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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 8 JULY 2009, WESTMINSTER CITY HALL
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Peter Hendy


TfL

Michéle Dix


TfL

Alex Williams


TfL
Rory Brooke


URS Consultants
1. CLF Chairman and Vice-Chairman: Appointments

a. Colin Barrow as the serving Vice Chairman assumed the Chairmanship following James Kempton’s (LB Islington) resignation. The Board welcomed him as Chairman. Terry Stacy, Leader LB Islington, would represent the borough on the CLF Board and the Board welcomed him.  
b. The Chairman said that Nick Stanton had been nominated for the Vice Chairmanship, and there being no other nominations the Board unanimously elected Nick Stanton as Vice-Chairman.
2. Apologies
     There were apologies from:
· Cllr Steve Reed, Lambeth (represented by  Cllr Jackie Meldrum)

· Chris Duffield, City
· Fiona Fletcher-Smith, GLA
· Karen O’Keeffe, Southwark (represented by Graham Sutton)

3. Minutes of CLF Board Meeting 1 April 2009

The minutes of the previous Board meeting were agreed and there             were no matters arising. 
4. Discussion with Peter Hendy, Transport Commissioner 
a. The Chairman welcomed Peter Hendy and Michéle Dix from TfL to the discussion on the Mayor’s new draft Transport Strategy (MTS) and the key transport issues.
b. Peter Hendy said that the current MTS was eight years old and TfL’s aim was therefore to refresh it, with a new, longer-term outlook. It would accommodate the Outer London perspective and would align transport strategy with the new London Plan and with the Economic Development strategy.  A very substantial investment programme was under way but there had been a history of underinvestment; there were increasing demands as London grew and planned investment tried to tackle the pressures on roadspace, at rail termini, and at many other stations. Better management of demand had to be a key feature. 
c. Michéle Dix gave an overview of the challenges and policy priorities which TfL had identified, these reflected continuing constructive discussions with CLF and borough transport officers. A subregional focus was an important part of the overall analysis. These and other discussions would feed into the draft MTS which would be published for public consultation on 12 October.  The key points in her presentation were:
i. The MTS Statement of Intent published in May, following “Way to Go” in November 2008, was for statutory consultation with the Assembly and Functional Bodies.  The public consultation beginning in October would be followed by the final Strategy to be published in spring 2010.
ii. The international, national and inter-regional dimensions of London’s transport system must be reflected in the MTS. 
iii. The TfL Business Plan and HLOS investment periods made provision for major improvement work but given the lack of past investment and continuing growth overcrowding on the public transport network in 2026 would be significant.
iv. Pressure on roadspace presented a particular challenge;                                                the promotion of cycling and electric vehicles may lead to modal shifts away from cars but demands from other modes such as buses, and demands for more provision for pedestrians and for public realm, may require other policy levers, for example restricting the use of vehicles or  roads at particular times of day.

v. Better management of radial journeys to the centre and onward movements, which at present led to large numbers of journeys using central London termini/stations and putting great pressure on them, could be achieved by more use of inner orbital stations such as Clapham Junction. This would disperse passengers and help to even out pressures. 
vi. TfL have done a lot of work on Outer London opportunities but it was clear that the outer areas would not be a significant alternative to central London growth. There was no doubt however that better orbital connectivity and investing in town centres would benefit both outer and central areas.

vii.  TfL have identified infrastructure investment proposals, for example separation of the Northern Line; Chelsea-Hackney; the extension of the Northern Line to Battersea/Clapham Junction; extension of the Bakerloo Line; CRT alternatives. These could not be developed in detail/funded for some years as TfL’s funding was already over-committed in the current Business Plan to 2017/8.  But it was important that the MTS should clearly signal longer term key schemes to which boroughs and others attached particular priority.
viii. The Mayor would also publish an Air Quality Strategy in September which would incorporate possible methods of alleviating pollution in hotspot areas. These could include proposals on the  modification of the taxi and bus fleets or revisions to the Low Emissions Zone.  
ix. Peter Hendy added that though the TfL’s Business Plan was overcommitted there were important opportunities in HLOS Period 5 beginning 2014 to improve the investment relationship between rail and London public transport.   
d. A draft of the MTS would be sent to the TfL Board in early August.  It would therefore be useful to receive comments from the central London boroughs collectively as part of the engagement process to help ensure that the draft MTS accommodates the views of the sub-region.  The Chairman said that CLF would submit a collective response to TfL by the end of the July highlighting the key issues for central London.
e. In discussion the following points were highlighted :  

i. Buses were important in providing orbital routes. They were key to dispersal from major stations. The commitment to reduce buses in Oxford St by 10% in this year and the next was being successfully implemented, and it was noted that other very busy bus routes such as The Old Kent Road also required similar radical bus measures. Radical, as opposed to incremental, improvements to bus routeing had to be consistent with promoting service reliability and to   recognize the pressures on bus layover and turn-round space in the central area. TfL would be happy to join in a more detailed discussion about bus provision and services given the need for reassurance on the pace of change and improvement of bus services, both their shape and extent.  
ii. Greater use of inner stations such as Clapham Junction and West Hampstead to take pressure off the central termini was welcome. Progress however was painfully slow; improving interchange at West Hampstead, for example, had been a Camden priority for some 20 years but with little progress. The train operators needed to be persuaded as additional stops cut across journey times for commuters.  

iii. The emphasis on cycling provision needed to be balanced with the other severe pressures on roadspace, as did bus provision. Though good progress was being made on Legible London there was still much more scope for promoting central London as a walkable place. The different localities of the central area were often much closer than was realised. There were health benefits to be gained from promoting walking and such promotion combined with public realm improvements would achieve much at relatively low cost. 
iv. There was considerable information available on public transport services but it was often difficult to follow especially for bus services. There seemed to be scope for more user friendly internet based information provision. 
v. Roadworks were the biggest single cause of congestion for surface traffic and much more needed to be done to ensure that utility companies worked in considerate and efficient  ways. TfL and the boroughs were working with Government on the introduction of the new Permit Scheme but this would lack any serious financial incentives or penalties to influence  utility companies and others. So it was doubtful whether this would offer the badly needed step-change required. The Government had been reluctant to take further measures.
vi. Air quality was becoming more of a key issue; there were EU targets to meet on PM10(2011) and NOx(2015). It was important that TfL and the boroughs were not required to implement hastily conceived measures and that air quality issues were dealt with in a considered way. Practical steps should be taken to clean up the bus and taxi fleets. It was noted that this would cost about £150m for each fleet with less control over performance by taxi owners, and there was no budget provision. 
vii. There was surprisingly little reference to Crossrail which was fundamental to London’s public transport improvement. Peter Hendy said that it was TfL’s firm view that Crossrail was now a firm project for immediate investment. It was also noted that whatever the challenges to Heathrow’s expansion high quality aviation links were very important in fostering London’s major business sectors and employment. The proposed extension of the country’s high speed rail links, where the UK fell well behind Continental provision, was also important; it was noted that Euston was likely to be the HS2 terminus.  

f. The Chairman thanked Peter Hendy and Michéle Dix for a very useful discussion, said that the Board would be writing to TfL, and noted the helpful offer of further discussions.  
5. Employment and Worklessness Update
a. The Board were asked to approve two CLF/ boroughs’ projects: 
I. The procurement of consultancy support for a central London subregion/DWP/JCP liaison project. The aim was to develop more specific outcomes from the general offer by DWP to devolve employability and employment programmes and to provide more financial flexibility. A bid for £50k had been submitted to Capital Ambition and the indications were that it would be successful. A more detailed brief would be sent to the Board. 
II. The CLF boroughs had submitted a joint bid for £1.3m to the LDA’s subregional employability pilot scheme to help hard-to-reach cohorts into sustained work. The £1.3m would be matched by boroughs’ WNF and s106 funds; the boroughs would deliver the programme through their existing worklessness operations.  Discussions with the LDA were at an advanced stage with key approval gained from the LDA’s investment committee. The programme incorporated an outcome-based reward system transferring some risk to the boroughs : the final 40% payment would depend on achievement of 6 months sustained employment. Each borough would be responsible for meeting its target share.  The target cohorts experienced challenges in getting jobs (eg lone parents) so this was a significant but achievable target. Some 3,600 people would be formally registered for this programme and it was planned that some 500 in total would meet  the employment target.   
b. In discussion the Board said that it was important to have a clear understanding of the financial implications of the programme with an analysis of the consequences of missing the employment target. There would be little point in taking on an unnecessarily risky programme given the self evident labour market challenges.  
c. Eric Sorensen said that the current payment profile and targets had been carefully considered by borough officers. Boroughs had been running similar programmes for some time and were able to benchmark outcomes and risk. There would also be some control over outcomes through the selection and registration process of clients and the way they would be supported through the programme. A summary risk assessment would be circulated to the Board as soon as possible. 
d. The Board agreed to support the two proposals subject to clarification on risk transfer and financial liability on the LDA Employment Pilot.
e. The Chairman noted that individual boroughs had submitted bids for the first round of the Future Jobs Fund (bids required by 30 June). He  invited the Board to consider the sub-regional potential for submitting a FJF bid in time for the September round.  Stuart Fraser said that the City would not be participating in FJF on its own account given the size of the local population and would wish to join with boroughs accordingly. The Board agreed to support the concept of a sub-regional bid in principle but it would be useful to wait and see how the June bids fared and what feedback boroughs received from DWP.
6. Sub-regional Funding: LDA funding for CLF
a. Following some months of discussion, the LDA had offered £50k pa for two years to support CLF sub-regional work.  The history of such funding had varied between sub regions with others receiving up to £200k pa for a mix of policy and project work. The intention would be to use the LDA funding to fund three workstreams :  
I. sub-regional economic assessment
II. sub-regional Prospectus
III. the DWP/JCP liaison project (mentioned in item 5)

b. CLF would continue to work in a strategic and lobbying capacity; it would not carry out project delivery.  Eric Sorensen asked the Board to note that these funding opportunities had not been budgeted and CLF now had significant reserves. He would therefore prepare a revised business plan for the Board.   
c. The Board approved the LDA funding proposal.  It was noted that the Prospectus would be particularly important in helping to identify priorities and future areas of work which CLF should undertake.  

7. Central London Infrastructure Assessment: Summary Report
a. Rory Brooke, URS Consultants project director had led the team on the  infrastructure assessment for central London and the parallel, more detailed, report for Westminster City Council. This helped to provide the evidence base for Westminster’s LDF and the forthcoming Community Infrastructure Levy.
b. Rory Brooke summarised the central London infrastructure assessment.The assessment had looked at infrastructure provision within the timeframe of boroughs’ LDFs (2026) to assess the supply and demand balance. One of the biggest challenges in carrying out this out was the mismatch in planning frameworks which utility and service providers worked to.  These providers were locked into much shorter timeframes, dictated by their regulatory frameworks, and this required extrapolation of data.   
i. Overall URS predicted approximately 20% growth against most indicators.  Significant growth would occur in Southwark and Islington, as well as in Westminster and Camden.
ii. TfL forward planning was better aligned with boroughs and information was more easily accessible; this section of the assessment was therefore more robust.  TfL had planned major investment in central London but threats still remained around managing the projected increase in passenger numbers.
iii. Sustainable energy was an important issue for central London.  The Mayor was committed to ambitious carbon reduction targets (60% by 2025) and had planned a number of initiatives to help in that, for example electric vehicles, retrofitting buildings , and directing the LDA to investigate and promote a range of heat networks. 
iv. He recommended that the report should be discussed with CLG who had expressed interest in the findings. The report illustrated the difficulties in infrastructure related evidence-gathering.  CLF should use this as an opportunity to lobby Government to apply pressure on the way in which utility companies and regulators worked and shared data.
v. He also recommended that CLF should look more detail at decentralised energy in a central London context.  There were global examples of schemes that worked well (like Stockholm) but these were only successful because of a joint, municipal approach and a sound regulatory framework.  Central London needed to lobby collectively for this.
c. Eric Sorensen added that the LDA and CLF boroughs had commissioned a range of work on decentralised energy but there was little work on drawing these together at a sub-regional level.  The Board was therefore asked to endorse the release of £15k of CLF funds to be spent on this work.
d. In discussion the Board commented: 

i. The boroughs could benefit from significant efficiency savings on this by working collectively on this project.
ii. The regulatory framework has been identified in the City as a significant problem and much work needed to be done in conjunction with providers to tackle this. 

iii. Sharing of information and best practice would be useful and the report would help to facilitate this.
e. The Board approved the procurement of consultancy support to produce a report on decentralised energy in central London.  The Board made clear, however, that this should be a stand-alone, contained exercise. The Board agreed that there should discussions with CLG and a report back to the Board.  
8. Economic Recovery Programme Update

a. The Board noted the paper summarising current borough programmes and initiatives to alleviate the impact of the economic downturn. 
b. Stuart Popham and Stuart Fraser updated the Board on progress with the new Financial Services body originating in the recommendations of the Wigley Report presented to the Mayor in late  2008:

i. The body would be called TheCityUK, would be initially financed by the City of London Corporation, and would be launched in October this year.  Its two primary aims were to restore trust and confidence in financial services, and to tackle the degree of overlap and duplication in the representation and promotion of the sector. TheCityUK would work with a number of organisations including Think London to deal with this. 
ii. Preparing the launch of TheCityUK was a careful exercise to ensure it was seen as politically neutral and had widespread support.    
iii. TheCityUK would represent UK-wide business, not just London.

       c.   The Board acknowledged the good progress being made. 

9. Olympics 

a. Merrick Cockell proposed that a report should be prepared for the Board’s meeting on 23 September. It was important to assess central London’s offer for 2012 and what role CLF saw itself playing in the Olympics agenda, including relating to and engaging support from others. 
b. In  discussion the Board commented: 

i. There were key Olympics issues which CLF should engage with, for example the use of the housing legacy. 
ii. It would be useful for CLF to prepare a paper setting out the  business case for why and how it might be involved.
c. It was agreed that a full discussion would be held on 23 September; a paper summarising Olympics preparations and the presentation of the central area for 2012 would be circulated. 
10.  AOB

The next meeting of the Board would be on Wednesday 23 September,                8.00am, Westminster City Hall. 
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