[image: image1.png]Central London Forward




MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 22 JUNE 2011, SOUTHWARK COUNCIL, 160 TOOLEY STREET
Present:

Board members

Peter John



LB Southwark (Chair)

Stuart Fraser



City of London (Vice-Chair) 

Sue Vincent



LB Camden

Catherine West


LB Islington

Sir Merrick Cockell


RB Kensington and Chelsea 
Steve Reed



LB Lambeth

Colin Barrow                        
City of Westminster 

Board Observers

John Dickie



London Business Board

In attendance
Rachel Stopard 


LB Camden

Chris Duffield


City of London

Lesley Seary
 


LB Islington
Graham Hart


           RB Kensington and Chelsea
Derrick Anderson


LB Lambeth

Annie Shepperd


LB Southwark

Mike More



City of Westminster
Gill Davies



LB Southwark

Jonathan Toy


LB Southwark

Leith Penny



City of Westminster

Peter Hendy



TfL

Alex Williams



TfL

Graham Jones


TfL

Mike Keegan



TfL

Eric Sorensen         

           Central London Forward

Lee Willocks



Central London Forward
1.  Apologies
· Lyn Garner, Greater London Authority
· Derek Myers, Kensington & Chelsea – substituted by Graham Hart.
2. Election of Vice-Chairman and JVA Extension Proposal

a. Stuart Fraser was nominated and elected nem con as CLF Vice-Chairman for 2011-12.

b. Eric Sorensen said that the CLF JVA was due to expire in March 2012.  Should the Board be minded to extend the Agreement, either a one-year or three-year extension was proposed to avoid Local Authority elections in 2014.

c. Steve Reed requested that CLF prepare a paper outlining the achievements of the organisation to-date and the proposed work programme going forward.  This could be presented to the Board at its next meeting to inform its decision in respect of JVA extension.  This proposal was agreed and a paper would be submitted for the September Board meeting.
d. Note: Sue Vincent declared an expression of interest as an employee of Urban Design London which is affiliated to TFL.

3.  Minutes of CLF Board Meetings 23 March 2011 
a. The minutes of the 23 March 2011 meeting were agreed.
b. Colin Barrow invited members’ views on whether CLF should adopt a position on business rate retention in anticipation of the Government’s Resource Review consultation exercise.  Current indications were that the Government intended to legislate on this issue by the end of the year.

c.  In discussion, the Board made the following points:
i. Catherine West said that it would be important for any central London position to be generally accepted and take into account the positions of other boroughs.  More negotiation was also needed with business groups to ensure viability from a business perspective.
ii. Colin Barrow said that a central London response should articulate the clear benefits to the Treasury of an alternative business rate distribution arrangement.  The argument should emphasise the economic growth that could be stimulated.
iii. Sir Merrick Cockell said he would be supportive of a response should the Government publish a consultation paper in the summer.

iv. Steve Reed supported Catherine’s West point that central London’s position should take into account the wider London Councils work but it would be worthwhile to take a sub-regional view.

v. Stuart Fraser said that much was still unclear in relation to the Government’s proposals and it would be difficult to establish a central London position until CLG’s more detailed proposals were announced.
d. The Chairman requested that CLF keep in close touch with developments on the Local Government Resource Review and that this issue should be considered again as soon as  CLG had commenced its consultation exercise.

3.  Olympics Preparedness: Discussion with Transport for London
a. Peter Hendy said that TfL had now taken over the management of the Olympic Route Network (ORN) from the Olympic Delivery Authority.  TfL were keen to engage with stakeholders to explain what plans were in place to manage movement and the ORN during the 2012 Games and how organisations should work in partnership to ensure relevant messages were being disseminated to businesses on the ground.
b. Graham Jones guided the Board through his presentation and made the following key points:
i. There was a general underestimation of how much activity would be taking place outside of the Olympic Park and the other main venues; road events, the marathon and cycle races, and activities around the national and corporate hospitality houses would also have a significant impact on movement in central London.
ii. TfL are working towards tight consultation timescales on the ORN beginning in July.

iii. TfL have uploaded a significant amount of data to their website including area specific detailed ORN maps.

iv. TfL were also working to manage travel demand in order to supress background demand as much as possible during the Games.  To facilitate this, a business advice website had been set-up and TfL were keen to engage with the boroughs to promote this agenda with local businesses.
v. Freight management was also key; processes would need to be put in place to allow business to continue operating during the Games.  This could mean changes to delivery timetables which could have an adverse impact on residential amenity – collaboration with boroughs was therefore essential.
vi. Boroughs could also contribute to the freight management agenda by working with their own fleets and sub-contractors to rationalise vehicle movement.

vii. Peter Hendy added that, on the freight agenda, TfL was seeking legislative changes to relax elements of the London Lorry Control Scheme.  They were also trying to model what London travel logistics will look like before, during and after the Games.  The demands on the ORN would be different on a day-to-day basis and the whole picture was still fluid and evolving.  Opportunities to engage with forums like the City Operations Group and London Councils were therefore both welcome and essential.
c. In discussion the Board commented:

i. Sue Vincent asked where responsibility for ORN management would lodge during Games-time in case issues arose.  Peter Hendy clarified that this would be the London Traffic Control Centre.  TfL were devising special procedures at the Centre to deal with 2012 and Members would be welcome to visit and learn more about the traffic  movement management arrangements.
ii. Sir Merrick Cockell said that different information sources were providing conflicting information on travel issues.  TfL should seek to resolve this as soon as possible.  Peter Hendy agreed and said that travel information needed to take better account of the interaction between venues and the ORN.  Further work would be needed to improve some of the data coming from LOCOG.  Work with LOCOG was also continuing to try and resolve Olympics branding issues; use of the Olympics logo would help TfL to disseminate information in a more consistent and user-friendly way.
iii. Stuart Fraser said that it would be particularly important to engage with very small businesses many of which might not take stock of the situation until too late.  Peter Hendy said TfL had not ruled out the possibility of visiting all the small business trading on the ORN; many of these would in fact benefit from increased trade during the Games and therefore have an incentive to be well prepared.
iv. Catherine West said that she would be happy to develop these issues at London Councils as she chaired the Transport and Environment Committee.  She said that Local Authorities had good communications arrangements with many small businesses and it would therefore be sensible to make use of this existing infrastructure. Central London boroughs might wish to consider not imposing cuts to Licensing Departments in the run-up to the Games as their work would be essential for business engagement.  Other services such as street cleansing were also key.
v. Colin Barrow said that he was concerned that many small businesses would leave preparations to the last minute but boroughs could bear the brunt of complaints about movement disruption experienced during the Games.  There was therefore a need to plan a careful communications campaign to deliver and embed key messages.  Peter Hendy said that much detailed information was available both on the website and through discussions held to date with borough officers but more needed to be done to ensure that this information was circulating efficiently.
vi. Jonathan Toy said that there were concerns in Southwark and Lambeth about the impact on traffic movement in the south-central area, and the River crossings: Blackwall Tunnel, Waterloo and London Bridge.  The southern part of the network needed more analysis.  Some businesses also appeared to be taking a ‘last mile’ approach to Games preparation and were not planning as comprehensively as they should.  Graham Jones said that TfL would welcome a dialogue about transport movement in Lambeth and Southwark.  The term ‘last mile’ was a phrase coined by LOCOG to refer to journey planning between stations and Olympic venues; further engagement was clearly necessary.
vii. Chris Duffield asked whether more specific travel advice would be given to businesses.  Peter Hendy said that TfL were conducting an in-depth analysis of movement during the Games with a view to creating interactive travel information with area specific and games specific dimensions.  Visitors travelling to Games venues would be given information on their tickets on the best way to access their destination without conflicting with commuter movement and vice-versa.
viii. Mike More said that changes to freight delivery timetables could mean more disturbances for local residents.  What legislative cover would there be in to help manage this and smooth over inconsistencies in the planning system?  Peter Hendy said that this would be covered through the legislative changes to the London Lorry Control Scheme.  Assurances would be given that these changes would be of temporary duration.
d. Peter Hendy invited the Board to meet at TfL offices in Palestra so that TfL could properly demonstrate the traffic control procedures being put in place to manage travel during the 2012 Games.  The Chairman thanked Peter Hendy for this invitation which was unanimously accepted by the Board and added that continuing discussions with TfL would be essential.
5. Central London Transport Future Investment Programme
5A. Key Transport Issues – Discussion with TfL
a. Alex Williams briefly introduced the content of the TfL paper on key transport issues all of which had been considered with Transport Officers through the Central London Panel.  Key points were:
i. Members would soon receive correspondence from TfL regarding the closure of the North London Line in order to deliver upgrades.
ii. The paper summarised the Mayor’s response to the HS2 consultation which was broadly supportive subject to certain conditions.
iii. TfL would continue to engage with the boroughs to determine their investment priorities going forward beyond the current funding cycle.

iv. Further discussions on CIL were needed; TfL wished to better understand boroughs’ s106-CIL interface.
v. A £5m fund had been allocated to central London to assist boroughs with air quality measures.

b. In discussion the Board made the following points:

i. Sue Vincent said that Camden’s position did not support the current HS2 proposals. The two-way proposal for Tottenham Court Road/Gower St was important. The air quality fund was welcomed and Camden had had a useful meeting with Isabel Dedring to help progress this.  Camden’s CIL would most likely work on a differential rate basis.  Alex Williams said that the Tottenham Court Road scheme was in the Mayor’s Better Streets document, but not yet funded. 
ii. Colin Barrow said that a fundamental strategic review of the bus network would be welcomed by the central London boroughs but it seemed difficult to engage TfL to undertake this.  Alex Williams and Mike Keegan said that a smaller scale review was conducted at 5-year intervals by London Buses.  A procurement review had also been undertaken at the time the Mayor’s Transport Strategy was published but there were no plans for more a extensive review. Colin Barrow said that nevertheless the need for a more radical review remained and ought to be pursued. 
iii. Catherine West said that a strategic bus network review had been discussed at TEC but the resource implications would make it difficult for this to be accomplished during the current budget.  She said that she would be happy to put this on the TEC agenda and raise it with Peter Hendy.   Realistically work could not commence until after the Olympics.
iv. Chris Duffield noted that roadworks had not been mentioned in the TfL paper.  This topic was of particular current concern to the City; boroughs currently had no authority to coordinate and control roadworks and this led to significant disruption.  Alex Williams and Eric Sorensen said that this issue was touched upon in the work CLF had recently commissioned looking at the changing use of roadspace in central London. Work had also been undertaken by London First. So a summary state of play report could be prepared for the Board. 
5B. Central London Transport Investment Priorities

a. Eric Sorensen introduced this paper which had been commissioned to help inform dialogue with TfL.  The paper articulated possible investment priorities for central London beyond the current funding cycle.  
b. Stuart Fraser noted that the station density figures for the City on page 10 were misleading due to low residential numbers in the borough.  It was agreed that the table could be misleading. 
c. The Board emphasised a number of priority investment areas within the CAZ:

· Elephant and Castle

· Separation of the Northern Line

· Step-free access at Finsbury Park and Highbury and Islington

· South Kensington

· Bank

d. Rachel Stopard said that it would be important to consider how congestion issues in central London would be tackled should HS2 not go forward.
e. Mike Keegan said that Bank was included in TfL’s committed works plan although subject to a long timetable.  Within the next two weeks, TfL would also publish a report on station accessibility which would cover the issues raised in relation to Finsbury Park and Highbury and Islington.  TfL would welcome comments on the report by October 2011.
5C. Central London Transport Programme Update

a. The Board noted the content of this paper summarising the current work of the Transport Partnership. 
6. Commercial Uses to Residential
a. Eric Sorensen said that boroughs would be submitting their own responses to the CLG consultation on these proposed changes to the planning system making changes from commercial to residential use easier. The  CLF submission drew on work by The City and Westminster.  However, given the possible damage to sub-regional business clusters, erosion of business stock and adverse impacts on SMEs, it would seem appropriate for CLF to submit a joint response.  .
b. In discussion the Board made the following comments:

i. Steve Reed said that the arguments should be couched in stronger terms though a covering letter to the Secretary of State.  The potential impact on central London could be extreme with adverse effects on: affordable housing, decentralisation and localism, business rates, employment support, Crossrail CIL and SME businesses.  If the Government wanted to encourage more housing build then this could be accomplished more effectively through better use of planning regulations and encouraging land banking by authorities.
ii. Stuart Fraser said that he had met recently with the Secretary of State and outlined the City’s serious concerns with the Government’s proposals These could create significant problems in the City, disrupt the 24-hour functionality of central London, threaten SME development and discourage economic growth.  The Secretary of State was sympathetic to this argument and also took on-board the suggestion that, should the proposal go forward, it should incorporate the discretion for local authorities to designate areas where the commercial-to-residential relaxed planning rules would not apply.
iii. Peter John said that there was also apparently little support for the proposals amongst developers.
iv. Sue Vincent said that the Planning Officers Society had also expressed concern about the Government’s proposals which could lead to a sudden increase in pop-up properties without any design controls.  She supported Steve Reed’s comments and said that the proposals should be strongly opposed based on the damage it could cause to a city as finely balanced as London.
v. Sir Merrick Cockell supported the idea of a short letter to the Secretary of State making a strong and focused argument.
c. The Chairman confirmed that CLF supported the arguments in the paper and that a covering letter would be prepared. 
7. Employment Programmes: Borough Engagement with the Work Programme
a. Eric Sorensen said that this paper was for information and summarised the boroughs’ engagement with the Work Programme. Set up arrangements by the Work Programme providers had been complicated by TUPE considerations.
b. The Board noted the content of the paper.
c. Colin Barrow said that, following the Board’s breakfast meeting with the DWP Permanent Secretary, Robert Devereux, on Monday 20 June, it was clear that Work Programme provision would not cater for the needs of the hardest-to-help client groups.  The importance of boroughs’ employment support activities was therefore undiminished.
d. Annie Shepperd said that it might be valuable for CLF to get a picture of some of the work which boroughs were undertaking to support cohorts who fell outside Work Programme provision.  Different boroughs were working with different priority groups so there could be value in this learning exchange – for example: provision for young people at Southwark; provision for single parents at Islington; integrated provision for families at Westminster.
e. The Board agreed that CLF should collate data to support this proposal.
8. AOB
a. Peter John asked whether boroughs had had an opportunity yet to consider their responses to the Thames Tideway Tunnel consultation.  Members said that they had not yet developed formal positions.
b. Steve Reed requested that rough sleeping be added as a future agenda item.  The impact of the recession was clearly driving up the number of rough sleepers but there was a need to review authorities’  respective approaches. .
c. Catherine West supported this, nature of issue  meant that boroughs should cooperate. DLF should discuss with London Councils and take advantage of LC assessments. 
d. Annie Shepperd agreed that it would be useful to share policy approaches in dealing with displaced people.  Southwark had already noticed differences in the way boroughs were applying policies and   interpretation of local authority statutory obligations.  Boroughs were also using advice-giving services in different ways and practice could usefully be compared.   
e. The Chairman confirmed that rough sleeping issues should be reviewed in concert with London Councils. 
Date of next Board meeting: 21 September 2011 : main item Housing trends and investment.  

                                -----------------------------------------------------
      .                
Summary of Actions & Key Decisions
Item 2:  Election of Vice-Chairman and JVA Extension Proposal
· Start Fraser elected as Vice-Chairman for 2011-12.
· CLF to prepare a paper for the 21 September Board meeting summarising the achievements of the organisation to-date and the proposed work programme going forward; this to inform the Board’s  decision on the extension of the JVA.
Item 3: Minutes of CLF Board Meeting 23 March 2011
· CLF to keep in close touch with developments on the Local Government Resource Review over the summer with a view to revisiting this item after the Government has launched its consultation.
Item 5: Olympics Preparedness: Discussion with Transport for London
· CLF to liaise with TfL to arrange a meeting at Palestra for Board members and other relevant personnel to learn about the traffic management procedures which TfL are developing for the Olympics.
· CLF to work with Catherine West  and the London Councils Transport and Environment Committee to promote the importance of a strategic bus network review for London with TfL
Item 6: Commercial Uses to Residential
· CLF to amend the draft letter to CLG on proposed changes to the planning system to incorporate the comment made by the Board.
Item 7: Employment Programmes: Borough Engagement with the Work Programme
· CLF to facilitate shared learning between the boroughs by collating data on employment programmes designed to support client groups furthest from the labour market.
Item 8: AOB
· CLF to collate statistics and data on boroughs’ policies and procedures for dealing with rough sleepers.  A report summarising the impacts and aggregated effects of the rise in homelessness in central London to be presented to the Board in September.
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