


























 
EXPENDITURE CHECKS TABLE 

 
 
 
 

Please refer to attached spreadsheet
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3.2c Have the rules concerning non-splitting of 
contracts been respected? 
 

Y   

3.2d Where the organisation is not bound by 
public procurement directives, were calls for 
tender circulated widely enough to ensure 
real competition for contracts? 
 
Obtain a copy of any adverts e.g. 
Newspapers etc.  
 
Obtain a list of replies to any advertisement, 
requesting a tender document (for open 
procedure) or expressing an interest ( for 
restricted procedure) 

 

N/A   
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3.3a For restricted procedure only - were the pre 
qualification evaluation criteria set in 
advance of receipt of expressions of interest 
and were the expressions of interest 
evaluated against the set criteria? 
 
Obtain and check pre-qualification criteria 
used for those expressing an interest. 
 
Obtain copies of evaluation (usually based 
on a scoring system carried out by a 
minimum of three people). 

 

N/A   
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3.3b Were all those who requested a tender 
document (open procedure) or who met the 
pre qualification criteria (restricted 
procedure) sent the relevant documents? 
 
Obtain a list of organisations that were sent 
tender documents. 
 
Does this match the list of those who 
originally applied (open procedure) or were 
selected (restricted procedure)? If not, why? 

 

N  Not known who requested 
a tender document for the 
2nd consultant project 
management exercise. 

3.3c Was the receipt of all tenders recorded? 
 
Obtain and check a record of the tender-
opening procedure indicating the number of 
tenders, the amounts bid and the reasons 
for any withdrawals (should be signed, 
dated and timed by those present, at least 
two people) 
 

Y   
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3.3d Were the tender evaluation criteria set in 
advance of receipt of tenders and were 
tenders evaluated against the set criteria? 
 

NOTE: tender evaluation criteria must not 
relate to pre-qualification issues. 
 
Obtain and check the evaluation criteria. 
 
Obtain and check the evaluation report for 
the tenders submitted (showing the 
scorings/markings of the tenders under the 
various award criteria). 

  Not known 
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3.3e Was the decision to award the contract 
clearly documented?  Was a contract award 
notice published, if required? – N/A 
 
Obtain and review documents such as 
minutes and decisions in relation to the 
selection of the contractor. 
 
If the contactor with the lowest price was not 
selected, what reasons were given for 
selecting a contactor with higher prices, 
were these reasons justified. 

  

Y 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N/A 

Tested score sheets Always lowest bid. 
 

3.4 In the Monitoring Officer’s opinion, taking 
into the consideration the above findings 
and looking at this exercise in the round, 
was the contract awarded fairly and the 
tendering exercise carried out in a fair and 
open manner? 
 
 

Y   

 
Additional Information 
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Project Delivery Officer (Project):       Date: 

 
 

Project Delivery Manager (EPMU):                  Date: 
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ERDF PROJECT ENGAGEMENT VISIT REPORT 
 
 
1. PROVIDER INFORMATION  
 
Provider Organisation:  North London Business 
 
Address: First Floor Heron House, Hale Wharf, Ferry Lane, London N17 9NF 
 
Project Name: Exporting Success – the Export Escalator 
 
Project Ref: ERDF 09/225 
 
Project Address:  As above 
 
Date and Time of Visit:  4th November 2009 at 10am  
 
Those Present at Visit:  
 

LDA EPMU:  
 

Project:  
 
 
2. PROJECT SUMMARY  
 
Start Date:  1/6/2009 
 
Practical Completion Date:  1/6/2012 

Financial Completion Date:  31/8/2012 

Eligible expenditure approved  % rate  ERDF grant approved  

Capital : 0%   Capital: 0 

Revenue: 50%   Revenue:  £840,000 
 
 
 
3. PROJECT DELIVERY 
 
3.1 Understanding of offer letter and project objectives 
 
Project Overview 



There are a few mistakes in the offer letter. Firstly the funding does not add 
up correctly. The R3 have been double and should be 100, with 40 BAME. 
Finally the match funding must add up and the annual funding profile should 
match that of the match funding letters. 
 
A change may be made to one of the match letters – a partner may put in 
more match. EMPU will be kept up to date about this. 
 
AW advised that 100% checks of first claims are being carried out, and that it 
would be sensible for the project to not submit a claim for June, but roll it up 
into the claim for October.  
 
Offer letter and specific conditions 
 
The Enfield Enterprise match funding letter is required. 
 
SLAs are in draft, using EPMU’s template. Every partner has the output and 
spent profile.  
 
R3 sub categories need to be altered. R3i doesn’t need an equalities 
breakdown, but the others, including R3 itself, do. 
 
SfB – AW will send the link to the webpage for guidance. 
 
A manual for delivery partners is being put together and an induction meeting 
has taken place.  
 
Overheads may be higher than in budget, but this will be monitored and 
EPMU kept informed. 
 
All will be made aware of the terms and conditions of the offer letter which will 
be put in the SLA. 
 
NLB was originally set up through ERDF, and ran a programme from 2003 to 
2007. 
 
3.2 Provider systems 
 
a) Record keeping 
 
NLB is aware that records must be kept until 2025, and of what records to 
keep. AW advised that electronic copies can be kept but that hard copies 
should be kept too. Each claim has a lever arch file containing the evidence, 
including the original invoice, timesheets, apportionment, remittance advice 
from ERDF. 
 
Invoices will be certified, but originals must be made available if requested. 
 
Partners – all paperwork will be sent to NLB and put on the claims file for 
claim one. Then from the second claim NLB will take copies and carry out 



spot checks to verify outputs and spend. 
 
Information will be gathered monthly, with monitoring visits to verify it. This will 
be built into the SLAs. 
 
Records will be kept at NLB and with partners. 
 
Evidence will be at NLB for the first claim check. 
 
There will be no expenditure for partners until the January 2010 claim. 
 
b) Apportionment  
 
Staff will complete timesheets, as they do for all projects in NLB.  
 
AW advised that enough description, relating to project activity, must be on 
each timesheet. NLB will ensure there is a full explanation. 
 
Staff time is split into the percentage spent on the project. Holidays and 
sickness are apportioned down as a percentage of the month.  
 
Timesheets then consolidated monthly. 
 
Direct expenses will be claimed and the project has a separate cost code.  
 
General overheads will be apportioned on staff time based on timesheets. AW 
requested that the apportionment methodology is written on each invoice. 
 
Payment / defrayment dates noted.  
 
NLB has a list of salary sheets, apportioned on an actual basis, and evidence 
will go back to the salary being defrayed.  
 
How will NLB deal with overtime? 
 
Overheads can be apportioned monthly, according to when the invoice was 
paid.  
 
NLB has 11 staff at the moment and will ensure apportionment relates to 
project activity. 
 
NLB also has a ‘de minimis’ policy: spend, e.g. travel, milk, unless a 
significant project related expense, is ignored and not claimed. It was decided 
this was not worth it for tiny expenses.  
 
c) Procurement  
 
AW advised the procurement opportunities must be adequately advertised, 
and enough quotes obtained, or the opportunity must be re-advertised. The 
use of accelerated procedures is generally not acceptable. Urban Lynx was 



procured – EPMU will need to see this evidence. NLB went through existing 
suppliers, which also applies to partners. AW advised on rules for this, and 
will send the procurement guidance. 
 
NLB will ask partners what process they used – this should only apply to 
Enterprise Enfield. EPMU are to be kept informed.  
 
The evaluation will be procured and, for its size, will need three written 
quotes.  
 
Procurement should be included in the SLAs. 
 
d) Depreciation 
 
None 
 
e) Material changes    
 
AW will send the list of material changes, and advised on the process.  
 
NLB may need to roll forward funds from year to year, and will look at the 
expenditure profile for 2009 and see if this is on profile. Most delivery is form 
January onwards.  
 
MCIS will break down spend into equal quarters so there may be an 
opportunity to reprofile before the project goes live. RH must talk to EPMU 
about this first.   
 
The project needs a few changes: match, funding from 2009-2010.  
 
f) Publicity requirements  
 
Logos must be on everything, and those seen were correct.  
 
AW advised that photos and originals of press releases should be kept, and 
that EPMU needs to approve publicity in advance. 
 
NLB also need to check that partners are doing the right thing, and publicity 
should be in the SLA.  
 
AW will send the ERDF communications guidance. 
 
g) State Aid requirements    
 
The project is operating under de minimis, and the draft declaration was fine. 
 
h) Definitions of Performance Indicators (PIs) (including equal 

opportunities and environmental sustainability) 
 
NLB has an output manual which has been shared with partners.  



AW will send the new version of the PI guide, which has been updated to 
remove the requirement for an employee to sign the jobs safeguarded form..  
 
NLB will pull out the relevant indicators from this and give it to partners. Visits 
will monitor this as well as signed forms.  
 
NLB will be recruiting a full time trade manager; there is no need for 
timesheets in this case. As evidence EMPU will need the job description, 
advert (with ERDF logo), invoices etc. 
 
NLB will need to vire money from the salary budget to create a new 
recruitment code.  
 
AW will talk to John Joyce re making changes on MCIS prior to going live.  
 
3.3 Provider management capacity 
 
a) Organisation chart 
 
A chart is on file but NLB will send another. NLB will also send a list of all staff 
working on the project across all delivery partners, with names and roles and 
responsibilities. 
 
b) Recording of staff time 
 
As discussed above. This will be cross-referenced with online diaries. 
Timesheets will be verified and spot checks undertaken.  
 
c) Arrangements for collection of performance indicator information   
 
AW advised that the evidence which sits behind the signed forms will also be 
required. 
 
Forms shared at the meeting looked ok. 
 
All forms will be emailed to EPMU. 
 
d) Provision of claims on MCIS 
 
NLB will be uploading the outputs and expenditure breakdown summary 
spreadsheets, and will upload other, relevant, documentation. 
 
AW requested that sufficient detail be included on the EBS. 
 
e) Guidance and/or training for staff   
 
As discussed. NLB will can on EPMU if individuals need any help, for example 
on evidencing outputs. Many partners are delivering other ERDF projects. The 
project steering group will share best practice and issues. 
 



All project files are kept in an accessible place and backups are on the shared 
drive. 
 
The project doesn’t have a communication plan – one might be useful to 
formalise project publicity and marketing, and should be uploaded onto MCIS. 
 
3.4 Progress to date 
 
The project has been delivering since June. The first steering group meeting 
has taken place, which agreed aims and objectives, roles and responsibilities, 
clarified outputs and set up project procedures.  
 
The next steering group is on 24th November, and they will take place every 
two months. The terms of reference and minutes will be uploaded on MCIS. 
 
SLAs are being worked on.  
 
Some partners have started to recruit SMEs. 
 
An event is planned in January, at which the project will be launched. 
 
A project brochure will be developed and uploaded on MCIS. 
 
A trade manager is to be recruited – the JD has been agreed and the process 
is underway. 
 
Project admin – systems have been set up and the first claim is 80% of the 
way there. 
 
Most activity will be reported from January 2010 onwards and will be 
reprofiled to reflect this. 
 
NLB needs to meet with UKTI, a strategic partner, to agree links with their 
products. 
 
3.5 Project Evaluation  
 
There will be an external interim and final evaluation, but some evaluation will 
be carried out throughout the project. 
 
AW advised that EPMU needs to see the evaluation specification.  
 
NLB has seen the ERDF evaluation toolkit.  
 
The process to start procurement is in April 2010. 
 
A.O.B 
 
The timescale for profile changes is by the end of November.  
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