PROJECT SITE VISIT REPORT
	PROJECT DATA

	Project number
	074C
	Project title
	AMICE

	Lead Partner
	EPAMA
	Priority
	2.2

	Number of partners
	17
	Nationality
	FR

	Start date
	01/01/2008
	End date
	01/06/2013


	FINANCIAL DATA

	Total ERDF Budget
	2,809,075.77
	TEC budget
	8,879,589.83

	TEC claimed so far
	3,070,696.84
	April 2011 target
	4,771,719

	Risk of Decommitment
	€1.5 million TEC


	BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

	This transnational project is about the adaptation of the Meuse and its catchment to the impact of flooding and low waters from climate change. There are 17 partner organisations from Germany, Belgium, France and the Netherlands working together. 
There are many flood-water management constructions operating already in the Meuse river basin and more are planned. Herein lay some big challenges. How to design new water management structures that are able to deal comprehensively with flooding, drought and increasing water demand? How to adapt existing flood control measures to cope with ever more extreme events? Through AMICE new approaches to these challenges are being tested by three highly innovative projects in Germany, Flanders and the Netherlands.

However, construction projects alone are insufficient to cope with some extreme water events. AMICE wants to improve how water managers and the rescue services anticipate and react to flood events. With the help of interactive software and the experience of AMICE Partners, flood crisis management can be improved and this will ultimately be tested through a transnational flood-risk management exercise. 

Change will also be achieved through awareness-raising - through newsletters, information packs, posters, leaflets and websites. Site visits to the different pilot projects will be arranged for local authorities and other participants. International events will provide an opportunity to disseminate the results of AMICE’s achievements further afield. Best of all will be an AMICE film that will tell the full story of how the Meuse basin is responding to climate-change.

	Partner(s) visited
	LP (EPAMA)


	PREPARATION OF THE MEETING

	Reason that this project / this(ese) partner(s) has(ve) been selected for the site visit?
	1. Risk analysis 2011 (TEC claimed, number of partners, LP’ status, TEC claimed compared to TEC target, share (%) of external experts in TEC)
2. Absence of the finance manager for sickness for several months
3. Excellent communication (the project has been selected for the ETC Joint Conference on the Benefits of Transnational Cooperation, which was held in Katowice, Poland.

	Last PC + AR received (date):
	16/05/2011

	Any particular points to be discussed concerning last PC?
	Decommitment risk, spending delays

	Any particular points to be discussed concerning last PR?
	Attention should be given to the reporting of indicators (comments should be added and all values should be filled in according to the approved Application Form), investments (the description should follow what was delivered and not what is planned for the future) and the deviations from the approved plan (even minor deviations should be reported).
The project reports on interesting results; therefore the site visit is also organised for gathering communication material.

	Any delays in implementation? If yes, reason known?
(Spending + key actions / deliverables)
	Slow start (mainly due to the large partnership) and delayed investments due to various reasons (weather, difficult negotiation for buying the necessary land)

	Which outputs should/can be checked on the ground:
	None at LP premises. Site visit to be complemented with partner visit meeting in Belgium or the Netherlands to check an investment 

	Special points to be discussed during the visit:
	Investment delays, leave of the finance manager, possibility for new actions.

	LPs share (%) of the total project budget (if LPs share should be very small, biggest project partner should also be invited)
	LP: 12.5% (One of the biggest partner budgets)



	MEETING DATA

	Date 
	4-5/10/2011
	Place(s)
	Charleville-Mézières, FR

	Participants
	NWE Programme
	Isabelle Lecroart (Finance Officer), Magda Anagnostou (Project Development Officer)

	
	Project
	Xavier Caron  (project manager), Maïté Fournier (coordinator), Nathalie Berteaux (finance), Martine Lejeune (communication, via Skype), Yvan Laussel (FLC, by phone)


	POINTS DISCUSSED AT THE MEETING

	1. Partnership
	The partnership demonstrates strong cooperation links and structured management organisation. The lead partner reserves an accurate and detailed overview of the partners’ progress. Regular meetings and site visits are organised to keep all partners updated and share expertise and knowledge (2 whole-partnership meetings per year and several bilateral meetings for each Work Package). 
Each partner plays a specific role in the implementation of the project and brings in expertise that is used collectively. In detail:

· The Public Establishment for the Planning of the Meuse and its Tributaries (Lead Partner) is involved in WP1 & 4 to produce results for each action. They organise the simulation exercise for flood crisis management in France, involving all relevant actors (police, traffic controllers, hospitals, large industries etc). The aim of the exercise will be to know better the available information and explore methods to share it. 

· The Center for Geographic Studies of the University of Metz (P2) deals with climate change scenarios and hydraulic modelling. They facilitate the partners’ agreement on methodologies and evaluate the best practices. They have also issued scientific publications in English and French. 

· The Institute for Maritim and Inland Waterways (P3) is observer in WP1 and its main role is in the impact assessment methodology and crisis management assessment within WP4. They also have the technical expertise for the information share platform and they have produced publications.
· The Walloon Region– WorkGroup Floods (P4) has more of an observer role and coordinator for all Walloon partners. They organise 4 meetings each year for the Walloon partners and they invite the relevant policy makers to validate the results before they are published. The reports of these meetings are communicated to the Lead Partner.
· The University of Liège (P5) is producing the summary reports for the completion of each action. They also participating in hydraulic modelling and work on harmonisation of methodologies (Action 6). They have produced several publications.
· The Hydrology and Hydraulic Eng., Gembloux Agricultural University (P6) is part of the Liege University and is involved in the impact assessment. They are specialised in agricultural topics and work on comparison studies for climate change scenarios. They are also involved in Work Package 2. 

· The Agence Prévention et Sécurité (P7) is involved in the crisis management software in Work Package 4. They work as a call centre for all municipalities in Wallonia for flood emergencies.
· The City of Hotton  (P8) is delivering Investment 2 (integrated management plan of the Naives stream: management of banks of the Naives), which is facing a year delay because of transaction issues. They have organised an information evening for the local population with presence of the local press. They also work in Action 9.

· The nv De Scheepvaart (P9) is delivering Investment 4 (Albert Canal: purchase and installation of the pumping installation / water power plant), which has a six months delay. Before the start of the works they have held a press conference with the Flemish Ministry f Environment. 

· The Flanders Hydraulics Research (P10) has included AMICE into the Flemish adaptation Directive. They are the leaders of Action 8 and they are working on investments evaluation and climate change scenarios comparison. They are involved in Work Package 4 as observers. 
· The RIOU (P11) is responsible for communication. The website is updated. Regular newsletters are issued, the AMICE film was released, banners and posters were produced. They are also responsible for the internal communication and assist the partners to organise their site visits. They are additionally involved in Work Package 2. 
· The Water Board Eifel-Rur (P12) is responsible for the operation of the reservoir system and is evaluating if the management system is responding to Climate Change. 
· The RWTH Aachen University, Institute for Hydraulic Engineering and Water Resources Management (P13) is leading Action 7. 

· The RWTH Aachen University, Academic and Research Department Engineering Hydrology (P14) together with P12 & 13 have cooperated for several years. They have formed a joint experts group that meets twice a year to validate results.

· The Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management, Rijkswaterstaat, Centre for Water Management (P15) is leading Action 9 and preparing an adaptation strategy. They are also coordinating the Work Package 4 exercise in their region.
· Waterboard Aa & Maas (P16) is delivering investment 3 (water storage: a transnationally designed investment for the compensation of upstream water control measures), which faces a delay of 6 months because of the long design phase and weather conditions. They have organised a site visit of their Board of Directors to the AMICE investments ant they act as observers for Work Package 4. 
· Waterboard Brabantse Delta (P17) is delivering investment 1(Restoration of agricultural land in the Steenbergse Vliet basin to manage high waters generated by the floods of the Meuse), which encounters minor delays. 

In general the partnership reports smooth cooperation and implementation of the project. Frequent exchanges and joint work are taking place and transnational and transferable results are delivered. 


	2. Delays

	Because investments progress is weather dependant, it has proven difficult to keep the original timeline. Nevertheless, the implementation of activities did not suffer from any significant delay (maybe a couple of months in the end). 

However, the Lead partner is likely to request a 6 month extension so that communication activities can take place once the investments are finished, rather than simultaneously. It makes more sense but that was never picked up before now!


	3. Budget and expenditure monitoring
	Some budget lines are underspent because some costs are too difficult to claim (e.g. administrative costs, some travel with company or private cars, etc.) or because national rules do not allow the costs to be claimed (civil servants in Belgium). Some partners with very low ERDF grants also wait to have a more significant amount before claiming, so that audit costs are not disproportionate compared to implementation costs.
Nevertheless, the expenditure monitoring is quite excellent. Despite having 16 partners to monitor, the LP is able to follow each action and budget line and keep projections on future spending. It appears that a €200,000 extension would eventually really benefit the project, by allowing partners to implement some actions that were cancelled after the grant was reduced by PSC during the project’s initial approval.
A question was raised about the 85% ceiling before retention at project level. The LP asked if it would be good (and allowed) to retain ERDF from those partners spending beyond 85% of their budget or if any other method should be preferred. The JTS will get back to the LP on that topic after checking what other projects do.

ERDF is paid to partners a couple of weeks after being received. Information is exchanged with partners on the amount that is deemed eligible by the programme and the sum that the LP has gathered about common costs. Once agreed, the LP pays the difference to the partner. The JTS pointed out that this is not in line with art. 80 of EC regulation 1083 (2006)


	4. Project Management System
	The LP presented the EPAMA organisation and the role of its staff. EPAMA is a very small structure and work takes place in a rather informal way. However, documents and files are in pristine condition; when the finance manager abruptly left for an extended period, colleagues had no trouble navigating through the notes and binders. Nevertheless, it could be suggested to write down more processes so that if both the finance manager and the project coordinator are away, their colleagues can keep implementing the project.

With regard to payment claims, the procedure to be followed was developed in cooperation with the FLC and is strictly adhered to. The LP circulates an analysis after each payment claim that complements the JTS monitoring report.
At project level, partners organise themselves so that there is a different leader within a WP depending on the period. Transition is always smooth and information circulates quite well, either during devoted meetings or informally via phone and emails.



	5. Audit trail
	Each partner FLC checks expenditure in accordance with audit checklist. Once claims are submitted to the LP, the Finance Manager and Project Coordinator control the quality and the accuracy of the documents before submitting them to LP FLC. The LP FLC checks 100% of the LP expenditure and then samples expenditure from partners. About 20% of the items are controlled. 

The LP sets a deadline for project partners to allow 2 weeks for LP FLC to take place. 

Paper copies of invoices are kept on LP premises; LP original invoices are kept at the “paierie”, in line with national rules. All supporting documents are kept with the invoices, sorted per claim, per partner, per budget line.
The LP auditor spent some time with us on the phone and explained his understanding of the FLC assignment (build on partner FLC checks, get reasonable assurance of their performance, requests additional information if need be and public procurement documents). His office controls about 60 INTERREG project partners.
During the JTS check it was thought that a mistake had been made in a VoE (administration costs under audit costs). No information was provided in the comment column. It turned out that the internal controller claims her office costs under that budget line so that audit costs are as close as what they would be if an external controller had been appointed. This clarification was provided by the project coordinator; it shows that the project possibly relies a bit too much on individual knowledge: putting things in writing for all to have access to could be safer.
Otherwise, all other invoices were checked and no mistake was found.


	6. Communication and dissemination
	The communication strategy is sound. Several communication materials are already produced and used: updated website, newsletters, posters, film, publications, presentations, press releases, articles, banners, leaflets, umbrellas with logo etc. The partners organise rotating site visits at the investment regions and simulation exercises to assess the flood scenarios involving local actors and to best share the information available. The Lead Partner is also regularly participating and presenting the project’s results into the workshop on “Water adaptation and climate change in transboundary basins” held in Geneva by the UN Economic Commission for Europe. 
Billboards are erected in some investments that have started and are planned for the ones where works were delayed. The Programme’s logo is used in all communication material. A detailed strategic communication plan was produced and updated.


	7. Outputs/Results
Transnationality
	The partners demonstrate solid cooperation and transnational benefits. In Work Packages 1 & 4 in particular all partners are working together to produce results. They need to provide input, compare, validate and harmonise methods that will be of interest and use to all. For example Action 8 on climate proofing is a new approach that represents a good cooperation method. The project is by nature transnational as it involves actors around the Meuse basin and therefore the results remain of benefit for all. 
Joint and interesting  results have already been delivered: scientific publications, results on flooding for the climate change, extreme climate change scenarios, innovative investments, simulation exercises, online platforms for crisis management, hydraulic simulations, reference in Walloon and Flemish adaptation strategies, specialised seminars and conferences, local and transnational events, site visits, climate proofing tools, clustering activities (SICadapt cluster). These results will be taken up by the International Meuse Commission that will guarantee their leverage and long lasting effect. 


	7. Any changes foreseen (Action Plan / Budget)?
	There is a fair possibility that the Lead Partner will submit a request for changes in the coming months asking for a 6 month extension so that the project can properly communicate about its investments and achievements and wind up properly. It is also likely that the partnership will submit a request for ERDF extension (about EUR 200,000 at present) in order to implement the actions that got dropped out when the partnership had to make some cuts to meet the reduced ERDF grant decided upon by PSC members.


	8. Other
	


	CONCLUSIONS OF THE VISIT

	The AMICE project is a well performing project. The action plan is well followed, the transnational aspect is mastered, communication material is innovative and accessible and the project seems really well steered.

The partnership has established a good level of cooperation for each partner to bring in its expertise and enjoy mutual benefits. Regular targeted meetings guarantee this knowledge share and management efficiency. A series of interesting and joint results are delivered, such as scientific publications, hydraulic models & simulations, climate change scenarios and innovative climate proofing tools etc, that demonstrate the transnational added value of AMICE for the Programme.
While the project is currently under spending, tables show that all the ERDF should get consumed within the timeframe. The audit trail is sound but due to its large size and investments, the project partnership should be aware of the potential pitfalls that could trap it. Consequently, all along the visit and especially during the phone call with the FLC, the JTS insisted that the partnership should be extremely careful with the calculation of staff costs, the follow up of public tenders and the respect of tender procedures in general, and the calculation and follow up of revenues (especially in the context of the investment). 

The FLC will come early 2012 for a check on the spot and this visit would be the ideal opportunity to ensure that the LP feels more confident with all these topics.




	Points that need follow up

	1.
	The LP should prepare a handbook of procedures to formalise the systems in place within EPAMA.

	2.
	The LP should insist that partners and their FLC pay extra attention to public tenders.

	3.
	The LP and the FLC should check the application form against art. 55. (revenue generating project).

	4.
	The LP should discuss the time & ERDF extension with the partnership and get back to the JTS as soon as possible. A request for changes to include changes in the Action plan can be considered if necessary.

	5.
	The JTS will investigate what can be done at LP level with regard to the 85% ceiling and get back to the LP. 


	COMMENTS FROM THE PROJECT

	


	ANNEXES (e.g. meeting's minutes, documents distributed at the meeting, etc.)

	1
	Financial overview documents

	2
	PC analysis examples for PC3 and PC4

	3
	Invoices as requested by JTS

	4
	AMICE communication plan, Version January 2011 (paper)

	5
	Newsletter no 4 in English & French (paper)

	6
	Informative leaflet in French (paper)

	7
	WP1 Action 6 report summary in English & in French (paper)

	8
	“Water adaptation and climate change in transboundary basins” seminar Agenda (paper)

	9
	Site visit photos (electronic)
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