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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON 12 NOVEMBER 2008, GUILDHALL
Present:

Board members

Sir Michael Snyder
City of London (Chairman)

James Kempton
LB Islington (Vice Chairman)

Keith Moffitt

LB Camden

Merrick Cockell
RB Kensington & Chelsea

Nicholas Stanton
LB Southwark
Colin Barrow

City of Westminster

Observers

Stuart Fraser            City of London
Jackie Meldrum        LB Lambeth
Stuart Popham         London Business Board

In attendance

Mike Cooke

LB Camden

Chris Duffield
City of London

John Foster

LB Islington
Derek Myers

RB Kensington & Chelsea
Derrick Anderson     LB Lambeth
Mike More

City of Westminster
Tony Travers

London School of Economics
Eric Sorensen
Central London Forward

Lee Willocks
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1. Apologies

Ian Clement (GLA); Colin Wilson (GLA); Rebecca Brown (Southwark). The Chairman said that discussions with Hackney on their joining CLF continued. 

2. Notes of meeting of 25 June 2008

The minutes of the 25 June meeting were agreed.

3. Central London Economy: discussion led by Tony Travers, London School of Economics

a) Tony Travers said that London’s economy was more volatile than the UK’s and the current risks were therefore that much greater. For the UK, forecasters’ consensus was a 1 or 2% contraction in 2009 with little growth in 2010; therefore over the 3 years end 2007-beginning 2010 there would be virtually no economic growth, a striking contrast to the previous 15 years. The current shorter term major borrowing increases of up to £100bn in total would be followed by budgetary rebalancing - tax increases and public spending constraints – and therefore there would be a challenging future for local authorities and other public bodies. It was difficult to judge whether the recession would be “V” shaped with a relatively early recovery or “L”, signifying a long period of little growth.
b) London’s position was different from other regions given the significance of the financial and related services sector and the particular challenges of that sector. There were some contra indications about the economic health of central London, for example Underground journey numbers seemed to be increasing. Nevertheless there were positive counter-measures available to local authorities which could be implemented quickly including promoting affordable housing, making faster progress on Crossrail-enabling works, and public realm and street works.

c) There was little doubt that London’s reputation as an excellent business centre had been damaged and there was a risk of over-regulation reaction. Reputational damage had also extended to those charged with managing other people’s funds. More generally, London’s image and presentation should be reconsidered making a virtue of its scale, breadth and variety, and with lesser relative emphasis on its financial and related business centres. The sharp falls in the £ offered enhanced opportunities in the tourism and international visitor markets.

d) The Chairman thanked Tony Travers for his opening comments and said that he was more optimistic about the future: the volumes of much City trading were holding up and the current poor image of the banking industry would fade given the fundamental importance of that business sector and its international role. There was recognition that much of the problem had originated in the US and the Government had demonstrated leadership in providing support and liquidity to the markets. It would be important to promote effective use of the regulatory machinery in place rather than add to it. Tony Travers added that the fact and perception that the Government had bailed out the banking industry was fundamental, that would change the industry and we needed to reconsider how best to position London as a world city in those changed circumstances.
e) In discussion the Board commented :
I. The recession might well last longer than expected, business confidence and practice had been seriously affected. Support within the London area could shift from inner to outer areas and the central/inner area would need to press its case.

II. In the contracting business activity scenario, corporate sponsorship would be under pressure, there would be local retail and leisure business impacts, boroughs would need to step in to support local cultural and related activities.

III. Promoting and using the Olympics was a key opportunity, and should be linked both with public realm works and encouraging the visitor and tourism market. It was not straightforward, however, to engage with the Olympic bodies and promote beneficial projects and outcomes with them. Bolstering the image and attractiveness of London was important particularly in that context. Major public works including Crossrail and improving housing estates would make key contributions to the London economy. The significance of Crossrail was enormous and was considerably more important to the to the London economy than the Olympics, welcome as these were. 
IV. It was important to recognise and meet the challenges to the central London economy. Retail businesses in the West End were under pressure and would be further challenged by the imminent opening of the major Westfield centre. A risk was talking down London’s prospects when what was needed was positive marketing.     
V. Boroughs should engage better with developers to facilitate and identify      projects. This could both promote efficiency and help tackle some supply distortions, for example the shortage of office stock in Westminster. New planning gain arrangements could damage the market and needed to be carefully handled, for example the interface between CIL and S106 and the possibility of both the Mayor and the boroughs imposing planning gain requirements on development. Boroughs should also maximise support for SMEs by, for example, making contracting arrangements as simple and as straightforward as possible.

VI. It was agreed that the CLF Board should have a further discussion on the London economy, well before its next meeting towards the end of March. Papers for that discussion should include the latest up to date information on London’s business and activity trends. 
4. Central London Infrastructure Study.
a) The Board noted the progress being made on the Study with the appointed consultants URS. There would be a full discussion when their report was available. 

5. Road space and congestion.

a) The Chairman said that the paper highlighted the various impacts which were slowing traffic speeds and leading to greater congestion. The competing demands for road space would need to be resolved, it appeared that provision for buses might be unduly dominant, and there seemed to be insufficient control over roadworks. In the City’s view the WEZ congestion charging zone had led to a significant increase in traffic in the central area. 

b) In discussion it was stressed that any formal discussion with the Mayor would need careful planning so that Boroughs’ collective objectives were clearly highlighted. It was challenging to reconcile the need to keep traffic moving especially on major routes with also giving priority to cycling and walking. The Mayor’s proposed cycle hire scheme would add to pressures on road space and public realm. There was no one solution and different localities had different priorities. Shared space projects such as that planned for Exhibition Road were helpful in reconciling the different pressures and markedly improved the public realm. Crossrail, though very welcome, would be a disruptive project and would require careful management of its impact.

c) The Board noted that further discussions were under way with the CLF boroughs and TfL on central London priorities and management and that a further report would be submitted.

6. Migration and Census.

The Board noted the report.

7. Worklessness

The Board noted changing and possibly conflicting policy priorities between targeting support for those who have recently been in work, and support for the longer term unemployed. Different measures were required for these groups. Recent discussions at the LSEB had highlighted the differences between short term support and tackling structural underachievement. Expectations of local authorities and of what they could and should do for local people were also important factors. The impact of migration and possible labour market displacement should also be tracked. 

8. Planning for a Better London

The Board noted that the CLF response had been submitted to the GLA.
9. Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman

The Board thanked Sir Michael Snyder for his work and leadership as CLF’s first Chairman. James Kempton and Colin Barrow were unanimously elected as Chairman and Vice Chairman. 

10. AOB/ Next meeting 

The next Board meeting would be held towards the end of March, date to be arranged. The Board would also hold a meeting to discuss the London economy at the end of January/early February.    
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