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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 4 NOVEMBER 2009, WESTMINSTER CITY HALL
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1. Apologies 

Apologies were received from Stuart Fraser, Chris Duffield, John Foster,   Derek Myers and Michele Dix(TfL). The Chairman welcomed Mark Boleat, Deputy Chairman City’s Policy and Resources Committee, Fiona Fletcher-Smith, and Alex Williams. 
2. Minutes of CLF Board Meeting 23 September 2009
The minutes of the previous Board meeting were agreed and there         were no matters arising. 
3.  Mayor’s Transport Strategy
a. The Chairman welcomed Jeremy Lloyd (iCube) whom CLF had commissioned to produce an initial draft sub-regional response to the Mayor’s draft Transport Strategy published on 12 October. 
b. Jeremy Lloyd  said that key issues arising from the MTS were:
i) Funding for existing programmes and commitments embodied in the current TfL business plan (especially Crossrail and Tube upgrades) should be maintained, despite public expenditure pressure.
ii) The MTS should have a clearer strategic focus and ordering of priorities and future programmes, given that funding is going to be tight. 
iii) The bus section was particularly weak and did not reflect the need for a comprehensive strategic review. The overall mix of bus services and their fit with regeneration and public space required renewed analysis. 
iv) There appeared to be a number of cross-cutting policy issues, such as air quality and public realm uses, which were being tackled in a disparate manner. A more coherent package of policies was required with better analysis of the component contributions to meeting improvement targets. 
c. For the post 2018 timeframe, issues of particular importance were:
i) Chelsea/Hackney - Crossrail 2

ii) Partial separation of the Northern line to support development in the south and maximise capacity in the centre.

iii) A programme of external and internal station enhancements as station capacity is seriously lagging behind the increasing and planned growth in passengers. 
iv) A review of the bus subsidy which is currently projected to absorb £6bn overall; in the current financial climate, this is likely to grow and will adversely affect capital projects.
v) A more concerted effort to draw together the multitude of factors (roadworks, bus lanes etc) which use roadspace and the public realm. Congestion remained a serious issue despite the dramatic reduction over some 20 years in car use in the central area.  
vi) A realistic approach to narrowing the gap between the identified problems on air quality and the target outcomes.
d. Alex Williams welcomed CLF’s well-considered and timely draft response to the newly published MTS. His comments were : 
i) Funding cutbacks meant that some projects had inevitably become undeliverable or postponed, the latest revision to the TfL business plan set out these changes; TfL welcomed CLF support to lobby for the necessary resources to resurrect some of these schemes.
ii) TfL shared the CLF view on the significance of Chelsea/Hackney- Crossrail 2 and of the Northern Line upgrades but were constrained by financial considerations.
iii) Similarly, TfL shared concerns on the need to match station capacity with passenger growth but improving individual stations was often very expensive.  

iv) TfL did not, however, share the report’s scepticism in terms of the need for the Northern Line extension to Battersea. The very large planned development at Nine Elms/Battersea – 27,000 jobs, 16.000 homes – required the Tube extension and gave scope for private funding. TfL were also currently investigating extending the line beyond Battersea.

v) The bus section of the strategy covered “greening” the fleet and continuing with a constant review of the network.  If, however, the level of strategic detail which CLF would have liked to see was absent, then the boroughs should make this clear in their response to the strategy.  There had also been a robust discussion between TfL and borough members and officers on the bus network on 2 November about the bus strategy and discussions would continue. 
e. The Chairman said that bus issues were particularly important in Westminster who were engaged in a detailed study of the difference between bus movements and usage during peak and off-peak hours.  Buses contributed significantly to air quality problems and many ran under capacity making the issue of reviewing the subsidy especially pertinent.

f. Terry Stacy said that there should be fuller consideration of freight movements as so far there had been a missed opportunities to both support business and reduce congestion.  Fuller discussion on taxis was needed particularly constraints on bus-lane usage and taxi-stand space.  He was also concerned about how the forthcoming 25,000 electric vehicle charging points by 2025 might affect parking provision in central London. The removal of parking provision to provide cycle hire locations was proving difficult and contentious. Keith Moffitt added that carbon reduction programmes ought to consider not just the end use of power but also how it was generated. He also noted that improvements to the Northern Line would have to be associated with improvements to Camden Town, a leading example of an inadequate station for current let alone future passenger flows.  
g. Alex Williams said that the MTS addressed taxis in the context of “greening” the fleet but did not go into the detail of who should have access to specific bus lanes, but boroughs could raise this in their responses.  Electrical vehicle charging points would predominantly be located off-street, only 500 would be on-street (100 of which already exist) so this should not have a particularly significant effect on parking. Lucinda Turner added that electric vehicles using current generation produced about 70g/km CO2 equivalent, a substantial improvement against better performing internal combustion vehicles. 
h. In reply to Terry Stacy’s question whether the recently announced GLA review of the GLA group’s landholdings would include regeneration opportunities for station areas, Fiona Fletcher-Smith confirmed that stations and associated development opportunities would be part of the review. The GLA group wished to have a clear action plan for their own landholdings before approaching other partners. There were familiar challenges in deciding with transport undertakings, and others, what land was needed for operational purposes and what was surplus. 
i. Merrick Cockell reiterated the importance of Chelsea/Hackney, this description rather than Crossrail 2 having the advantage of emphasising the particular localities that the project should serve.  He added that the curtailment of the step-free station access programme had had a damaging impact on particularly busy stations  South Kensington’s usage was comparable  to Gatwick Airport’s, serving a very popular museum cluster, academic institutions, and many other destinations. Step-free access should be considered on a case by case basis and the case for South Kensington was compelling.

j. Alex Williams said that some stations were cut from the step-free access plan because of the very high cost. Green Park, for example, would cost in the region of £90m.  It would also not be possible to secure developer contributions to cover these costs.  TfL was conscious that this decision was unpopular and LUL was currently investigating more effective ways of delivering step-free access.  
k. Stuart Popham said that the MTS needed clearer strategic priorities especially in a time of limited expenditure, and that it was important to optimise existing capacity. The River remained unexploited and required a more imaginative strategy and drive to increase its use to offset the central area’s increasing congestion. On freight, businesses needed assistance from local authorities and TfL on better planning to improve freight handling.  He suggested that the Crossrail works in the Oxford Street area provided a useful opportunity for TfL to review the bus network in the central area since many routes would be diverted.
l. Alex Williams said that the MTS did discuss some aspirations for the River, specifically connectivity to Oyster and an increase in the number of piers, but he thought that a more ambitious plan would have to be balanced against some realism about what exactly the River could deliver.  On freight, boroughs themselves needed to be more involved in discussions and plans. TfL were currently working with London Councils (who operated the London Lorry Permit scheme) on this issue.  Crossrail works would disrupt eastbound bus movement on Oxford Street for a year although bus diversions were now operating in the St Giles area and traffic movement was relatively smooth.
m. Nick Stanton said that a Southwark primary concern was connecting deprived communities to the job opportunities in central London.  Since the Cross River Tram was no longer going ahead, where could CLF engage to discuss these issues in a strategic regeneration context?  He also noted that there was a brief mention of a possible Bakerloo Line extension, though as long ago as 1910 an extension to Camberwell was being considered. There would be considerable construction and development over the next 8-10 years in the Elephant and Castle area where the extension could be located.  It would therefore make sense for TfL to discuss now how best to integrate transport and development infrastructure. 
n. Alex Williams said that any extension to the Bakerloo Line would not be planned in detail until after 2018. Tunnelling work could be done without disrupting development and plans were not at an advanced enough stage for meaningful discussions on the potential impacts of specific site developments. However, integrating regeneration and transport aspirations should be continued in the sub-regional forum with Michele Dix, Lucinda Turner and himself.  The possible emergence of CIL would lend particular focus to these discussions. 
o. The Chairman added that it would be worthwhile for CLF to bring together regeneration projects across the sub-region, assessing them against transport requirements and funding proposals.   Fiona Fletcher-Smith agreed that this would be useful as there was currently debate about CIL and TIF amongst developers and with the Treasury. It was important that central London promoted the importance of finding new ways to sustain regeneration and fund enabling infrastructure. 

p. Steve Reed supported Nick Stanton’s comments about Cross River Tram and the importance of providing much better access for communities.  He also said that Lambeth supported the Northern Line extension to Battersea and beyond, and had matched their LDF with Wandsworth’s to help ensure a seamless proposal. He said that the extension would have significant capacity ramifications for the Vauxhall area and there would therefore need to be a wider package of improvement measures in that area.
q. Alex Williams said that the Nine Elms now had a detailed OAPF with a coherent statement about the interlocking development aspirations.  Funding constraints prevented TfL from drawing up an investment package for Vauxhall.  He said that the next step was for the developers, the GLA, TfL and the boroughs to conduct a financial analysis. 
r. The Chairman thanked Alex Williams and Jeremy Lloyd for their contributions. Further work would now be done to refine the MTS response and to examine regeneration priorities against possible new funding proposals.    

4. Promoting the case for Central London
a. The Chairman welcomed Alex Aiken, Director of Communications and Strategy City of Westminster to discuss his paper on promoting a case for Central London. The Chairman said that the much of the responsibility for promoting London’s interests had been taken on by the City of London, though this had necessarily focused predominantly on the financial services sector. It was always intended that CLF would be a campaigning and lobbying organisation and this role should now be strengthened. 
b. Alex Aiken said that he considered that the promotion of central London would be a very useful project for CLF to undertake but clarity was needed on the terms of the campaign and ensuring that they fitted boroughs’ aspirations. His paper grouped issues under the headings: people, place, funding, and the future. This framework would help the Board to shape a campaign.   He invited the Board to consider how much funding they might release for this project and to agree the issues it should encapsulate.  The costs of the project would be flexible dependent on how ambitious the Board wished to be. For example, £40k in the first year of the campaign would be enough to help raise awareness of central London’s key issues among key figures in central Government.  The Board would, however, need to take a view on whether the campaign should be conducted with the support of an external PR company, add to CLF resources and tasks, or use existing resources within the boroughs. 
c. Mark Boleat said that the core messages would need careful planning; it was not necessarily convincing to argue that London‘s role was as the economic driver of the UK and that that needed to be fostered with infrastructure investment and, in parallel, to seek greater welfare related resources. A new campaign did need to fit carefully with other London campaigns such as the forthcoming CityUK, albeit that would be focussed on financial services and covering the whole country. Paul Sizeland added that basic consistency and sharing the same evidence base, for example, would also be important. The annual “London’s Place in the UK Economy”, published by the City, would be a useful source of data and argument, as would other work on the city’s competitiveness.   
d. Steve Reed said that he supported the initiative to develop strategic aims and coherent themes, but CLF should not attempt to promote its brand per se. CLF should relate to, and link with, the other relevant initiatives. 
e. Merrick Cockell said that no doubt the CLF boroughs would want to make a case for the people of London (both residents and visitors) not just the economy of London which had been the main focus of the City’s initiatives.  There was therefore merit in a campaign especially as Central London had historically lost out on funding opportunities.    Given the possibility of a change in Government next year, the Conservatives had expressed an appetite for approaches with proposals on how public services might be delivered in a more cost-effective way at a local level. This campaign would be a first step in promoting this level of devolution. Further, others would certainly be campaigning and it was important for central London to make its case.  
f. Mike Cooke said that it would be important for the PR officers in all the boroughs to meet and work through the details of the proposal to ensure that the campaign took on-board the joint view of all the boroughs.
g. Keith Moffitt said that CLF was set up to carry out exactly this sort of work; more time was needed to agree the proposals in the paper but Camden were broadly supportive of the content.

h. Terry Stacy also said that Islington were broadly supportive but added that there would inevitably be political differences between the boroughs on certain issues.  He also indicated that the issue of business rates should be added to the list of lobbying items.
i. Nick Stanton said that climate change should be added to the paper; he also confirmed that Southwark were broadly supportive of a campaign.
j. Fiona Fletcher Smith said that it would be as important for CLF to work on their offer as well as their requirements. There should be clarity on what the boroughs are proposing to offer Government to avoid the campaign looking like a shopping list. 
k. Stuart Popham said that there was some anti-London sentiment within Government and it might be difficult for the campaign to penetrate this, but that it was a worthwhile exercise and would complement the work of CityUK in its efforts to restore the public’s faith in the financial services sector.
l. In summary, Colin Barrow said that the Board supported the rough shape of the proposal but discussions at officer level were needed to refine the details. The main issue was to settle the agenda and the key policies to be promoted. He noted Alex Aiken’s range of possible costs for PR support from £2k per month for monitoring support to £10k for much more proactive support on briefings and meetings.  It would be important to ensure that the messages of the project were consistent with those being promoted by CityUK to reap combined benefits for both campaigns. Mike More added that the CLF Chief Executives’ meeting, planned for later in November, would provide a good opportunity for further discussion. 
5. Central London Employment Programme Update
a. Eric Sorensen updated the Board on progress with the Shared Intelligence employment and lobbying programme.  The project was progressing well and GOL had recently agreed to facilitate a meeting between CLF and JCP to progress discussions on Flexible New Deal (FND).  Although it was too early to say whether the programme would deliver a commissioning framework with DWP, the signs at this stage were positive, with DWP/JCP being willing to engage with the boroughs.  The Board noted progress made.
b. Karen O’Keeffe clarified that Southwark were not a sub-contracting organisation in the FND programme.

6. Central London Olympics Programme
a. Eric Sorensen updated the Board on the work of the CLF Olympics

Officers’ group.  Discussions continued on the management of the Olympics Route Network, and integration of the volunteering programme with the City’s and Westminster’s visitor programmes was still in its early days.  The principal proposals for branding central London and the forms of street dressing would become clearer at the turn of the year.  There was also, as yet, no confirmation where the country and corporate promotion clusters would be located, although it seemed this would become clearer after the Vancouver Winter Olympics. CLF will continue discussions with the City Operations Group and would update the maps circulated to the Board showing public realms improvements, visitor hotspots and the ORN. 
b. Colin Barrow said that LOCOG had admitted a failure to engage with boroughs on the details of the ORN.  They had not given sufficient attention to the fact that some vehicles, for instance emergency vehicles, will have no choice but to use the congested ORN roads during the Olympics.
c. Merrick Cockell said that the issue of road usage, particularly through residential areas, was inevitably political; continual engagement on the details of the ORN was therefore important.
7. AOB 

There was no other business. The next meeting of the Board would be on Wednesday 3 February 2010.                                
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