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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 1 APRIL 2009, ISLINGTON TOWN HALL
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Michéle Dix


TfL

Lucinda Turner

TfL
Martine Ainsworth-Wells
Visit London
Ken Kelling


Visit London
1. Apologies
Stuart Popham (London Business Board); Derek Myers (RB Kensington and Chelsea)  

2. Notes of meeting of Economy Seminar 11 February 2009
a. The minutes of the Economy Seminar were agreed.
JVA

b. Eric Sorensen said that the Board’s commitment to extend the JVA needed to be expressly stated, and then the necessary legal and contractual steps would be taken.
The Board agreed the extension of the JVA until March 2012.
Crossrail
c. Chris Duffield updated the Board on discussions between the City, Westminster, London First, Major Developers’ Group and Sir Simon Milton together with the GLA. The proposed Crossrail s106 tariff, £213 per sq metre only in the CAZ, would impose a significant burden on development particularly in the current economic climate.  The latest position was that the GLA seemed prepared to amend the proposals including extending the tariff regime to other use classes and to some areas beyond the CAZ which would reap economic benefits from Crossrail, for example Stratford. A viability test could be considered although the details still need to be settled as part of the continuing discussions on the shape of the tariff.    
Shared Services
d. John Foster said that the Chief Executives had met to discuss the possible development of shared services and there was a clear case for some, selective, initiatives. However further discussions were needed to identify thematic areas where it would be practical for the CLF boroughs to work collectively.  John Foster proposed to present these to the Board in the near future. 
3. Worklessness: next steps 
a. Mike More gave an update presentation to the Board on discussions with CLF boroughs to help simplify tackling worklessness, and boroughs’ collaboration.  The context was a provider-led, rather than customer-focussed, system with an array of commissioning agencies, funding streams and similar providers, creating a structure that was both difficult to understand and navigate.  

b. CLF and Borough officers had held discussions, and had met the LDA employability commissioning team.  They had looked at Multi Area Agreements in place and at devolution arrangements.  Setting up a central London skills and employment board would add another layer to the already complicated system.  They similarly concluded that an MAA or City Strategy Pilot (CSP) type structure would also add unnecessary bureaucratic burdens.
c. It was recommended that the boroughs did not relinquish the borough offer to the currently targeted hard-to-reach groups and that no overriding structure for taking over borough or JCP services should be created.  Instead they recommended action on three priority areas through joint working with central Government and the LDA:  
· Funding and advocacy for borough led consortia of providers: continuing discussions with the LDA would be of particular importance here.

· More effective support for employers and better alignment with employers’ demands.  Better links were also needed with DWP, for example the road testing of programmes to determine their efficacy.  The Rapid Response Service was poorly used; only one business in Westminster had used it.
· Great involvement with DWP commissioned services: more engagement was needed on the contracting of services; only Southwark seemed to have a close working relationship with DWP.
d. Eric Sorensen said that two meetings had been held with the LDA to discuss how their £9m (over two years, all London) sustainable employability pilots for the long term unemployed would work.  The LDA were seeking risk transfer to providers who would be paid as long as the long term unemployed gained work for some months.  The main difficulty lay in the extent of risk transfer which the LDA were looking for.  Given the state of the labour market would this be realistic?   It was not clear what these pilots would add to the experience which boroughs already had.  It was also not clear how these pilots would dovetail with Flexible New Deal which targeted the same cohort.  The LDA wished to engage sub-regionally and CLF would need to consider lead borough arrangements. There would be further urgent discussions with the LDA to try and clarify these issues in the light of the LDA’s wish to get their pilots underway in the next couple of months.    
e. John Foster said that from the recent meeting between the Chief Executives and the LDA it was clear that central London could benefit from LDA contributions but the LDA needed to specify their offer. A boroughs’ consortium might be a good way forward with a lead borough but the key point to establish was how the boroughs and their target groups would benefit. In terms of risk transfer, it would not be reasonable for the LDA to expect the boroughs to bear the up-front burden of costs.  The LDA did appreciate this and were willing to negotiate this point.  
f. The Chairman added that it was important to clarify whether the aim was system improvement or improving the LDA offer.  It was agreed that system improvement was the important outcome and arrangements with the LDA should support this aim.  
g. Ian Clement said that the boroughs were pushing at an open door in terms of LDA willingness to be flexible but it would be useful to move quickly on the details of planning the pilot projects. 

h. In discussion the Board commented:
· Did we need to distinguish between supporting the long term unemployed and also supporting newly unemployed white collar workers who would be likely to be unfamiliar with Government job search and benefit procedures?  The depth of the current recession would mean that the recently unemployed, with qualifications, would not necessarily find it easy to gain new employment  The evidence seemed clear, however, that the longer term unemployed were significantly represented in the central boroughs’ populations, whereas white collar short term unemployment seemed more likely to impact on commuters rather than residents.  
· It was noted that the boroughs had a responsibility both to those who lived and who worked in their areas; on the other hand, serious social issues were faced by the long term unemployed and it was towards those that boroughs should focus their efforts.  The long term unemployed received a variety of services from boroughs and supporting their integration into the labour market fitted with this range of services.  Both issues needed to be addressed.
· There should also be more efficient mechanisms for reconciling supply with demand.  Crossrail, for example, would create a large number of job opportunities, but with particular skills required.  The appropriate training and job pathways should be provided and residents’ take-up encouraged.  In London’s flexible labour market there was considerable displacement by, for example, the flow of migrant workers.
· Peter Hendy, TfL, had recently given a positive presentation on proposed Tunnelling Academies and other initiatives which would target the construction-upskilling of the London workforce.  TfL analysis had shown that there would be a skills shortage up to 2017 and the Academies and similar initiatives were specifically targeted at helping deliver infrastructure investment, the Olympics, and construction projects beyond 2017.  
· The need to liaise closely with companies on their labour and skills demands was essential, training provision had to be market-sensitive. 
· A sector-based approach to tackle short term unemployment could be the most useful and practical approach: each borough would select a sector (hospitality, media, financial services etc), host seminars and provide other practical support for the sector.
i. The Board agreed that the next steps should be:
I. Development of CLF’s lobbying role on the supply-side: the context was much altered with DWP and JCP operating in new ways.  CLF should engage with DWP/JCP using the shared experience of the boroughs to help better tailor programmes to labour market realities.

II. CLF’s lobbying role should also help to develop a realistic approach to commissioning by the LDA and others.

III. Different approaches would be needed for different environments: imaginative schemes that could pull together resources quickly would be needed to tackle short term unemployment.
IV. Since the labour market was experiencing such rapid movement and change, any initiative which the CLF boroughs devised would need to be rooted in a firm evidence base in order to create maximum impact.
j. Discussions would continue with DWP, JCP about flexible implementation of their programmes, and with the LDA. A further meeting would be held as soon as possible between CLF, borough officers and the LDA to determine the parameters of the £9m employability pilots programme. A further report would be given to the Board about the next steps.
4. Update on Visit London enhanced marketing programme

a. Martine Ailsworth-Wells and Ken Kelling from Visit London gave a presentation providing details of the Visit London summer 2009 marketing campaign to increase tourist and visitor numbers.  The presentation emphasised the importance of tourism to boroughs’ economies; and tourism was one of the few business sectors which should straightforwardly respond to a stimulus during a recession.  Promotion campaigns delivered immediate results and London had already sent tangible results from promoting during a downturn.
b. Visitor spend in the five boroughs
 had decreased but was still significant at £5.8bn.  The exchange rate was significant but not the “silver bullet” in attracting visitors; research indicated that the more effective marketing approach was to promote London as a special, unique destination full of variety. The campaign would be shaped to target the different visitor age groups.  
c. On 23 March the Mayor launched his ‘Only in London’ campaign supported by £2m from the LDA, and the list of 100 “Only in London” experiences was showcased by high profile media agencies.  The initial campaign was now running and there would be an enhanced campaign planned for April 29-June in core overseas and domestic markets. CLF boroughs had already been considering contributing £100k each to the campaign and an early decision confirming this was needed. 

d. Estimates on the return on investment suggested that the contribution of £500k from the five boroughs could expect to earn an ROI of 25:1 with an economic benefit of £12.5m.  Aggregated with other funds this would amount to a £43.6m economic benefit for the five boroughs.

e. The £500k proposal would procure:
· A press release announcing participation

· Announcement with the Mayor and Leaders

· 1 x tailor made advertisement to showcase consumer relevant tourism in the boroughs

· 1x strip ad per borough in a high profile publication

· 1 x PR campaign

· “Only in London 100” list expanded to include more five boroughs’ product

· Remaining media spend (£380k) could be used on a UK + London and/or 1 x European country campaign.
· Borough-specific post campaign evaluation

f. In discussion, the Board commented:
· The proposed campaign seemed to place emphasis on attracting domestic visitors when it would be more advantageous to focus on the overseas market since this was where significant spend would be generated and where there were exchange rate related benefits. In Westminster, in particular, the hotel and other markets were geared towards international visitors spending some days in London, and spending significantly more compared with domestic day visitors.

· In general, visitors from the US tended not to be conscious of the exchange rate so awareness-raising of this issue could be a good selling point.  This could be expanded to demonstrate the now comparative low cost of visiting London compared with, for example, other cities in Europe.
· On the “Only in London 100” list, many of the suggested places to visit were somewhat predictable and that Kensington and Chelsea, for example, would be interested in exploring a more modern and alternative promotion angle.  It was important that contributing boroughs had a proper dialogue with VL about what their areas offered to visitors and that we moved away from a clichéd image of London. 
g. Visit London responded : 
· Domestic visitors were more conscious of the unfavourable exchange rate than others and were therefore less likely to be travelling abroad.  That made them an important target group which Visit London could not afford to ignore. Though spend per head was significantly less domestic visitor numbers were far greater : 10m visits per year from UK, 2m from US.  

· That US visitors typically were not aware of the exchange rate and in marketing terms it would be too complicated a message to try and deliver. Visit London analysis also indicated that the exchange rate only applied to approximately 20% of US tourists as a motivating factor for their visits.
· That ultimately the campaign must be consumer-driven and analysis indicated that visitors were predominantly interested in London’s heritage and the well-known attractions for which the city was famous.  Visit London had worked with borough officers on the shape of the presentation and were of course willing to be as imaginative as possible about the overall image conveyed by the “Only in London” list. Further detailed discussions with boroughs would be helpful. 
h. Ian Clement said that for this campaign to work, it would need to be pitched at different levels, dependent on the individual borough focus.  The Chairman concluded that further early discussion between Visit London and the individual boroughs was needed to deal with the issues raised on the shape of the promoting London campaign, and to determine confirmation of the CLF boroughs’ contribution. The visitor sector was clearly very important to the central London economy. 
5. Central London transport priorities: paper to guide Mayor’s Transport Strategy 
a. Michéle Dix gave a presentation to the Board on progress in developing the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). This was being prepared to synchronise with the London Plan and the LDA’s Economic Development Strategy.  An MTS consultation document would be submitted to the Assembly at the end of April and then further drafting would continue through the summer, with the public consultation running from September to the end of December.  The removal of the Western Extension Zone could only take place when this consultation period had concluded.
b. The Outer London Commission’s Interim Report (scheduled to be published by June) would be of particular significance for TfL as it would assess the economic viability of Outer London growth hubs and other outer investment. The OLC’s conclusion on this issue would influence the direction of travel in the MTS.
c. Responses to Way to Go! have been considered; a document would be published shortly on the TfL website. 
d. The Business Plan would go some way towards London’s investment backlog: increase in radial capacity through Tube upgrades; increase in London-wide public transport capacity by approximately 30%;   improvement in the provision for cycling. However due to London’s continuing growth (estimates remained high despite the recession) if improvements were not planned immediately for the post-2017 timeframe, there would be increased backlog in public transport provision. TfL had devised some possible policy levers to tackle growth to 2017 e.g. demand management and seeking to influence land use distribution to better match transport provision.
e. A central issue in the post 2017-timeframe was whether to promote growth hubs e.g. Brent Cross/Cricklewood, Croydon and Stratford or whether we would be looking to continue promoting the radial-centric London model and lobbying for Crossrail 2.  TfL analysis indicated that a radial plan for post 2017 could cost in the region of £36bn while an outer London hub model might only cost half of that amount due to the greater cost of development through the central area. There would be competition for resources from Outer London. 
f. Eric Sorensen referred to the Board paper prepared with CLF transport leads and said that central London radial transport infrastructure was both required now and in the future. This related to the long standing pattern of business investment.  Planned Tube upgrades would improve chronic congestion in the central area but the Board might also wish to consider whether a step-change was needed on the model of roadspace use, the current approach seemed unsustainable with sharper conflicting demands for smoothing traffic, more pedestrian space, public realm, encouraging cycling. 

g. In discussion the Board commented:

· A sensible balance between the requirements within the central/inner area was essential, with promotion of alternative transport modes, particularly cycling. 

· Roadspace allocations would always be challenging to resolve. A core contribution to the central area was upgrading the Tube network given the high volume of passengers carried. This should continue in tandem with a review of the bus network and the need to overcome the vested interests there.   
·  Rail termini and interchanges were also a clear priority, currently very difficult for passengers and pedestrians, and this created a negative impression of the city as a whole.
· The conflict between road congestion and pedestrianisation was important; if there were too much congestion the city would lose its competitive edge. There should be flexibility in the policy prescription and initiatives such as bicycle use needed to be promoted sensitively.

· There had been much discussion about handling freight and freight delivery but not much had changed in practice. It was recognized that out of hours deliveries could impinge on residential amenity. 
h. Michéle Dix added that:

· Analysis indicated that investment in outer London hubs would relieve congestion in central London.  There was a real question as to how much more business activity and therefore demand for transport the central area could absorb.

· TfL were developing sub-regional strategies and were in discussions with the sub-regions on their priorities. These strategies would be highlighted with associated policies on modal split and LIPs would also tie into the process.  Further progress was desirable for the central area and it was hoped that the Board would support this with senior level buy-in.  In order to draft the strategy so that it would be ready for the consultation period, the CLF boroughs would need to determine what their priorities were over the next three months. 
i. Eric Sorensen said that the CLF borough transport officers were meeting regularly and would endeavour to develop a limited number of scenarios to assist the Board’s decisions on central area costed priorities. 
6. Central London Olympics Programme: progress report

a. The Board noted and agreed the outline work programme of the Olympics lead officers. 
7. AOB

a. The Board would meet again on Wednesday 8 July.
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