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1 Energy prices are volatile and rising
2 The Energy Supply is seriously disrupted
3 The London Energy Project is disbanded during the contract 
4 Increases in energy prices are difficult to offset without capital investment 
5 Formal approval process extends beyond October 2011 resulting in higher prices
6 Schools withdraw from central procurement during the contract
7 Consultation with leaseholders is delayed
8 Lack of comparative data showing relative performance of different suppliers 
9 The performance of the supplier is not transparent during the contract 

10 Change in supplier causes significant administrative and operational change costs

Appendix D - Energy Procurement Project 
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Andrew Baker 
and Dan Firth 

Andrew Baker 

Andrew Baker Oct 2012-
Sept 2016 

3 We have emphasised our participation and 
continued financial contribution and also 
highlighted the benefits of the LEP
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We will endeavour to raise the issue at London 
Councils. (It is important to understand this risk 
is not entirely within our control).                           
We will seek clarification from the LEP on 
council number participating in the project 
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Corporate carbon reduction plan to move 
consumption away from fossil to renewable 
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Purchasing strategy recognises/assumes rising 
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Additional measures have been taken, eg RE-
fit project, to manage demand downwards 
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2 All Corporate business continuity and emergency 
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days for observations. A second notice 
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Not at this stage AB F2 Oct-11

4 Climate Change strategy C2 N/A
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Re:Fit project                                                          
Development of CRP                                             
Prepare a business case for investment in 
energy efficiency 
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Formalise participation with schools, with a more 
legal basis applied to academies 

Have consulted with schools (including 
academies) and received strong indications 
they will be members to 2016                              
Energy procurement project plan and team in 
place 

D2

5

6 AB E2 31.10.11

Energy purchasing strategy                                 
Energy procurement project plan and team in 
place                                                                    
Report to Cabinet (October 2011) 

D2

31.03.12Meeting with Housing (August 2011) , 
consideration to be given to the requirement for 
notices in the timetable for procuring the 
contract
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Leaseholders to be issued notices at appropriate 
time in the procurement process. 
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E3Energy procurement project plan and team in 
place                                                                    
Recommendation to stay  in existing 
arrangements 

D2

Met with LEP (August 2011) who have access 
to the data and have indicated 2 preferred 
suppliers                                                               
New contract has PIs which improve 
transparency                      
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Have sight and monitor relevant PIs

No further actions at this stage 8 E2 Oct-11
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E2 Dan Firth
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Met with LEP (August 2011) who indicated our 
preferred supplier has a good record                   
LEP are proven/good source of this type of 
data and who have expertise                               

Not at this stage 
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