London Carbon Action Network
Committee Meeting

Tuesday 10th August 2010, 2pm at Café 171, London SE1

Present:  Jo Gill (Hillingdon), Steve Nottage (Merton), John Kolm-Murray (Islington), Sarah Hitchcock (Secretariat)

Apologies:  John Mathers (Haringey), Gemma Moore (Harrow), Jessica Binks (Southwark), Liz Fowler (Lewisham), John Davies (Hammersmith & Fulham)
	1. March Network AGM and Matters Arising
	

	1.1. There were no comments on the AGM minutes, which were agreed without amendment.
	

	2. March Committee Meeting and Matters Arising
	

	2.1. There were no comments on the AGM minutes, which were agreed without amendment.
	

	3. Finance Update
	

	3.1. JD has had to give last minute apologies to today’s meeting, due to unforeseen commitments.  SH reported in his absence that LCAN finances remain healthy, and that subscription invoices will be issued imminently (she is currently updating her system with purchase order numbers and new e-invoicing requirements). 
	SH

	3.2. SH has been in contact with Martin Carrick who is investigating the option for continued sponsorship of the London CAN secretariat this year.  The outcome is due shortly
	SH

	3.3. SH has been in contact with Associate Members regarding payments.  BG has undergone some internal re-structuring, so Fiona Gould anticipates a better response to subscription requests this year.  SH to follow up.
	SH

	4. NI 187 Letter from LCAN
	

	4.1. SH reported that comments from a number of member local authorities have been incorporated into the letter, which has been further edited by Janet Rudge and SH (unfortunately delayed due to some communication issues).  JG reported that JM has commissioned some follow up surveys to verify the data, and would like to add the findings from this into the letter.  JM to contact SH with information.
	JM

	4.2. SH queried to whom the letter should be addressed.  JG will check contact details.
	JG

	5. NI 187 Quotes for Data Gathering and Reporting
	

	5.1. SH has approached CEN, BRE and Hestia with a specification requesting a quote for this year’s NI187 work.  All three provided quotes, circulated by email to committee members for their consideration.  The prices were ranked as follows:  1-CEN, 2-Hestia, 3-BRE (from lowest price to highest).  Both BRE and Hestia quoted 16% return rate as standard, which seems very high.  SH reported that she had queried this with Hestia who confirmed that this was average for other clients.  However, JG pointed out that London had received lower response rates in the past, and if anything, the response rates will drop year on year.  It was agreed that CEN’s quotation should be accepted.  If individual boroughs wish to reduce the mailing volume for their authority, they can do so.  SH to notify Nick Lomax.
	SH

	5.2. The committee discussed the inclusion of incentives (not all boroughs currently offer an incentive.  JG wondered whether CEN could roll up the cost of the incentive into each borough’s quote, instead of treating it as a separate item, and standardise the offering so that everyone benefits (do the boroughs who offer an incentive get a higher response rate?  SH to check with Nick Lomax).  JG also suggested that boroughs could offer “free” RE:NEW visits or send out an energy saving pack worth £XX instead of a prize draw.
	SH

	5.3. The committee discussed the option of boycotting the annual reporting completely (Bromley has refused to report so far without repercussions, and given the tightening of budgets this year, many boroughs will see this as an even more unwelcome expense than before).
	

	5.4. SH to email LCAN members CEN’s quotation, confirming that they will be the appointed contractor for the work again this year.  If boroughs require the other quotations for their procurement processes, they can request copies from the secretariat.  SH to invite members to confirm whether they intend to participate or to boycott.
	SH

	6. Date of next meetings
	

	6.1. SH queried the proposed date for the September meeting, as it has been noted that this will be in the same week as the NEA conference.  However it was felt that this would not necessarily be an obstacle to attendance for London boroughs, and so the date stands.
	

	7. September Meeting – Agenda planning
	

	7.1. SH to book a central London venue.  Birkbeck is good for transport and cheap as a backup.  Suggestions to investigate:  Glaziers Hall (expensive?), Coin Street Conference Centre, Islington Ecology Centre.
	SH

	7.2. As the new national CAN sponsor, Climate Energy are keen to attend meetings and provide presentations.  SH to invite Climate Energy to give a talk on local activities.
	SH

	7.3. Consumer Focus is a long-standing item, deferred from previous meetings.  They could give a presentation on social tariffs, but the September meeting is probably too early for results from the pilot.  Consider this for the December meeting agenda.
	

	7.4. Each of the sub-regions should be invited to give an informal update on progress with Re:NEW.  Jo Gill for West (Hillingdon); George Sims for South West (Croydon); Lesley Mallet for North (Barnet); Peter Snell for East (Newham) and Kirsten First for South (Southwark).
	SH

	7.5. EST are running a Solid Wall Insulation Builder training pilot.  Hammersmith and Fulham, and Hillingdon are participating.  David Kenington or Parity Projects to be invited to present on this.
	SH

	7.6. SM is soon to attend a presentation from “juice from your roof”.  SM to report back if useful for the London CAN meeting
	SM

	7.7. The committee would still like a presentation from DECC on future strategic developments (e.g. Green Deal, Feed In Tariffs, the Renewable Heating Incentives).  SH to try DECC contacts again.  Alternatively, another body, such as the Solar Trade Association.
	SH

	7.8. An update on Low Carbon Zones could also be of interest.  SH to check on boroughs running a LCZ. 
	SH

	8. AOB
	

	8.1. There was no other business, and the meeting closed.
	


