Notes from Collaborative conversation: Helping to shape the future of ECOE
Future priorities for ECOE
Could ECOE facilitate a collaborative retrofit scheme within Exeter to bring down CO2 emissions and reduce fuel poverty, such as the Carbon Coop. Not saying ECOE should do it but could facilitate its development.
ECOE mentioned doing things which fit into the ethos of ECOE, we’ve focused more on working with the vulnerable and applying for funding. This is important and needs to be remembered. May be state this better.
We need to be clear of the benefits and communicating this clearly. It needs to be stated in more easily recognizable terms than ‘reducing carbon footprint’.
Possible 'Exeter Energy' utility project having own electricity supply and tariff perhaps, partnering with somebody like Bristol Energy. Raises question whether it is in line with ECOE’s value ie partner would need to share our ethos. However it could be step in a longer process, of greater engagement – making ourselves much better known and going on to do energy saving projects. 

The Exeter City Futures Accelerator project that we pushed for is about retrofitting homes but wasn’t successful.
There’s a massive opportunity if you can take things to scale. But to build those networks and complex revenue models you need funding.
Interest was expressed for an up to date heat map of Exeter

Setting up the community fund
Our current idea is we will publicise the fund and ask community groups to apply by filling in an application form if they can meet our criteria. We’ll then invite all members, supporters, stakeholders, people from our sites to attend an event where those applying talk thru their application before those present decide on the allocation.
What defines the communities eligible for the fund?
Criteria will include any group in our area of interest (Exeter plus 10miles, plus Honiton as we have a site there)
Does seem a lot of work for only a £3,000 fund
Don’t try and get too many people there for such a small fund
You’ve got to have enough to make people interested in applying. We had £5,000 a year to allocate and given it away spread over 10-12 applications.
How would you allocate?
Depends if we have applications for more than the amount we have. If too many applications, voting would divide it up
In the first year might be an idea to seed some money so in the next year you can have projects telling people what they’ve done.
Members can then help with this seeding by pushing community groups to apply.
You need to have clear criteria and a clear process.
We’ll have these. The main criteria are that it’s an energy saving project and a local community group. We’ll have around five criteria, which bids have to comply with.

What division for member’s interest, community fund and covering organizational costs?
What is the 10% organisational cost covering?
Marketing, community engagement, project set up costs
We’re having to find grants to start any new project
Could we agree to put more into organisational costs to help kick start more new projects? Yes this is a possibility.
Other members supported this.
I wouldn’t call them organisational costs but development costs. Its these that need more financial support
Would it mean a lower interest payment to members?
Probably or a lower amount going into the community fund.
Is this a question for solar PV 3 only?
We can review these for existing projects but we wouldn’t want to go back on what we have already said as it would it might undermine our credibility.
Other members agreed that we shouldn’t damage our credibility.
We have allocated little money for organisational costs including supporting our staff.
So this would mean the community fund would have to be hit. There would be a lower proportion for the community fund if money was allocated for project development.
If we try the community fund and it doesn’t work could we then rethink?
Yes. One community group uses their fund to fund their own development work, we could do this or submit applications to our own community fund.
After the first run of applications and if it is a struggle we could then go out to vote to change.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Around credibility, I’m not sure it would be hit, let’s stick with the agreed payment and then ask us again next year. I understand it was indicative. Maybe put it back out.
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