

		                  
Manchester – A Certain Future 
Thursday 10th May 2012
Bramall Construction Ltd

Action Points

	Item
	Discussion
	Action

	1. 
	Introductions and apologies 
Present: 
Steve Connor (SC) (Chair)
Nigel Rose (NR)  
Phil Korbel (PK)
Debbie Ellen (DE)
David Coleman (DC)
Gaby Porter (GP)
Helen Seagrave (HS)
Tayo Adebowale (TA)
Maggie Walker (MW)
Barry Gillespie (BG)
Steven Glynn (SG)
Paul Beckett (PB)
Brian Morris (BM)
Steve Turner (ST)
Holly Bonfield (HBo)
Paul Hughes (PH)
Jonathan Sadler, MCC (JS)

Presentation:
David Coleman (DC)
Rosaline Howell, MMU (RH)

Support:
Sam Lovett, Groundwork MSSTT (SL)

Apologies:
Andrew Karvonen (AK)
Clare Fallon (CF)
Clare Lowe (CL)
David Haley (DH)
Helen Bidwell (HBi)
Karen Greig (KG)
Nicola Percival (NP)
Nigel Barlow (NB)
Cllr Nigel Murphy (NM)
Gordon Richardson (GR)
Jacqueline Potter (JP)
Cllr Jeff Smith (JS)
Keith Bevan (KB)
Vin Sumner (VS)
Vincent Walsh (VW)
Sophie Sharp (SS)

	

	2. 
	Minutes of the previous meeting 
Commercial Retrofit Position Paper
BM update: The paper is coming along – the proposals include working with MCC to produce a league table to give developers a carbon reduction incentive.
SC: Highlighted that this is the 1st topic where the group has realised that nothing is happening – Ian Grant from Bruntwood mentioned that CO2 was in fact increasing from commercial buildings. 
BM: Agents are driving the market, not designers
SC: The position paper will go out as an MACF paper – BM asked whether the league table could be an MACF league table?

Events attended overview
HB and NR summarised events attended for the group, detailing speakers and attendance numbers (4,000 at Chorlton Big Green Festival). 

	




ALL

	3. 
	Sub Group Reports

Governance
SC: First meeting has been pencilled in, there will be an update on the agenda for the next SG meeting

Revision
HS: NP and HS updating the plan for 2013, 3 years after initial publication. The update will sit alongside the plan, and not replace it, with each chapter having an update with an overarching piece. Topics to be covered include progress to date, examples of best practice case studies and next steps. There will be a narrative on emissions changes in a quantitative sense with help from MCC, but the narrative will be mainly qualitative. 

It is planned that info will be gathered via a series of workshops taking place between now and the summer, with appropriate experts invited to each to contribute. These workshops will produce the evidence for the update of each chapter. 

The revision allows MACF to align with the GM Climate Change Strategy Implementation Plan (making the update valid for 2 years). This would mean potentially adjusting the themes/headings in the report to align with the GM Strategy’s themes: Buildings, Energy, Transport, Green Infrastructure, Sustainable Consumption. 

SC: Workshop champions will run workshops, invitations have been sent out. 
SG: suggested that work might be done prior to the workshops in order to give them greater focus. (Through a briefing pack potentially). 
NR: Thinks that the plan is about engagement with stakeholders and less about actions, therefore it’s not a great idea aligning it with the GM Strategy, as the themes are currently good for stakeholder engagement. 
Instead of focusing too broadly, perhaps it would be better if each theme had one key action for people to focus on. 
HS: agreed with this point on focussing on one action – it will happen in the revision. 
DC: suggested that we should use both sets of themes to appeal to different audiences. This would give the plan varying interpretations for men/women on the street alongside more informed people. 
HS: believes the themes are confusing as they are and they should be changed to align with GM Strategy. 
TA: believes this is an opportunity to slim down the document, as well as ensuring that there is baseline setting for future monitoring. 
SG: stakeholder engagement at workshops is important
SC: Themes are a marmite issue – need to explore the organisation of them. Revision of plan needs to be on every SG agenda from now. 
SC/HB: Moving towards a GM convergence – MACF has the opportunity to represent GM as a whole. 
    
  
Engagement
DC: The sub-group has met once, meeting again soon. The first meeting focussed on establishing the group's terms of reference (ToR) and role particularly its differentiation from the Comms sub-group. 
To clarify the differentiation It was felt that the Comms subgroup is responsible for making the basic tools of communication ( the website, leaflets, email messaging, social media, and others) available to the Steerng Group and ensuring they are used regularly and work effectively.  
Engagement in contrast uses these tools, but identifying the groups and individuals that need engaging, and doing so through personal contact, group meetings and events through attendance at other organisation's events. 
The group then did a page by page review of the website, which established that ideally: it needed constant updating, more visitors should be encouraged to the site, there should be more pins/activity shown on the interactive map which is more linked in to the EBP, and has a “ladder of involvement” ranging from simple actions to more complex actions. 
Key actions were website improvement (as detailed above), coupled with a detailed refresh of the MACF mailing list through a full review. 
DC voted as chair, AK as vice chair with a revisit of this issue in July. 
DC: highlighted the SG’s use of dropbox as a method of communication. 1/3 of the group indicated that they use the MACF dropbox, SL to write up a briefing of how to set up.  

Comms sub-group
PK: 2 meetings so far, both well attended. 
Priorities decided upon included – 1) reporting business of the SG and the sub-groups as a blog on the website. 2) Report on the progress against the plan. 3) To increase awareness of the importance of comms for MACF and tackling climate change. 
PK: A website refresh was prompted by discussions with Engagement sub-group. Use of social media (linked in group) has begun, used for reporting successes and stimulating discussion. MACF’s core messages are to be covered in future meetings and there will be a joint comms/engagement sub group every 3rd or 4th meeting. 
SC: NB is looking at conventional media channels to build on social media work.
	




Revision Sub-group: invitations workshops to full mailing list along with personal invite lists. Work up plan for delivery of workshops



SG/HS: explore organisation of MACF themes 



SL: Plan Revision on every agenda moving forward 














SL: write up dropbox briefing for steering group. 










	4.
	Manchester Carbon Literacy – Project Update (DC/PK and RH)
Please refer to appendix I for full presentation slides from DC. 

DC provided an overview of the Manchester Carbon Literacy project, led by Cooler which was started by DC and PK in 2009. Manchester Carbon Literacy and the principles of the project were looked at, along with the Carbon Literacy standard. Please refer to Appendix I for full set of slides.

RH (MMU) was then interview by DC:
· MMU is a key player in environmental sustainability
· Part of MMU’s policy is that graduates should be sustainably literate 
· A pilot was run with Cooler Projects – 24 student volunteers (undergrads and postgrads). The group was asked to identify actions for students to take through smaller group activities. 
· They hope to run this again with a wider group of students (from outside of just environmental courses) next month. 
· Informally, they have had great feedback on the project from students so far. 
DC: one of the standard commitments at the group was that the students wrote down an action/change for them to make on a postcard. 

This was followed by a follow up from DC – please refer to slides. 

Lastly there was a Q&A session


	












	5.
	MACF conference 2012 – Group Activity
The SG was split into 4 groups of 4 at this stage to discuss the strategic issues arising from the 2012 conference. The results of this discussion were then fed back to the wider group, to provide extra feedback to guide next year’s conference.
Group 1: SG, ST, PB, BG, BM
· Do we need annual conference? Events throughout the year could be an alternative option – focussing on a different group each time (business, community, lay people)
· Shouldn’t be about progress reporting as this makes for a dull conference
· Workshops – need to be defined if we have them with a better briefing before-hand. They didn’t really feed into the plan. 
· Black tie event to hit up a different audience
· Sponsorship of awards at other conferences?

Group 2: TA, MW, GP
· If we report progress we don’t need a conference – awards idea needs a conference though
· Theme of behaviour change  - anything coming out of conference?
· Bringing in knowledge to make difference to Manchester Conference. 
· Split up the networking into sections using signs – schools, business, public sector etc. 
· Too much asking people what they will do – should include what you have done – bigger picture. 
· Workshops should have more of a chance to share good practice through presentations etc. 

Group 3: DC, DE, RH, HS
· Conference should be about being a multiplier – multiplying MACF’s effect. 
· Preaching to the converted is ok if inspiring but there is more a need to bring in new audiences – potentially through satellite events and video events for website. 
· Workshops could be split into technological workshops or introduction workshops for example, which are aimed at differing audiences with varying understanding of the issues being discussed. These could vary in length and start at times throughout the day. 
· Showcase best practice through presentations. 

Group 4: SC, SL, PH, PK 
· Congratulate on holding conference on a tiny budget compared to last year’s event or other conferences. 
· Preaching to the converted – a conference is not necessarily the best method. We didn’t have segmentation, only very passionate, converted people. 
· Spoke events were good. 
· Communicating progress – tell more stories and be more creative in approach. 
· Workshops – role and outcome need to be clear – better briefing for facilitators. 

Other suggestions/points:
· Tie into Manchester Climate Week
· Potential for interpreting conference in a different way – to change the type of event we hold. 
· Bolt on to other events? Keynote speaker or sponsorship of award(s). 
	
SC to summarise ideas from SG for the conference sub-group. 



	6.

	Forward Plan
1) Secretariat function
In essence, the steering group showed support for Groundwork’s continued delivery of the MACF secretariat function which it has been delivering for the past year. Members were asked to email SC/DC with any requested changed to the Groundwork brief for the coming year.
 
2) Public attendees to MACF Steering Group meetings
Following direct question from Manchester Climate Monthly, the issues was discussed. The point was made that the group is non-accountable and voluntary, therefore should not have to be scrutinised by any external individuals/organisations. Instead it was suggested that to attend a meeting, an outside individual/organisation would have to actively participate in the presentation section which is set aside for each session.

	





[bookmark: _GoBack]SC to invite Manchester Climate Monthly to present to Steering Group

	7.

	Events and conferences 
Website to be updated on a regular basis and events promoted on linked in group etc. 
	
SL / ALL

	8.
	AOB
MACF Bid Panel
NP: Gave the group an update re: the MACF Bid Panel (please refer to Appendix II). Endorsement of bids is useful, particularly to raise the awareness of MACF and its activity. 

	
Call to action for steering group members to join the bid panel

	9.
	Date of next meeting
· Thursday 28th June 2012, 4pm – 7pm, MMU – details to follow. 
· Thursday 23rd August 2012, 4pm – 7pm – Venue TBC
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