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LoLEG - London Lighting Engineers Group

Notes of meeting held on the 17th April 2007, 0900 to 1300 at LB Redbridge Town Hall.

Present:

Ian Goodger
(IG)

LB Hounslow 

John Bowdery (JB)

LB Harrow

Peter Withers (PW)

LB Croydon

Andrew Porter (AP)

LB Richmond

Annette Bowdery (AB)
LB Islington

Mick Trussler
 (MT)

LB Redbridge 

Alan Shields (AS)

LB Enfield

Richard Booth (RB)

LB Enfield

Ron Bridgeman (RoB)
LB Bexley 

Steven Lain (SL)

LB Haringey 

Phil Lain (PL)

LB Camden

Carl Woodward (CW)
LB Hackney 

Steve Carroll
(SC)

LB Hackney 

Apologies:

Roy Walker 


LB Hammersmith & Fulham

Eddie Henry


LB Southwark

Paul Dillon


RB Sutton 

David Wells


LB Camden 

Trevor Rawson

LB Hackney


1) Benchmarking 
a) BV215:

SC opened the meeting with the results from the 06/07 BV215a/b annual returns.  Hackney had given a result of 3.04 days for 215a and 28.81 days for 215b.  Other results given included Redbridge, with 1.16 and 40.56 and Islington with 6.2, 45 and days respectively.

SL commented that having a dedicated EDF repair team had helped Haringey produce a low figure of 1.92 for 215a and 21.96 for 215b, confirming that they where using the Hornchurch hub of EDF to achieve an almost one day response. Bexleyheath had a 48hr reconnection programme with EDF, which, should be available to all.

Comments were made regarding whether EDF had cascaded the requirements of 215b throughout their organisation, as their performance had a knock-on-effect on how well or not an authority performed. The supply of Gas and Electricity stats was also an area of concern amongst some authorities.  SC had indicated that obtaining this information from EDF had, on occasions proven difficult, and would be writing to them regarding this.

All agreed that differing methods used by authorities and their contractors to calculate BVPI 215a/b resulted in immeasurable results to make any real comparisons.  This was made more difficult with the addition of lighting from housing stock being included in the calculations.  The general consensus was that a guide should be drawn up for BV215a/b, providing a framework when calculating these figures that could be applied by all authorities. The current definition as defined by ODPM can be found at: http://www.communities.gov.uk/pub/119/BestValuePerformanceIndicators200506GuidanceDocumentAmended010405PDF6386Kb_id1136119.pdf, pages 185 – 186 in Adobe Acrobat.
LoLEG members were then asked to prepare a brief note on their interpretation of BV215a/b, for comparison amongst each other, to be discussed at the next meeting.

b) Data assembly and spreadsheet – feedback and comparisons:

In the discussions that followed, it was felt that changing the ‘pence/kwh’ under the  ‘Energy Consumption’ heading to just ‘pence/unit of energy’, would be more meaningful and easier when making comparisons as well as possibly aiding the authorities to get a better cost overall.  CW has since amended the Benchmarking spreadsheet. Authorities to provide completed or partially completed Benchmark spreadsheets in preparation for the next LoLEG meeting, to be held in July.

c) Night scout survey (RB Kensington & Chelsea) – update:

SC to find out results from the survey after speaking with Trevor Rawson and would report back to the group at the next Benchmarking meeting.
d) Column condition indicator:

SC would also be speaking with Trevor Rawson regarding the new indicator and suggested everybody wait until July for further information. TJR has since reported back that BV215 does not seem to be a CPA indicator for 2007/8.

e) Any other business:

There was no other business.

2) LoLEG

a) Update from LoTAG Group 2 meeting:

Trevor Rawson was unable to present feedback to LoLEG on LoTAG Group 2 due to attendance at another meeting on 17th April.

Post meeting note: LoLEG are to consider giving a presentation to a future meeting of Group 2. Reports from the various London and national groups were given, most if not all of these are available on the LoTAG website. Group 2 also received four presentations :-

a) Accessibility of public open spaces, see website www.cts.ucl.ac.uk/arg/pamela2/index.asp for more information. There may be an opportunity for LoLEG to get involved with this.

b) Asphalt eurocodes

c) Borough / TfL portal

d) Joined up working. Recyclables, common specification and procurement will be pursued.
b) Update from UK Lighting Board
Tim Edwards was unable to present feedback to LoLEG on the UK Lighting Board due to attendance at another meeting also falling on 17th April.
c) Report back from County Surveyors Society Lighting Group – Mick Trussler:
MT did a short brief, but there was no real information to report.

d) DNO issues:

Trevor Rawson still intends to write to EDF, if a meeting with Michael Dyke cannot be organised in the near future.  It was also raised that late notifications of new price increases had an adverse effect on spending and budgetary requirements of local authorities.  All agreed that these prices needed to be made available much earlier in the year than currently doing.  Both MT and JB said that they had only received price rise notifications in late September and December 2006.

However on a positive note SL intimated that he had had no problems with EDF relating to DNOs.  It was acknowledged that the Eastern network was seen as the better hub. This sentiment was also shared by Enfield and Barnet.

MT said that LB Redbridge was due to meet with Michael Dyke, to look at the rankings of the hubs and jointers etc – this has yet to be arranged.  However, it was felt that there was a two-tier system in place with service levels to match, dependant on the amount of works put through from the authorities.

e) TfL street lighting issues:

MT said that he would also be meeting Guy Conway from TfL on the 17th April to discuss allocations of areas as well as asking for a contact list for TfL.  In addition to this, TfL would be reminded that they receive invitations to all LoLEG meetings.

f) PFI schemes – update:

Comments relating to PFI were mixed with the majority of members stating that more complaints had arisen under PFI schemes than previously.  Authorities that are going through the PFI process include;

Croydon – submitted business case 

Harrow – submitted business case 

g) Any other business:

PW asked the members whether they had started to receive lighting faults via email through the ‘Your London’ website. Its location can be found at; http://www.yourlondon.gov.uk/ , most were unaware of the website, further investigation would be necessary into the site.

h) Dates of future meetings:

10th July 2007, LB Haringey (Map to follow with Agenda)
9th October 2007, LB Hounslow
8th January 2008, TBA
Meeting ended at 12:30pm
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