to submit a concept form by 9th September for a maximum of €100,000 for a new project under PEACE IV for non-capital Good Relations activities. There were very specific areas of eligibility. Developing community networks in areas of low capacity or where there is little opportunity for communities to mix; cross-community activities/events building capacity for upcoming Good Relations programmes and interventions; Youth activities targeting areas of anti-social behavious or tension due to the current political landscape. Capital projects were ineligible. Programming had to be 6 month duration, 26 hrs cross-community contact. SEUPB had not provided timescales on when councils would hear back, however all funding had to be spent and claimed by 1 December 2023. SEUPB had not been able to confirm whether a LOO would be separate to the existing PEACEIV programme or would require that programme to remain open and subject to audits for a further full year. 

Key risks associated with the opportunity include a clear concern on timescale. As a tender process requires minimum 4 months, and the SEUPB requirement is a 6 month contact programme (which would need minimum 1 month set up and 1 month final claims) the timescale viability was unclear. It would be a financial and audit risk to council and any contracted delivery agent if any relevant project could not be delivered and claimed by 1 Dec 2023. There were also concerns articulated on the risk to successful final closure of PEACE IV and the extension of audits for a further 4 quarters. There were concerns on the impact of PEACE Team (operating at 30% less staffing between programmes) in pulling focus and priority away from PEACEPLUS. Furthermore, PEACEIV evaluation and reporting processes are already closed.

The Board had a clear conversation weighing opportunity and risk. In terms of the concern on missing out on funding that might have been raised, it was noted that SEUPB are likely to open up their small grants under theme 1.2 of PEACEPLUS in the near future. This allows groups to apply directly for grants of €100,000 under much better timeframes and deliverability and far less constraints. 

Ultimately it was felt that the financial/audit risk to council, the lack of clarity in the timeframes meaning potential non-viability for any project idea, the workload pressure on staff, the risk to the formal closure of PEACE IV programme, and the staff resource impact on PEACEPLUS Co-Design process, out-weighed the opportunity presented. 
Decision: The PEACEPLUS Board agreed with the assessment that, whilst this at face value is an opportunity, that in reality DCSDC should not bid for it as the risks outweigh the opportunity. 

Proposed:  Kyle Thompson                      Seconded:  Catherine Cooke 
Second point of AOB: Catherine raised the gender balance (or lack thereof) of elected members on the PEACEPLUS Board at present. It was suggested that at the next change of nominations that this should be more diverse. It was also suggested that political parties should look at this in the interim in case any opportunities for change arose.

5.2  Date of Next Meeting: 10am Tuesday 4th October Derry~Londonderry
Appendix A: Update from SEUPB 22nd September 2022 (Dungannon) 
1. Policy context – SEUPB put a strong emphasis on this and information was presented by the two Accountable Departments North & South. For us that is TEO (Anne Tohill, Head of GR Team). It is vital our Board and Co-design decision making reflects policy context including: 

· T:BUC (Together Building a United Community) - focus on Good relations, racial equality, refugees and asylum seekers, victims & survivors, paramilitarism, legacy of the past.

· Racial Equality Strategy 2015-2025

· Draft Refugee Integration Strategy (‘strong steer’ ‘really welcome and encourage’ content)

· Draft strategy ‘Ending Violence Against Women and Girls.’

· Draft Victims & Survivors Strategy

· DOJ. Paramilitarism & Organised Crime.

· C&YP Strategy 2020-2030 (Focus on voice, rights, equality)

· Active Living Sport & Physical Activity Strategy.

· Social Inclusion – including disability, LGBTQ+, BAME, Travellers. 

· Sustainability & Environment

There is an expectation that our Co-designed Local Action Plan will include projects that really contribute to this policy context. The Board must be mindful of that in our Co-Design Process.

2. Audit role – There is a change in how SEUPB are going to do audits. They will only audit the lead partner. The lead partner has a new responsibility to bring in (and pay for) an External Auditor to audit all details of partner led activity. This is a massive change in workload, cost and liability for councils. The good news is, for anything tendered, it’s essentially ‘as you were’ from PEACEIV. It would be small grants (which won’t exist this time) and any partner led/Service Level Agreements only that would be impacted. The tender route is the lowest risk to council and projects. Probably recommendation that only DCSDC capital led projects (if any included) would be the exception to tender only route.

3. Contact hours – Clear message that the ‘transformative impact’ of the projects is more important than the contact hours. There are NO set contact hours. Example of restorative justice meeting used to explain ‘transformative’. We will be expected to explain how the contact in any project is enough to be transformative.
4. Cross-community % - These targets definitely will be issued. SEUPB open to hearing views on what % might be at the minute. Recommendation that DCSDC resend information on this to SEUPB. 

5. Evaluation & Monitoring – SEUPB will set up something similar to TEO forms on an APP for all projects/participants to complete. Probably welcome…  We may still need some aspects of own system for evaluation of transformative impact or tracking cross-community % engagement. SEUPB are only at early stages of exploring their system.
6. Balance across themes- 30-40% LCRT, 30-40% TPC, 20% min CCD. Celebrating Cultural Diversity  should focus on including harder edged GR work, opposing and dissenting views, history, heritage, conflict resolution, tough issues etc – not just Cultural Diversity in the sense of BAME/Arts & Culture type work.

7. Schools – Councils have asked for clarification. There was a real push away from doing schools work. We need to find out what the EA are doing locally in 3.1 shared education bid. Our bid must show no duplication. Specific query on community led/tendered schools work asked by DCSDC.
8. Management/Staff costs – There will not be a fixed % on this like there was at 12% in PEACE IV. We need to set and justify our ask. On whatever our ask is, there will be 15% flat rate overheads and 7% flat rate on travel and subsistence. Ie. For every £100 of PEACE Team salary we will automatically get £122 (and need to cost that in). PEACE Team can begin to scope this. Board should be aware that the duration (length) of projects in terms of timespan impacts this – Staff need to be in place to close down the entire programme for potentially 1 year after projects end. Council need costs from 1 April 23 onwards for staff. PEACE IV operated with 4 staff. This is a larger programme. Council no-longer has a statistician in house. External Auditor fees may also be required.
Appendix B: Board Member’s Attendance 2022
	Statutory Pillar
	
	29/3
	10/5
	21/6
	6/9

	William Calderwood (d. Shannagh Farren)
	PSNI
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Deborah Cross (d. Declan Gallagher)
	EA
	
	x
	x
	

	Marie Gallaher (d. Sharon McCullagh)
	DfC
	x
	x
	
	

	Mary O'Neill (d.Noel McNulty)
	NIHE
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Seamus Ward (d.Bronach McMonagle)
	WHSCNI
	x
	x
	
	x

	Gerard O’Neill (d.Ciaran McLaughlin)
	DAERA
	
	x
	
	

	Social Partners – Local Growth Partnerships
	
	
	
	
	

	Jacki Connolly (d.Darren Kirby)
	Ballyarnett
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Martin Duffy (d. Andy McKane)
	Derg
	x
	x
	
	x

	Aodhán Harkin (d.Ursula Doherty)
	Strabane
	x
	x
	
	x

	Gus Hastings (d.Martin McCartney)
	Faughan
	
	
	x
	

	Charles Lamberton (d.Seamus Breslin)
	Moor
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Claire Russell (d.Patricia McNulty)
	Sperrin 
	
	x
	
	x

	Alison Wallace (d.Geraldine Doherty)
	Waterside
	
	x
	x
	x

	Lisa Moore-Maguire (d. Jim McColgan)
	Foyleside
	
	x
	x
	x

	Elected Representatives Pillar
	
	
	
	
	

	Conor Heaney
	SF
	
	x
	
	x

	Christopher Jackson
	SF
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Ruairi McHugh
	SF
	
	
	
	

	Angela Dobbins
	SDLP
	x
	
	
	

	Maurice Devenney
	DUP
	
	
	x
	x

	Keith Kerrigan
	DUP
	
	
	x
	x

	Darren Guy
	UUP
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Philip McKinney
	Alliance
	x
	
	x
	

	Martin Reilly (from July 2022)
	SDLP
	
	
	
	x

	Paul Gallagher (from July 2022)
	Indep
	
	
	
	

	Brian Tierney (from July 2022)
	SDLP
	
	
	
	x

	Drew Thompson (from July 2022)
	DUP
	
	
	
	

	Social Partners Pillar
	
	
	
	
	

	Craig Barr (d. Gerard Deane)
	Holywell
	x
	x
	x
	

	Catherine Cooke (d. Amanda Leighton)
	FWIN
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Sharon Doherty (d. Michelle Simpson)
	St.CPH
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Noelle Donnell (d. Sinead Barr)
	H’bird 
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Anne McTaggart (d. Dominic Bonner)
	YANI
	x
	
	
	x

	Derek Moore (d. Kyle Thompson)
	NWCP
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Kyra Reynolds (d. Rachel Mullan-Carlin)
	BBI
	
	x
	
	x

	Nikki Yau (d. Agnieszka Luczak)
	FREF
	x
	x
	x
	x


[image: image3.emf]Ref. no. Project Title Area/Thematic

Theme: CRT 

/ TPC / CCD

No. of 

participants Cost Topic Rationale / Advisory

2Artists Studios & Community Space Foyleside TPC* 1920* 2000000Arts / Capital

1. The scale of this capital project is too large for 

1.1.Reidrect to Theme 1.4.

44Still Under Siege Grouped DEAs CRT 1800* 2000000History / Capital

1. The scale of this capital project is too large for 

1.1.Redirect to Theme 1.4.

18“Skill Up for Employment” Grouped DEAs CRT 375 1500000Skills / Employability

1. Employability programmes are ineligible in 1.1 

Redirect to skills 2.3  2. Project exceeds the scale of 

what is viable under 1.1

49Trauma Informed District  Thematic TPC 60* 1000000Wellbeing

1. The scale of this project is too large for 1.1. Advisory 

that this could make a potentially strong regional project 

34Leaders for Peace network Thematic TPC 70 826350Leadership

1. The scale of this project is too large for 1.1. Advisory 

that this could make a potentially strong regional project 

under 1.3 or skills 2.3 Advisory link with project 70 

46Reconfiguring Community Centre Faughan CRT 80* 700000Capital

1. The scale of this capital project is too large for 1.1. 

Redirect to Theme 1.4

31At Risk Youth Employment Ballyarnett TPC 8 103416Youth/Employment

1. Employability projects are not eligible under 1.1. 

Possible re-direct to 1.2 or skills 2.3 or one of the Youth 

investment areas. 2. Cost per head not viable in 1.1.

75Cross Community Services Project Ballyarnett TPC 20* 48292Laundry

1. Level of reconciliation and sustained cross-

community contact has insufficent potential to meet 1.1 

requirements. Possible re-direct to a more 

social/poverty focused funding stream. 

54Inclusion Foyleside TPC 600* 290255Skills/Disability/BAME

Partial advisory. Employability elements are ineligible 

but other aspects that might be eligible include 

reconfiguration to a soft-skills, wellbeing and 

recycling/zero waste focus only (with Disability, Asylum 

seekers, S75, Marginalised and Cross-border). Redirect 

skills/employability elements to skills funding 2.3.

70Creating Creatives Waterside CCD 97 142740Arts

Partial advisory. Employability element is not eligible 

under 1.1. Possible re-direct to 2.3 Skills Advisory link 

with project 34 as strategic arts collaboration. Other 

elements (choir, creative writing, arts & health) should 

still be considered under 1.1

48International Cultural Exchange Thematic CCD 1210 1515660Cultural

Partial advisory. The scale of this project and potential 

geographic spread of participants takes it beyond the 

scope of 1.1 and it may fit Regional 1.3 better. 

Significant tailoring required and downscaling for 

anypotential for Theme 1.1. Would need changed to a 

pilot local cross-community residential/cultural product 

with steering group and trialied with local paired youth 

/community groups. 

Consistency:

1. Anything above £800,000 issued advisory on scale. Issued advisory where potential to regional projects 1.3.

2. Any capital project beyond £500,000 (especially where the costings didn't already include costings for cross-community programming) issued advisory to 1.4

3. Anything directly Employability/Skills issued advisory on ineligibility under Theme 1.1 and issued advisory to 2.3

4. Any project where potential to meet Theme 1.1 Reconciliation and Sustained Cross-community contact really not sufficient. Issued advisory where possible to more social funders.



Appendix D. October update on potential advisory information to be issued. 

	Ref. no.
	Project Title
	Area/ Thematic
	Theme: CRT / TPC / CCD
	No. of participants
	Cost
	Topic
	Rationale / Advisory
	Advisory issued

	85
	Include Us
	Thematic 
	TPC
	60
	300000
	Disability/Employability
	Recommendation (Partial-Advisory). Needs significant re-framing to capacity building and confidence elements only and cost/participant ratios. 

1. Employability projects are not eligible under 1.1. Possible re-direct to 1.2 or skills 2.3 or one of the Youth investment areas. 2. Cost per head not viable in 1.1. (£5000)
	Pending Board in Oct

	86
	Youth Map Empowerment Project
	Thematic
	CRT
	60
	200000
	NEET/Employability
	Recommendation (Full advisory)

1. Employability projects are not eligible under 1.1. Possible re-direct to 1.2 or skills 2.3 or one of the Youth investment areas. 2. Cost per head not viable in 1.1. (£3333)
	Pending Board in Oct

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consistency:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Anything above £800,000 issued advisory on scale. Issued advisory where potential to regional projects 1.3.
	
	

	2. Any capital project beyond £500,000 (especially where the costings didn't already include costings for cross-community programming) issued advisory to 1.4
	

	3. Anything directly Employability/Skills issued advisory on ineligibility under Theme 1.1 and issued advisory to 2.3
	
	

	4. Any project where potential to meet Theme 1.1 Reconciliation and Sustained Cross-community contact really not sufficient. Issued advisory where possible to more social funders.


Appendix E:  Information on Thematic/District Wide/S75 and DEA/LCGP % split.
[image: image4.emf]Budget Allocation Scenarios

Total Award £7,929,702.00

Council/ Local 

Authority

Local Authority 

Indicative 

Allocation (€)

Output target

Indicative 

Result target 

(pro-rata 

allocation)

12% TA £951,564.24 Derry City and Strabane District Council  € 9,254,427 1 9,254

15% overheads £142,734.64

Travel/Accommodation £5,000.00

External Expertise (Coms) £15,000.00

Programme Allocation £6,815,403.12

50/50 Split

DEA Ballyarnett Faughan Foyleside Moor Waterside Derg Sperrin Strabane Thematic/S75/District Wide (50%) Thematic/Council Wide

Amount £594,848.38 £341,962.85 £351,981.49 £529,761.28 £543,153.55£438,707.50 £285,565.39£321,721.10 £3,407,701.56 £3,407,701.56

No of Participants 808 465 478 719 737 595 388 437 4627DEA

% DEA Budget (Grant Aid CS split) 17.46% 10.04% 10.33% 15.55% 15.94% 12.87% 8.38% 9.44% £3,407,701.56

737.5

60/40 Split Thematic

DEA Ballyarnett Faughan Foyleside Moor Waterside Derg Sperrin Strabane Thematic/S75/District Wide (60%) ThematicCouncil Wide

Amount £475,878.71 £273,570.28 £281,585.20 £423,809.03 £434,522.84£350,966.00 £228,452.31£257,376.88 £4,089,241.87 £4,089,241.87

No of Participants 646 372 382 576 590 476 310 350 5552DEA

% DEA Budget (Grant Aid CS split) 17.46% 10.04% 10.33% 15.55% 15.94% 12.87% 8.38% 9.44% £2,726,161.25

60/40 Split DEA

DEA Ballyarnett Faughan Foyleside Moor Waterside Derg Sperrin Strabane Thematic/S75/District Wide (40%) DEA

Amount £713,818.06 £410,355.42 £422,377.79 £635,713.54 £651,784.26£526,449.00 £342,678.47£386,065.32 £2,726,161.25 £4,089,241.87

No of Participants 969 557 574 863 885 715 465 524 3702Thematic/Council Wide

% DEA Budget (Grant Aid CS split) 17.46% 10.04% 10.33% 15.55% 15.94% 12.87% 8.38% 9.44% £2,726,161.25


Recommendation is that based on demand in Phase 1, we move forward into a 50/50 model for Phase 2 in principle. 

Final decision to be revisited by the Board at a later date when the co-design process is more advanced and fuller information available from SEUPB.[image: image5.png]



Appendix C:


Written report on advisory information issued
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