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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 9 JUNE 2010, SOUTHWARK COUNCIL OFFICES TOOLEY ST, SE1 
Present:

Board members

Steve Reed (Chairman)       
LB Lambeth 
Peter John (Vice Chairman) 
LB Southwark
Nasim Ali



LB Camden

Stuart Fraser



City of London

Catherine West


LB Islington

Merrick Cockell


RB Kensington and Chelsea 
Colin Barrow                        
City of Westminster 

Observer

Stuart Popham 


London Business Board
Fiona Fletcher Smith        

GLA

In attendance
Chris Duffield


City of London

Rachel Stopard 


LB Camden

Kevin O’Leary 


LB Islington
Phil Langslow               

LB Lambeth

Mike More



City of Westminster
Tony Redpath


RB Kensington and Chelsea

Karen O’Keeffe 


LB Southwark
Sir Peter Rogers                 
LDA 
Erika Lewis     


LDA
Philippa Venables          

LDA

Eric Sorensen         

           Central London Forward

1.  Election of Chairman

a. Peter John welcomed the new Members to the CLF Board. He said that under the CLF JVA he would have been Chairman for 2010/11 but as the new Leader of Southwark he did not wish to add chairing CLF to his responsibilities immediately. He said that Steve Reed (who joined the meeting later) had expressed a wish to take on the chairmanship and invited the Board to nominate and second Steve Reed. Steve Reed was elected Chairman nem con. Peter John was nominated and seconded as Vice Chairman and elected nem con. Peter John thanked the Board for their support for Steve Reed and himself. 

b. Colin Barrow welcomed these appointments but said he wished to remind the Board of the need to consider the political make-up of the Board and  the need for an appropriate balance as the Chairman and Vice Chairman rotated each year. 
2.  Minutes of CLF Board Meetings, 3 February and 17 March 2010 
The minutes of the 3 February and 17 March meetings were agreed.  
3.  Sir Peter Rogers, LDA update
a. Peter John welcomed Sir Peter Rogers, Chief Executive LDA, to the Board and invited him to summarise the changes in hand at the LDA. Sir Peter said that over the last 2 years the LDA had been substantially reshaped and slimmed, 570 staff to 370. The £160m additional commitment to Olympics land assembly and the deal with Government on land holdings between the LDA and the Olympic Park Legacy Company had substantially constrained the LDA’s spending capacity. Further savings were now sought and those would fall only on the non Olympics proposed expenditure, representing an adverse gearing impact. 
b. The LDA would be part of the Mayor’s reconfiguration proposals and so further significant changes could be expected (Note: the Mayor published on 15 June significant proposals about his taking on programme delivery and management tasks which were the responsibility of Government or quangos). The LDA would wish to work through the boroughs, not simply alongside and developing sub-regional working should generate efficiency gains. 
c, Catherine West referred to the worthwhile programmes supporting  apprenticeships and sustained employment. These had been planned to grow but now seemed to have more limited ambitions. If possible these programmes should be supported. 

d. Responding to Chris Duffield, Sir Peter said that he wished to work closely with CLF though the main LDA emphasis would be in East London. Prioritisation in projects was important, promoted with joint funding streams. On learning and skills development it was hoped to rationalise the various funding streams and to work closely with the SFA. Business support funding was being reduced as was international promotion. The plan was to maintain effectiveness with better targeted programmes and with rationalisation through the Promote London Council. 

e. Steve Reed said that these developments suggested the need for a general review of proposed outcomes, involving boroughs. On business support there were specific local programmes to support start up companies which should also relate to LDA priorities. Sir Peter agreed though he noted the high start up failure rate and therefore the need for realistic support, advice and training. 
f. Stuart Fraser emphasised the concern that economic recovery would be relatively jobless and so particular effort should go into new business support and wealth creation. Also, given the difficult labour market it was essential to target good support and training to those who would otherwise remain under or unemployed. 

g. Steve Reed thanked Sir Peter for a helpful discussion. It was agreed that the close relationship between CLF and the LDA should be fostered as priorities and programmes evolved, and there should be joint lobbying to try and unblock worthwhile projects caught in the commitments review. 

4. CLF Future Work Programme

a. The Board considered the report reviewing the work programme; possible priorities included promoting the sub-regional economy especially through infrastructure and transport investment, tackling worklessness, promoting liveability with better public realm, energy efficiency, and greater efficiency in public services delivery. The Board noted that a CLF central London priorities manifesto had been published in March.

b. Merrick Cockell said that the very considerable pressures on public expenditure should encourage development of joint work on efficient service delivery. This should also be seen as part of the programme to encourage Government decentralisation and devolution to boroughs. The case for simplification and a more unified approach across 33 local authorities seemed strong, especially joint work on terms of contracts. There would be varying borough groupings to maximise efficiency, not necessarily groupings of CLF authorities. Capital Ambition provided funding to help facilitate this work.  
b. Catherine West agreed that different borough groupings were appropriate for different services; Islington worked with Camden, and also with Hackney and Haringey. Islington’s priorities reflected the need for greater equity and fairness, and included affordable housing, tackling crime and anti-social behaviour, and tackling child poverty. Better information and advice for communities was required through CABs and one-stop shops. Nasim Ali agreed with these points, Camden were seeking effective partnerships to make services’ delivery more efficient. CLF would need to consider what its collective offer and stance should be; housing was a key issue for Camden.   
c. Stuart Fraser added that authorities should work together for other ends as well including making employment programmes as effective as possible, and cooperating on procurement information and simplification to maximise  opportunities for SMEs. 

d. Colin Barrow added that there were policy consequences which had particular impacts in high cost areas such as central London; these included obligations to house families and the associated high housing benefit costs. This was a controversial and difficult issue which needed to be handled sensitively but the present approach might not strike the right balance between entitlement and value for money. 

e. Kevin O’Leary said that Directors and Heads of Service met regularly together to make progress on collaborative initiatives. The overall picture was complex and varied with much work proceeding in different forums. It would be important to ensure that this work was not duplicated and this could imply a limited CLF coordinating role. 
f. In conclusion it was agreed that there would be a further discussion on CLF priorities, taking account of the points made, and with emphasis on where CLF could add value given the range of work being undertaken elsewhere. 

5. Employment Programmes

a. In a brief discussion Mike More said the objective was to simplify the baroque architecture tackling worklessness and promoting employment. Discussions continued with senior DWP officials about the emerging Government proposals, and about how productive engagement and partnership should be fostered between the planned large DWP contractors and sub-regions. CLF would be appointing an officer on a short term contract to help in planning DWP/sub-regional cooperation.
b. The Board agreed that promoting employment and effective cooperation with DWP was a clear priority for CLF, and the Board would receive regular progress reports. 

6. Olympics Planning

a. The Board noted the challenges and developments summarised in the report. Mike More said that it was important to clarify that the ODA should play the leading role on the implementation of the Olympic Route Network. Otherwise there was a risk of confused responsibilities on how the compromises between restrictions associated with Olympic movement requirements and maintaining central London’s day to day business should be achieved. The BIDs were an important channel of communication between the GLA/ODA and the business community and were being effectively used. 

b. Discussions continued with DCMS and CLG on meeting the additional Olympics associated costs. Progress seemed to be being made on combating the proposition that “costs should lie where they fall”, an important development given the highly uneven distribution of significant extra costs between authorities. 

c. The Board agreed that a continuing review of central London impacts and planning associated with the Olympic was required. This should include regular reports on key issues from COSG, the GLA led steering group overseeing central London preparations. 

7.AOB

a. The Board agreed that given the further discussions required on work programme priorities it would be helpful to meet again in a few weeks’ time and arrangements would be made accordingly.                     
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