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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 8 DECEMDER 2010, GUILDHALL, CITY OF LONDON. 
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Central London Forward
1.  Apologies
The Board was informed that the Chairman, Steve Reed, was indisposed and had given his apologies.  Vice-Chairman Peter John took the Chair.
Apologies had also been received from Lyn Garner, GLA.
2.  Minutes of CLF Board Meetings 20 October 2010 
a. The minutes of the 20 October 2010 meeting were agreed.  
3.  Growth and Incentivising Local Authorities: cities and rates localisation
a. The Chairman welcomed Professor Tony Travers to the meeting and invited him to introduce the paper on cities and rates localisation.

b. Tony Travers thanked the Chairman and made the following key points:
i. The Local Growth White Paper (October 2010) included a range of proposed initiatives designed to incentivise local authorities to promote economic growth, e.g. Tax Increment Finance, a New Homes Bonus and a Business Increase Bonus scheme.  The initiatives demonstrated Government’s inclination to move towards a more radical economic model which would allow local authorities to be financially more self-sufficient by retaining part of their business rates.  These measures make sound economic sense given that in many cities the combined funds from council tax and business rates would exceed local authorities’ revenue expenditure. Such a self financing incentive system would allow authorities to thrive especially in the context of the squeeze on public expenditure.  
ii. The CLG Local Government Resource Review would commence in January 2011 to examine in more detail localising business rates and related matters. CLF and other cities should feed in well argued proposals to that Review. 

iii. It is proposed that the CLF boroughs should work in partnership with Manchester and Birmingham in the first instance to establish a Commission.  Westminster were already engaged in the Commission’s set-up work and had offered the use of their Communications and Strategy Team to provide secretariat and press support.

iv. The Commission would examine the factors which affect GDP/GVA growth in cities and identify ways in which local authorities could increase this growth through local taxation, financial freedom and other local taxes and charges.  
v. The decision to focus the Commission’s interest on key cities had been prompted by research from institutions such as Centre for Cities and the Department for Business Innovation and Skills.  It is widely accepted and evidenced that it is the key cities which have successfully fostered post industrial local economies which are the main generators of growth in the national economy. This had positive implications for wider city regions and research also suggested that city hinterlands provide the workforce and other key services, so there was an important interdependence between the intense city core and that hinterland. It was therefore expected that the findings of the Commission would therefore lead to the spreading of economic benefits wider than just city centres; central city growth had important inter-dependencies with the wider city region.   

c. The Chairman thanked Tony Travers for his presentation.  He invited Mike More to offer additional points, and asked how likely it was judged that the Government review would consider seriously any evidence which the Commission might present to it.
d. Mike More said that the current indication from both Ministers and senior DCLG officials was that there was a strong wish to create a more self-sufficient, incentivising system of local authorities sustaining themselves through local income.  The review would look to move quickly towards practical propositions for change.  The Westminster business community was also positive about supporting the work of the commission. Unfortunately the initial suggestion for Chair, Richard Lambert, was no longer tenable. It would be important to create the Commission with the right mix of people with business and property experience and with some understanding of the public policy issues in a complex area. 
e. Colin Barrow said that the disconnection between business rates and the localities in which they had been raised had not been beneficial to the country.  The Government recognised this and were keen to rectify the position. He emphasised the importance of this work and the need for CLF boroughs to be properly engaged with it.  
f. Sir Merrick Cockell agreed with the proposals and added that there was a need for a range of flexible tools to allow boroughs to raise revenues at local level. It was important that the Commission’s work should not be seen as a central London dominated exercise; it should seek to be as inclusive as possible with other cities such as Leeds, Sheffield and Liverpool participating. The Commission should also have a very clear mandate so as not to be confused with other initiatives like the 12 Mayoral Cities initiative.  He asked whether the leadership of Manchester and Birmingham were engaged in the process. Mike More confirmed that both cities were already closely involved, both Leader and Chief Executive, and had worked together to draft the terms of reference.
g. John Dickie expressed his support and supported the previous point about the commission positioning itself inclusively with other cities.  Business engagement would be key and while some organisations, like London First, were supportive of the idea of business rate retention to support local economic growth, other organisations, particularly CBI, were cautious about localisation – local businesses could simply be regarded as a major source of revenue with none of the benefits of entrepreneurial local partnerships. The Commission should therefore seek to give businesses a sense of confidence to allay these concerns.
h. John Foster said that it would be important to keep the Commission’s work targeted towards city centres as the engines of growth, and not to not conflate this with the broader region.  That would avoid the terms of reference becoming confused and affecting the quality of the findings.

i. Annie Shepperd offered to share any key Southwark business contacts to support successful business engagement.
j. Stuart Fraser and Chris Duffield said that it would be important to keep the Mayor’s Office and London Councils properly informed about the Commission’s work.  Given the Mayor’s role and responsibilities, it would be vital to demonstrate the benefit of the Commission’s work to London as a whole and not just the centre.
k. The Chairman thanked Tony Travers for his presentation and invited the Board to confirm that they were content with the drafting of the terms of reference.  The terms were agreed; the next steps would be to recruit Commissioners, to refine the work programme, to pave this work with the Mayor, London Councils and others. Care would need to be taken on the presentation and purpose of the work to ensure that it would be of benefit to all. 
4. Central London Impact of Housing Benefit Changes 
a. Eric Sorensen introduced this paper as a response to concerns raised by Catherine West at the previous Board meeting on the impact which the proposed Local Housing Allowance changes would have on central London residents, boroughs and their services.  The paper had been drafted with the particular support of Islington and Westminster officers, but it was clearly recognised that this issue was shared by all CLF authorities. The paper invited the Board to consider whether, given the unique circumstances in central London. They wished to make further representations to Government over and above the representations already made by London Councils and the Mayor.
b. Catherine West thanked the Chairman for pursuing the concerns she had previously raised. She said that Islington had undertaken a detailed piece of work looking at what impact the residential churn caused by the benefit changes would have on local services and facilities.  She said that she would be happy to share this work with the other boroughs and suggested that it would be worthwhile for CLF to have a monitoring role, working at officer level, to assess what the likely impacts might be across the sub-region.  This would help the boroughs to offset any future costs on housing assessments.
c. Colin Barrow said that there was a need for renegotiating rents with landlords, and tenants might need support in order to do this.  The boroughs could usefully spend some resources investigating how to prepare to provide this sort of support which would help to offset the need for more expensive solutions. 
d. Angela Mason agreed that there was an element of relationship management with the private sector which needed careful consideration.
e. Eric Sorensen said that, with support from the boroughs’ housing officers, it would be possible to carry out the analytical and monitoring role which Board members had suggested. 
f. The Chairman thanked the Board for this discussion and approved CLF to carry out further work as discussed with the assistance of the relevant borough housing officers.

5. Central London Transport Partnership
a. Eric Sorensen said that this paper progressed the decision made by the Board at its previous meeting to support a sub-regional transport partnership.  TfL had now confirmed that this partnership would be supported by funds of £150,000 per year for three years.  The paper proposed four core projects which would comprise the work programme for year one of the partnership; these were: freight consolidation, bus network strategy, station integration and dispersal and strategic rail schemes.   In parallel, TfL had developed a Central London Sub Regional Transport Plan (CLSRTP) which identified challenges and priorities for central London.  Discussions with TfL were planned to examine how the work of the new partnership and the CLSRTP could dovetail and support each other.
b. The Chairman asked the Board to confirm whether they were happy for the central London sub-regional transport partnership to deliver a work programme consistent with the one proposed in the attached paper.  The Board agreed that it was content for CLF to follow the proposed programme.
6. Central London Forward and Cross River Partnership: Future Relationships
a. Eric Sorensen explained that this paper had been drafted by senior officers from the CRP boroughs: City, Southwark, Lambeth and Westminster, recommending that the Board allow officers to explore in further detail what future arrangements might be made to create more efficient and cost effective partnership working between CLF and CRP.  Any decisions should, of course, take into consideration the views of the CRP Board.
b. CRP had been in operation for fifteen years and had successfully raised £240m of funds to support transport, public realm and employment projects.  Given the synergies between some of CLF’s and CRP’s workstreams, it would be useful for the Board to consider what benefits and efficiencies might be achieved through more rationalised commissioning arrangements with CLF.
c. The Chairman said that he thought the Board needed to address this as a matter of urgency and invited the comments of the Board.
d. Annie Shepperd volunteered Southwark to take the lead on working up more detailed options on how the two organisations might work together in the future.
e. Colin Barrow said that the Board should seek to be radical and ambitious in its treatment of the situation.  There should be a presumption that the organisations would be brought closer together operationally while acknowledging that it might be necessary to preserve the external appearance of separation.

f. John Foster requested that this item be discussed at the next Chief Executives’ meeting, and this was agreed.
7. London Local Enterprise Partnership

a. Eric Sorensen said that the Board would have received correspondence from London Councils in relation to the Mayor’s London-wide LEP and there was not much information to add at this stage.  There was still some uncertainty as to how the proposed LEP would fit with the new GLA structure (LDA, HCA etc). Expectation would need to be realistic given the lack of resources directly associated with the LEP. 
b. The Board noted the LEP developments. 
8. AOB
There was no other business.

Date of next Board meeting: 23 March 2011
      .                
Summary of Actions
Item 3: Growth and Incentivising Local Authorities: cities and rates localisation
· CLF to revise the Item 3 paper and circulate to wider group of stakeholders for comment.
· CLF to assist with canvassing of suggestions for an appropriate chairman for the commission.
Item 4: Central London Impact of Housing Benefit Changes
· CLF to work with the borough Housing Officers to assess the potential impact which housing benefit changes might have on residential churn and services in the CLF boroughs and identify possible preparatory actions.
Item 5: Central London Transport Partnership
· CLF to meet with the boroughs’ Head Transport Officers and Transport for London to progress the agreed work programme and establish initial outcomes. 
Item 6: Central London Forward and Cross River Partnership: Future Relationships
· CLF to work with officers at Southwark to work up an options paper on future working between CLF and CRP.  CLF to circulate this paper virtually to the Board for comment and agreement in the New Year.
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