A3
Minutes of a meeting of the Environment Select
Committee held at the Town Hall, Hornton
Street, W8 7NX at 6.30pm on Wednesday 2
February
PRESENT
Members of the Committee
Cllr Will Pascall (Chair)
Cllr. Max Chauhan
Cllr. Walaa Idris
Cllr. Portia Thaxter
Cllr. Maxwell Woodger
Other Councillors
Cllr. Johnny Thalassites (Lead Member for Planning, Place & the Environment)
Cllr. Mary Weale (Lead Member for Finance & Customer Delivery)
Officers
James Caspell (Neighbourhood Director, Lancaster West)
Mike Curtis (Executive Director for Resources)
James Diamond (Scrutiny & Policy Officer)
Taryn Eves (Director of Financial Management)
Anca Giurgiu (Sustainability Projects Manager)
Doug Goldring (Director of Housing Management)
Terry Oliver (Director of Cleaner, Greener & Cultural Services)
Jeremy Plester (Head of Greener Living)
Robert Sheppard (Head of Governance & Mayoralty)
Jon Wade (Head of Spatial Planning)

Public agenda
72 SECONDS SILENCE
All present stood in silence for 72 seconds in remembrance of those who lost their
lives in the Grenfell Tragedy.
A1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs. Charles O’Connor and Pat Mason.
A2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
No declarations of interest were made.
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A3. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 6 DECEMBER 2021
The minutes of the meeting held on 6 December 2021 were confirmed as a correct
record for the Chair’s signature.
A4. ACHIEVING BOROUGH CARBON NET ZERO 2040
By way of introduction, the Chair drew the Committee’s attention to the Centre for
Public Scrutiny/Local Government Association briefing ‘Ten Questions to ask if you
are Scrutinising Climate Change’ that had been circulated in advance of the
meeting: he proposed that this be forwarded to the Lead Member for Planning, Place
& Environment and his Leadership Team colleagues as background reading for the
decisions they will have to take on the financing and programming of carbon
reduction.
The Chair opened discussion on this report and the following points were raised:
1.

How would the Steering Group be constituted, and have pre-existing models
from other areas/councils been considered?
Anca Giurgiu indicated that the Steering Group had not yet been established,
but officers had actively been considering this and had been engaging with
residents, community groups and others to seek to identify the most suitable
model for this Borough. This week, for example, there had been an
engagement event on three environmental action plans (the Climate
Emergency Action Plan, the Air Quality Action Plan and the Biodiversity Action
Plan) at which a wide range of local organisations, institutions and businesses
had provided helpful input. It is likely that the Steering Group will have a holistic
and inclusive membership and a remit that goes beyond climate change to
include other important issues covered by the Green Plan. Decisions on this
will only be taken once the consultation is complete.

2.

In relation to the NHS North West London case study, how are the partnerships
working in terms of sustainable procurement (para. 2.57)?
Terry Oliver explained that Council officers meet with local NHS trusts on a
monthly basis to look at how joint projects might be delivered. Sustainable
procurement is one of the issues identified for further exploration and the
Council had some best practice it could share. Anca Giurgiu added that some
trusts already have carbon reduction plans and are taking action - but what
officers were trying to do through these meetings was better align such actions
and work together.

3.

Was there a figure for the carbon generated by the local NHS each year?
Anca Giurgiu confirmed that the Council doesn’t have a complete figure but
do, for example, have figures for buildings. Data sharing was one of the issues
being discussed in these meetings with the NHS, which has committed to being
carbon neutral by 2040-45.
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4.

Does the NHS use the same definitions as the Council uses – carbon zero,
carbon net zero and carbon neutral?
Anca Giurgiu confirmed that organisations might have different approaches in
terms of the sources of emissions they measure and include in the carbon
scope, but through these meetings the organisations were trying better to align.
The Chair noted that NHS trusts were trying not only to reduce their own
carbon emission tonnages but also to make an impact through other measures
such increased staff working from home (c.20-40% might be possible for some
patient-facing staff) and changes to patient care pathways: this was likely to
lead to a quite fundamental change in care provision.
Anca Giurgiu added that officers were producing a toolkit for local
organisations to use which would have the effect of better aligning them to
what the Council is trying to achieve and better monitor against the same
targets.

5.

The report referred to a lack of carbon data in some areas. What data was
missing and which Council officers were monitoring and assessing the data
collected, and where can such data be found?
Anca Giurgiu explained that for the 2040 target the Council and other
authorities monitor and report against national datasets.

6.

Are there any carbon reductions that can be achieved by working on a biborough basis?
Anca Giurgiu confirmed that on some targets the Council was collaborating
closely with Westminster and Hammersmith & Fulham (e.g. around energy
‘master planning’, incl. local heat networks and the ‘solar together’ project) but
collaboration was probably something the Council could pursue further.

7.

How is the Council measuring its carbon footprint? How can the Council tackle
the 99% of carbon emissions that are non-Council?
Anca Giurgiu explained that for its own carbon footprint, the Council collates
information internally from gas and electricity bills for the Council’s owned
operational buildings such as offices, schools, leisure centres; vehicle
mileages for the Council’s and some contractors’ fleet; waste fleet mileage;
electricity consumption from street lighting etc. and this is converted into
carbon emission data based on national conversion factors. For the Boroughwide figure, the Council collates and analyses a wider national dataset
covering residential and commercial property, transport etc. In terms of
seeking to reduce non-Council emissions, the Council does have some
powers, e.g. through planning, and can initiate programmes, promote
schemes, and encourage and influence behaviour too, such as the
environmental charter for schools and businesses.

8.

Would the Council be making a distinction between the different double-glazing
technologies, mindful of the newer ‘heritage double glazing’, only 4mm thick,
which is now available?
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Jon Wade confirmed that the Council was supporting the use of double gazing
in the new Local Plan which would be consulted upon from next week. The
Council could not be too prescriptive however, so it would support the
installation of double glazing that complies with current best practice in relation
to preserving the character etc. of conservation areas and listed buildings. Cllr.
Johnny Thalassites added that the planned Listed Building Consent Order
would not now be consulted upon until after the Borough Elections.
9.

The Committee sought clarification on the overall carbon reduction figures in
and below paragraph 2.2.
Terry Oliver confirmed that the Carbon Neutral Pathways report identified
896kt carbon being produced by the Borough. A 129kt reduction would be
achieved by ‘business as usual’ (i.e. greening the grid, with no additional
actions) but if a more ‘radical approach’ was adopted a further 482kt reduction
could be achieved.

10. The Committee noted an NHS figure of a 25% reduction in carbon emissions
since 2007 and asked what the Council figure was.
Cllr. Thalassites confirmed that during this period the Council had made
reductions of 52%, the highest in London. Terry Oliver confirmed that this did
not include emissions from the Council’s housing stock but did include schools
and leisure centres. The 52% figure did, however, represent a like-for-like
comparison.
In conclusion the Committee RESOLVED that the CfPS/LGA briefing be circulated
as proposed by the Chair.
Action by: Robert Sheppard

A5. PROGRESS REPORT ON ACHIEVING THE COUNCIL CARBON NET ZERO
2030 COMMITMENT
By way of introduction, Cllr. Thalassites noted that the Council has made its
commitments and that work was continuing at pace to seek to fulfil these.
The following points were then raised:
1.

On paragraph 2.1, what is the optimal EPC rating for housing; and, on
paragraph 2.5 can the carbon emissions in relation the national grid’s supply
of energy to Council buildings be reduced?
Doug Goldring confirmed that the Council did monitor and report against the
EPC rating as a key performance indicator (KPI) and could make that
information available. The Council was aiming at C and above at present.
Though a somewhat crude measure, using the EPC rating did – for now at
least - make it easier to benchmark against other housing providers.
Terry Oliver confirmed that the National Grid was taking steps to decarbonise
– but this was outside the Council’s control. Following COP26, however, it had
a target to decarbonise completely by 2035.
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2.

In paragraph 2.2 there were references to cutting Council housing emissions
from lighting and to insulation.
James Caspell explained what was being done on Lancaster West Estate
where there was the potential to cut lighting costs by c.70%, though very little
had so far been done. In terms of carbon reduction on heating, what was
needed was a ‘fabric first’ approach, i.e. to reduce the overall heat demand by
reducing heat loss, followed by ‘smart control’ measures in blocks and on a
district basis. Doug added that to make significant progress on both these
issues across the whole housing stock would take until 2030

3.

How can the Council ensure that strategic decisions and budgets are aligned
with the objective of achieving this by 2030? A figure of £96-100million was
referenced in the report.
Doug Goldring indicated that a report addressing this would be considered by
the Leadership Team next week. At present there was a shortfall – but all this
was under ongoing review year-by-year. Doug confirmed that the £100m
figure derived from the CHROM analysis.

4.

Was the Council sure that investing money on carbon reduction of existing
properties was always the best thing to do? Mightn’t a more thorough
regeneration be a more cost-effective solution in some instances, i.e. building
new energy-efficient homes?
Doug Goldring explained that at present the Council did not have a policy to
regenerate, but was building a higher energy efficiency specification into
projects now in the pipeline.

In conclusion the Committee RESOLVED that:
(i)

the Committee be offered an early briefing on the CHROM analysis to cover
assumptions, methodology, variables etc.; and

(ii)

the Chair consult Committee Members via email on a proposed
recommendation on the 2030 Net Zero Commitment and thereafter to submit
this to the Leadership Team.*

[*The recommendation as submitted to the Leadership Team, which was agreed following consultation with
Committee Members, is attached at Annex A.]
Action by: (i) Terry Oliver/Anca Giurgiu and (ii) James Diamond

A6. CARBON NET ZERO OFFSET FUND AND PROVISIONS
Jon Wade introduced the planning policy aspect of this, which reflected the London
Plan approach. Over time the Council will be looking to developers to achieve
carbon net zero onsite rather than accepting carbon offset contributions in lieu of
this. Taryn Eves summarised the provision/tariff aspect of the report explaining that
there would be a need for some offset provision as from 2030, which meant setting
aside a budget to make that contribution: however at this stage there were a lot of
unknowns and the risks remained unquantifiable: as such making provision now
equated to cutting budgets at a difficult time so was not recommended.
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The Committee asked how the Council compared in terms of having a carbon offset
fund and how it was used? In response Jon Wade explained that as this was a
London Plan policy every London authority would be expected to have a carbon
offset fund. Anca Giurgiu added that there was GLA guidance on use of such a fund
and the GLA collated information on how boroughs were using it. As yet in
Kensington and Chelsea the £160,000 collected to date had not been used. The
emphasis elsewhere tended to be around schools and leisure centres, e.g. installing
solar panels, but there was an argument for accumulating more and spending on
bigger projects.
In response to a further question around offset spending, Anca Giurgiu explained
that the Council would not be buying carbon credits in, for example, the Amazonian
rainforest. The Chair commented that any shortfall at 2030 should result in offset
provision being reinvested in-Borough to address the causes of that shortfall, i.e. an
entirely internal process.
Subject to the circulation of information as requested above, the Committee noted
the report.
Action by: Anca Giurgiu to circulate GLA information
on boroughs’ use of carbon offset funds

A7. SELECT COMMITTEE REPORT ON CARBON NET ZERO RBKC OPERATIONS
2030
The report was received and noted.
A8. WORK PROGRAMME REPORT
The report was received and noted.
OTHER MATTERS
The Committee agreed to bring forward the start time of the next meeting, on 23
March, to 4.30pm.
Action by: Robert Sheppard

EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC
There were no matters requiring the exclusion of the press and public from the
meeting.

The meeting ended at 8.20p.m.

Chair
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ANNEX A

HRA BUDGET IMPLICATIONS OF THE COUNCIL’S 2030 NET ZERO COMMITMENT
1.

As discussed at 2 February ESC, the Council is making much good progress with
the Climate Change issues as set out in the Centre for Governance and Scrutiny
(CfGS) paper ‘Questions to ask if you are scrutinising climate change’ which was
circulated to Leadership Team members on Friday 4 February 2022.

2.

On the other hand, it is not clear as to the measures being costed via the CHROM
analysis and thereby the initial suggested financial pressure of £100M on the
Housing Revenue Account (HRA) is seen as indigestible if funded solely out of
loans. However, ESC does not think this needs to question the 2030 Carbon net
zero Council commitment.

3.

Due to the long time cycle of major estate refurbishment, maximising fabric first
when on site also achieves best community fuel poverty resilience. Installing
sustainable heating, hot water, lighting, and cooking when cost effective, may need
to be done currently or during the next 10-15 year cycle.

4.

Officers have indicated to the Committee that further work is needed on what is
included in 2030 net zero, together with cost modelling, including economist advice,
new technology/market cost reduction and additional sources of financing including
amongst others, Government Grants and Carbon Reduction Fund. The Committee
agrees that 2030 carbon net zero should now be validated as the essential and
enabling milestone within the integrated programme for achieving full carbon zero.

5.

The risks, as registered by the Audit and Transparency Committee, around climate
change and budgeting have implications for the HRA. The current like for like
provisions in the HRA 30 year plan need urgently to be reviewed in relation to the
affordable programme measures by 2030 carbon net zero. An annual provision
needs to be assessed per property/tonne carbon 2030 shortfall to pay for the
remaining carbon reduction work to get to carbon zero by a target date, yet to be
decided, between 2040 and 2050. This would ensure alignment with London Plan
and national policies.

6.

The Committee recommends that the approach set out above be addressed by the
Leadership Team when considering the HRA papers, (A5), at their 9 February
Meeting.
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