
 
Tri-Borough LOC AGM MEETING 

MINUTES 
Monday 8th May 2017 

The Chapel, 48 Chapel Street, Marylebone Street, London NW1 5DP 
18.30-20.32 

Present  
Mike Hawkins (MH), David Hall (DH), Bozena Trylska (BT), Panos Nicoiaou (PN), Azzam Shweiki 
(AS), John Hopcroft (JH), Pratul Shah (PS), Daska Barnett (DB), Sheena Patel (SP), Vesna Drazic 
(VD), B Collison (BC), Said Aghabozorg (SA) 
 
Guests  
Richard Whittington (RW) 
 
Apologies  
Salvatore Camilleri 
Jay? (Panos can you confirm?)  
 
Minutes of last meeting  
Unable to be agreed due to change in secretary, previous minutes are unavailable. 
 
Declarations of conflicts of interest  
None declared 
 
Matters arising  
None  
 
Actions agreed checklist  
NA 
 
Meeting 
 

1. Chairman’s Report 
PN gave a recap on the original Tri-Borough service bid that was made by Imperial Trust 
over two years ago. Frustration was shared at the lack of pace in the last two years 
progressing the Optometry aspects of service delivery.  
 

2. Tri-Borough Schemes 
RW is a representative from LOCSU, he is the London commissioning lead supporting the 
LOC and also COO of LOCSU. 
Three CCG’s had come together in the original contract for Tri-Borough working through 
one contractor namely the trust. All other elements of the service were then envisaged 
to be commissioned on a sub-contractor arrangement. However no sub-contracting has 
occurred and this could be possibly due to financial pressures on the trust.  
 
PN- The main stumbling block has been IT, the contract has required the use of System 1 
(a GP based system). This involves lots of copying and pasting into the system at the 
trust. Imperial also hired a Darzi Optometrist who has now left the trust. 



 
DB- How have the rest of the country done this? 
 
RW- The commissioning of extended primary care services is usually via the CCG and not 
the trust. This is as the schemes often divert volume from the trust. 
 
PN- The aim originally was to join primary and secondary care together. 
 
RW- Not having a contract across the pathway has perhaps caused some of these 
challenges.  We have also talked to the CCG’s involved directly as well as a number of 
conversations with Imperial. Central London CCG have now expressed an interest in 
commissioning these services directly from the LOC company. It would be a 1 year pilot 
and they would like it to start in the middle of June. This could lead to further 
opportunities such as AMD services. 
 
SA- IT considerations? 
 
RW- We need to use our own system to record activity and we will need to agree with 
the CCG how this will work with the CCG who use System 1. We feel that imputing onto 
System 1 activity would sit with the CCG. 
The funding would be on a block basis and this is different to the rest of the country eg 
we would have an annual budget based on expected activity. This type of funding is 
normally used in acute contracts or for very large community contracts.  
The population of Central London CCG is 119,000 and is serviced by 35 GP practices. The 
plan would be if a patient is registered with a central London GP then any of the 
practices signed up in tri-borough would be able to see them. Other patients would be 
treated as normal.  
Expectation is 1% of population per annum. 
This is as in Central London A&E eye access has been very good and therefore patients 
have learned to use these acute services. 
We would like then to have the other two CCG’s follow this commissioning route. 
 
JH- We have to meet with the CCG, having reviewed our accreditation status. 
Understand the budget and proposed activity to then consider service fees. We are 
proposing that for speed of setup that we initially use the Webstar platform for the first 
year. Our next meeting with the CCG will be on 19th May 2017. The aim is to go live mid 
June. 
 
SS- We will not fund Low Vision WOPEC as this is not proposed at present as a NHS 
service in the area. 
 
RW to agree meeting dates with CCG 
SS to map out our accreditation across the LOC 
LOC agreed to support the new direction of commissioning 
PEC to return to LOC with proposed fees 
 

3. LOCSU Update 
RW- LOCSU set an overall aim last year of reaching 60% of CCG’s either to have 
commissioned or have a written intent to commission by this year. Last year the figure 



stood at 30%. LOCSU didn’t quite reach this target however reached 52%. It is believed 
that the shortfall was due to the uncertainty from CCG’s over STP’s and this was evident 
in the slowdown of commissioning towards the end of the year. Next year’s target is 
80% and this is achievable if the STP’s do what they are meant to. 
STP’s or sustainability transformation plans are essentially the grouping of CCG’s 
together to give scale to commissioning. In London this means that the 32 separate 
CCG’s have been grouped into 5 STP’s. 
 

4. New constitution 
PN- The new model constitution was sent out via email so I would like to vote this in. 
 
DB- Could you summarise the key changes? 
 
PN- The main differences are that the new model constitution requires that 1/3 of the 
committee would finish their terms together, you could of course then seek re-election. 
This would mean that all terms do not finish at the same time. Also that we should have 
DO’s on the committee and this is allowed in the new constitution. It would take us in 
line with other LOC’s.  
 
PN Proposed and the new constitution and was unanimously agreed 
 

5. Secretary position 
PN- We have now had a secretary position left vacant for some time and this is 
hampering the functioning of the LOC. 
 
DB- How much do we pay for this role? 
 
PN- £1200 for a registrant 
 
DB- Could we consider a lay secretary? 
 
PN- we are less keen as this often requires additional check from myself of the vice 
chair. 
 
DB- What do other LOC’s do could we think differently and combine this with a 
communication role? 
 
RW- Some LOC’s contract this work out and use groups to do their administrative tasks 
others use someone on the committee.  
 
PN to draft of job specification for Secretary Role for next meeting 
PN to explore what the costs would be using an external group and report back to the 
committee. 
 

6. Treasurers Report 
MH presented the annual treasurers report (see attached below).  
The key take outs were that costs raised to £22,861.95 
The total balance for the LOC now sits at £41, 195.67 



MH- We need to consider reducing this balance and whether our running costs are 
appropriate. 
 
DB- I want to say that the WOPEC was a great use of the LOC money 
 
SA- Why was there a mismatch in the forecast to actual? 
 
MH- This was due to the merger of LOC’s and the increased LOCSU levy over the 
combined group. 
 
MH- we need to consider whether we wish to continue with the levy at 0.5%? 
 
PN- Propose that we continue at this levy 
Unanimously agreed by the committee. 
 
SS- Who pays for WOPEC training the LOC or LOC company? 
 
RW- Whilst a service is starting it would normally be the LOC however once a service is 
embedded the LOC company should make provision in its budgets for this. 
 
DB- Are we investing the money that the LOC has? 
 
MH- No 
 
RW- Recommend you consider holding on this until you know the CCG commissioning 
intent. 
 
PN- Proposed the budget and report for approval 
Unanimously approved by the committee 
 
LOC Levy to be held at 0.5% 
Treasurer’s report approved by LOC  
 

7. New committee member 
PN- Proposed DH to the committee 
Seconded by AS 
 

8. AOB 
None 
 
Close 20.32 

  
Next Meeting – 12th June 
The Chapel, 48 Chapel Street, Marylebone Street, London NW1 5DP 
 
New actions  

1. RW to agree meeting dates with CCG 
2. SS to map out our accreditation across the LOC 
3. PEC to return to LOC with proposed fees for services 



4. PN to draft of job specification for Secretary role for next meeting 
5. PN to explore what the costs would be using an external group and report back 

to the committee. 
 
Treasures Report 
(Mike can you please send me a digital copy?) 


