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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 23 SEPTEMBER 2009, WESTMINSTER CITY HALL
Present:

Board members

Colin Barrow


City of Westminster (Chairman)

Nicholas Stanton

LB Southwark (Vice Chairman)
Stuart Fraser


City of London

Merrick Cockell

RB Kensington & Chelsea
Observer

Stuart Popham 

London Business Board
In attendance
Mike Cooke


LB Camden

Chris Duffield                     City of London
John Foster


LB Islington
Tony Redpath

RB Kensington & Chelsea
Derrick Anderson               LB Lambeth 
Karen O’Keeffe

LB Southwark 
Mike More


City of Westminster
Giles Dolphin                      GLA 

Colin Richardson

Central London Forward

Eric Sorensen                     Central London Forward

Lee Willocks                       Central London Forward 

Tony Travers                      LSE

Isabel Dedring                   GLA

1. Apologies 

Apologies were received from Keith Moffitt, Steve Reed and Terry Stacy. They were also received from Fiona Fletcher Smith and the Board welcomed Giles Dolphin, GLA.    
2. Minutes of CLF Board Meeting 8 July 2008

The minutes of the previous Board meeting were agreed and there         were no matters arising. 
3.  Discussion with Tony Travers, the London economy 
a. The Chairman welcomed Tony Travers and referred to the Board’s previous discussions on the impact of the recession. He invited Tony Travers to update the Board with his assessment of economic trends. 
b. Tony Travers said that contrary to certain expectations at the beginning of the year, London seemed to be weathering the recession better than expected. The banks’ rescue, which seemed to be successful in stabilising what was a very difficult scenario, was clearly particularly important for the City. The low £ was helping hospitality and tourism businesses, particularly important for central London. Areas with relatively significant manufacturing sectors, such as the West Midlands, were being hit much more severely. London’s longer term growth potential sectors such as tourism and hospitality, cultural and creative businesses, higher education and spin-offs, were both relatively well placed during the recession and offered a more optimistic picture for the future. The traditional pattern whereby London both peaked higher during boom times and then experienced sharper declines during economic retrenchment did not seem to be happening currently. Unemployment as a lagging indicator would continue to rise but London’s position did not compare with other regions which were faring far worse. London’s economic base had been restructured in the 1960s and 70s with the loss of manufacturing and the docks, replaced by resilient, knowledge based, fast moving entrepreneurship. This and the city’s open labour market were causing London and the SE to diverge from the country’s other regions.    
c. There was obviously going to be a significant squeeze on public expenditure which would certainly affect boroughs and others, but overall, central London was much more reliant on private sector activity. The impact of public expenditure restraint would be very uneven across the country with many areas heavily dependent on the public sector to sustain employment. A key risk for central London was cuts in capital expenditure, relatively easy for the Treasury to implement and often done without regard to projects’ sunk costs. The scale of the build up in indebtedness in the personal sector was unprecedented and the reaction of an increase in saving would also impact on economic recovery.  

d. Stuart Fraser said that he agreed with this picture and emphasised the importance of the fall in the currency. There were indications, however, that continental countries were pulling out of recession faster than the UK. Financial services were certainly recovering though it was important to distinguish between wholesale and retail banks with the latter’s loans often badly impaired and where unwinding those would be difficult. Whilst some comments on the availability of bank credit were misplaced there was no doubt that the process of restoring banks’ balances was an inhibiting factor. Property development would take considerable time to recover but there was investment activity as buyers exploited the substantial fall in values. 
e. Stuart Popham added that the CBI and others were judging that the recession was bottoming out but the pace of recovery could be slow and the economy would not feel buoyant for some time, instead somewhat fragile. Investment would need time to recover.

f. Merrick Cockell said that local indicators of economic change needed careful interpretation with, for example, a rise in local planning applications being influenced by the number of cycle parking proposals driven by the Mayor’s cycle hire initiative, and job vacancies spiking with a demand for temporary film extras.   
g. Chris Duffield said that public expenditure restraint would be likely for some time and would be a structural drag on local economies. He acknowledged Tony Travers’ point that the impact would be uneven with, for example, only some 5% of Westminster’s economy public sector dependent whereas in some other areas such expenditure was the dominant economic driver.  
h. Nick Stanton commented on the lack of good local economic indicators, measuring what was happening in London seemed to be markedly dependent on variations in Tube ridership. Tony Travers agreed, other cities such as New York did have more sophisticated and timely measurement.   
i. Following further discussion the Chairman thanked Tony Travers for his assessment and comments. He said that it was important for central London to put its case clearly to Government, to the Mayor,  and to others. There was clearly a risk that concerns and priorities would be focussed elsewhere and that badly needed capital investment would be postponed. The growing indebtedness of TfL and the challenges to its revenue position were clearly important issues, as was the political focus on outer London. Proposals may be developed to fund projects out of future revenue streams e.g. TIF, but the total impact of such measures including business rates and Crossrail levies had to be realistically assessed. 
j. The Board agreed that further consideration should be given to setting out central London’s case and that the issue would be discussed at their next meeting. 

4. Employment and Worklessness

a. The Board noted the paper bringing them up to date on boroughs’ Future Jobs Fund bids, the Shared Intelligence consultancy contract aimed at improving liaison and cooperation between boroughs and DWP/JCP, and the LDA employment pilot project. 

5. Olympic Games and Central London 

a. Merrick Cockell said that the paper did help to indicate where joint work by the boroughs through CLF could well be helpful, particularly on transport and traffic management, public realm and the look of London, and on visitor support. The Chairman agreed that joint working on such issues would be helpful. He added that there were a considerable number of significant bodies planning aspects of the Olympics and it was important not to add clutter to this complex network of organisations. 

b. The Board agreed that CLF would help coordinate boroughs’ Olympics programmes, working closely with the Olympics Officers Group. The emphasis would be on 

· Light touch coordination, not new administrative machinery 

· Focus on a limited number of cross borough and pinch point issues 

· Discussion with business interests as well as relevant public sector bodies.

6. Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy

a. The Chairman welcomed Isabel Dedring, GLA. She said that she was

grateful for the opportunity to brief the CLF Board just before publication of the Mayor’s new air quality strategy. A key issue was meeting EU air quality targets for PM (2011) and for NOx (2015). Negotiations were continuing with Government on how best to meet those challenging targets against the threat of significant fines for non compliance. Though public service and other vehicle fleet emissions were being improved there was no prospect of these measures being sufficient within the relevant timescale. Pollution from vehicles was often highly localised and specific measures could be taken accordingly. Ambient weather conditions could cause pollution spikes and it would be necessary to take short term measures from time to time, e.g. limiting vehicle use. The strategy would also cover buildings’ related emissions and there was, for example, a strong case for a more systematic retrofitting programme. 
b.
 Following further discussion the Chairman thanked Isabel Dedring for a useful discussion. He said it would be important for the Mayor to be as specific as possible about measures it would be helpful and necessary for the boroughs to take. The importance of the issue was recognized and cooperative working would be necessary.       
Item 7 Director’s report 

a. The Board noted the report. The Board agreed that the Director should have discretion to enter into consultancy contracts which supported the CLF work programme and which complied with the accountable body’s procurement and audit procedures. No consultancy contract should exceed £25k without specific approval. 

Item 8 AOB 

a. There was no other business. The next meeting of the Board would be on Wednesday 4 November.                                
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