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Central London Forward
1.  Apologies
There were apologies from Fiona Fletcher Smith (GLA) and Stuart Popham (London Business Board).
2.  Minutes of CLF Board Meetings 9 June 2010 
The minutes of the 9 June meeting were agreed.  
3.  Changes to the GLA/LDA and next steps – discussion with Sir Peter Rogers 
a. The Chairman welcomed Sir Peter Rogers to the Board again, and invited him to brief the Board on the latest LDA developments, on the proposed changes in Mayoral agencies, and on the devolution proposals. Sir Peter said that 
i. Work was continuing on folding the LDA into the GLA, the LDA would cease to exist though its functions would remain. Subject to Government approval the aim was to complete this by March 2012.  Shadow operating functions at the GLA would need to be established; discussions with Leo Boland were continuing. 
ii. To promote efficiency and in response to funding cuts, the LDA had substantially reduced its staff numbers, from around 600 in 2008 to around 320. The LDA's approach was to focus on delivering fewer larger projects which had more impact and better economies of scale, and working more closely with boroughs in order to align investment priorities.  
iii. Funding reductions would not be specified until the spending review outcome in October but revenue expenditure had been particularly hard hit which had affected spend on sustained employment and business support programmes.  Capital allocated to Olympics expenditure was committed and could not be reallocated.  
iv. Added to this was the uncertainty of how the outcome of Mayor’s devolution proposals might impact on the LDA’s funding streams.  It was assumed that any future funds from the Treasury to the LDA would be reconfigured as part of the spending settlement and subsumed within the GLA’s budget.

b. The Chairman thanked Sir Peter for his comments. In discussion the following points were made:

i.  In response to the possible role of Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) and their relevance to London Sir Peter said that the LEP mechanism could be useful if boroughs were able to access enough funding to make it worthwhile.   More important however was the need for the central London boroughs to identify what their economic development priorities as a sub-region might be and establish a firm and united lobbying stance.  This stance should complement the views of other sub-regions and London Councils should help ensure consistency across the region.  
ii. Future funds would be tight and London would be competing with other well organised city regions such as Manchester.  If London were not able to present a coherent set of proposals it would jeopardise the allocation of funding.  Sir Peter Rogers emphasised that proposals were being shaped now between the Government and the GLA so it was important for everyone to act quickly. By the time the spending settlement was announced the key changes in funding and structures would have been settled.  
c. A further point made was that LEPs had originally been conceived as relevant to the harder pressed regions. London’s arrangements were different. Recent proposals from CLG, however, had suggested that Government’s thinking was changing with LEPs now considered more relevant in the London context.  It had also been suggested that London LEP submissions did not need to meet the 6th September submission deadline for expressions of interest. However the interface between the Mayor’s/London Council’s devolution proposals and LEPs was not clear. It would be more important to determine collective priorities and then decide on the machinery needed to take these forward.
d. London would have to struggle with other competing regions to secure its share of national resources.  Some boroughs might be minded to try to lobby individually for funds when collectively they would have more influence.  It would therefore be important to support London Councils’ lobbying work.

4. CLF Work Programme

a. Eric Sorensen said that following the discussion on 9 June. CLF had sought to distil its work priorities to three key areas: sustaining the central London economy; promoting employment; and addressing liveability issues.  The continuing discussions with the LDA would form part of the first work-theme (economy).  Under the liveability theme, there were currently discussions between TfL, CLF and the boroughs on how £170k of TfL sub-regional funds should be best used to facilitate joint working on transport, and how this might relate to any future  top-slicing of boroughs’ LIPs resources to support such joint programmes/projects. 
b. The Chairman invited the Board to consider CLF’s transport work in particular and what the engagement should be with Cross River Partnership (CRP).

c. Stuart Fraser said that CRP acted in a delivery capacity and therefore might be able to deliver the relevant programmes supported by the TfL promised sub-regional funding. 
d. Peter John agreed that it seemed sensible to make use of CRP as an existing delivery mechanism.

e. The Chairman and Derrick Anderson said that given the constrained financial position it would be necessary to examine how to maximise the effectiveness of sub-regional bodies, what their respective roles should be, and forms of combined effort. A key part of CRP’s work had related to the cross River Tram proposal which was now in abeyance, though CRP also delivered other significant projects.
f. The issues of transport, economy and the attractiveness of central London as a place were the formative issues which launched CLF in 2007 and they were no less relevant now than then.  It had been the original intention, however, that CLF should have an active engagement with businesses.  To date Stuart Popham had been fulfilling this role but he would shortly stand down as Chair of the London Business Board (LBB).  CLF should therefore seek alternative business representation and consider asking the LBB to nominate representatives from a small and large business. Anne Henderson, a senior policy officer at CBI, was a very helpful contact to help make progress on business representation.

g. It was a particularly critical time for CLF to be engaging on the employment agenda given the imminent roll-out of DWP’s Work Programme.  The CLF boroughs with their range of successful employment projects would be a good test-bed for DWP/JCP engagement but CLF would need to actively lobby Government in order to make headway.

h. The Board agreed the shape of the work programme.  Proposals on the relationship between CLF and CRP, and their respective roles, should be made to the Board as soon as practicable, bearing in mind the challenging financial context. 
5. Employment Programmes Update
a. Eric Sorensen said that CLF had submitted an Expression of Interest form to DWP on the Work Programme. That did not carry with it any operational consequences but provided a channel for information.     Further discussions were, however, needed to ascertain how boroughs and the prime contractors could best engage and ensure optimum provision, exploiting the considerable experience of boroughs and their local partners.
b. Mike More said that he and Tony Redpath had met Mark Fisher, DWP, who clarified a number of issues:
i. There was a presumption that local authorities should not be acting as prime contractors; all risk should be borne by private sector contractors.  

ii. Payment operates on an outcome-related basis reflecting the risk carried by contractors.

iii. The definition of sustained employment would be 12 months.  
iv. The geography of the contracts was not yet finalised but would be by September.  

v. The number of providers per area was also not yet determined.
vi. It was not thought that local authorities would have early access to the contact specifications but JCP would aim to bring an element of local intelligence to the contract design.

vii. There was no intention to move away from the national benefits system to help reflect London’s labour market.

c. Mike More said that a further meeting with Patrick Hughes, DWP/JCP, would be helpful to make progress on sub-regional engagement on  the Work Programme and to help ensure that CLF had good links with the prime contractors.

d. Stuart Fraser added that business interface was most important, particularly with SMEs who would more likely generate the bulk of new jobs.
6. Olympics: traffic and pedestrian movement, ORN
a. The ODA would be launching its public consultation on the Olympic Route Network on 29 July.  There were a number of outstanding issues regarding the ORN which hopefully would become clearer over the coming weeks.  
b. Sir Merrick Cockell said that the ODA had recently made a presentation at Kensington and Chelsea, as they had done with other boroughs. There were concerns about the quality of their mapping and modelling which did not take into account ward level details and north-south routes. There were additional concerns that the ORN might appear to be misused, i.e. used for non-sporting purposes, and this would be difficult to justify with residents and others who were bound to be inconvenienced.

c. Additional comments were that there were concerns that the transport modelling had been predicated on the basis that people would be away during the summer with significant falls in background traffic levels, but in reality no one could say for certain whether that would be the case.

d. Also, one of the primary purposes of CLF’s engagement on this was to ensure that boroughs were granted proper consultation opportunities.   That was now beginning to happen and it was for individual boroughs to respond to the proposals affecting their areas. .
e. There were cross border implications, however, given that road closures in one borough might lead to traffic displacement in another.  It would therefore be useful to organise meetings of the boroughs’ transport policy officers to examine cross boundary issues.
f. The Board agreed to use CLF as one way to check on the ORN implications and to make representations accordingly. 
7. Collaboration and Shared Services
a. This was a complex area of work and one which should not be a major focus for CLF. The Board might, however, find preparing a summary matrix of initiatives in this area helpful. 
b. Derrick Anderson said that the concept of federated management was not a new one and Lambeth had explored it in various guises with a number of partnerships.  While some modest progress had been made, it was very difficult to implement a fully developed shared services model. He agreed that some coverage of these issues would be useful but with careful limits on the work commitment. 
c. In further discussion it was proposed that it would be worth CLF maintaining an overarching view of the shared/collaborative services’ projects across London but detailed work would rest with London Councils and the Chief Executives. 

d. .Sir Merrick Cockell added that there was an assumption from Government that boroughs should be looking to make significant savings through these measures.  Finding efficiency gains in this way manner was obviously preferable to cutting front-line services. The Board agreed that CLF should analyse progress but without getting diverted into detailed programmes.  
8. AOB

There was no other business.
Date of next Board meeting: mid October
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