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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 14 DECEMBER 2011, SOUTHWARK COUNCIL, 160 TOOLEY STREET
Present:

Board members

Peter John



LB Southwark (Chairman) 

Sue Vincent



LB Camden

Mark Boleat                                  City of London 

Jackie Meldrum


LB Lambeth

Colin Barrow                        
City of Westminster 

Board Observers

John Dickie



London Business Board


Fiona Fletcher Smith                    GLA
In attendance
Rachel Stopard 


LB Camden

Chris Duffield


City of London

Lesley Seary
 


LB Islington
Tony Redpath
                     RB Kensington and Chelsea
Derrick Anderson


LB Lambeth

Frances Farragher                        LB Lambeth 

Annie Shepperd                            LB Southwark

Mike More



City of Westminster
Peter Hendy                                 Commissioner of Transport, TfL

Neale Coleman                            GLA  

Richard George,                           LOCOG 
Vince Fihosy                                 TfL

Alex Williams                                TfL

Eric Sorensen         

          Central London Forward

Liam Brooker                                City of Westminster

1.  Apologies
· Stuart Fraser, City of London 
· Catherine West, LB Islington

· Sir Merrick Cockell, RB Kensington and Chelsea

· Steve Reed, LB Lambeth  
· Derek Myers, RB Kensington & Chelsea 
2. Olympics Preparedness

The Board formally noted Sue Vincent’s TfL employment. The Chairman welcomed Peter Hendy, Neale Coleman and Richard George and invited them to update the Board on Olympics preparations and on the key issues to be addressed.

Peter Hendy and Neale Coleman welcomed the opportunity of discussion with the Board, it was one of an intensive round of discussions to help ensure good Olympics preparation and to quickly deal with concerns. Neale Coleman summarised his key points :  

· Good progress was being made with authorities on dressing areas and streets – the Look and Feel programme. The gaining of special planning consents and related permissions was going well though it was important that this good cooperation was maintained.
· The arrangements for managing the many parallel events to be staged alongside the main Olympics were challenging given the pressures on pan-London resources, especially policing. Planning through Local Safety Advisory Groups was an essential part of helping to make arrangements work. 
· The locations of the national Olympic Houses were inherently challenging given the decision making processes and the limited role of the Host City to plan those decisions. 
· Operational planning and test events were well under way, including integrated command and control centres. The London Resilience Forum were fully involved as were authority groupings, eg central London led by Westminster. There would be a further series of tests early in 2012.
· LOCOG were responsible for the venues themselves and immediate curtilage, there would be a detailed review of venue zone operations in the New Year. 
In discussion Rachel Stopard said that the Look and Feel preparations were generating a large number of planning applications and inquiries, putting local planning services under pressure. This led to concerns about the risk of timetables slipping. Neale Coleman said it was helpful to know about such concerns and would wish to pursue these in further discussions with authorities. 

Peter Hendy highlighted the comprehensive information and briefing now fully in the public domain about Olympics impacts, especially through the TfL website. Key points from his presentation were : 

· There would need to be a 30% traffic reduction but not every day nor everywhere. Most roads and Tube stations would be unaffected but some eg Bond St, Bank, London Bridge would be heavily used. TfL had analysed stations’ use in detail and clearly some stations should be avoided by using convenient alternative routes. Encouraging commuters/passengers to change their travel patterns was essential to lessening congestion and delay. That much of London would be unaffected, and the need to identify hotspots to be managed and avoided, were core messages.
· There would be significant improvement in public transport capacity and running at later times. There had been significant investment in  traffic management technology which was proving its worth. 
· The ORN was a small part of the overall road network and would be used by general traffic as well as by athletes, officials and the media. The timing and location of events would necessarily influence the day to day varying impact on movement in central London. For example Day 8 would be the Games’ busiest day with substantial impact on central London and elsewhere.   
· LOCOG were putting their venue management plans into the public domain so that businesses and others could plan their detailed alternative arrangements.
· Successful business engagement programmes were up and running but it was a significant challenge to engage the massive network of very small businesses and to encourage them to plan supplies and access.  
· Delivery arrangements would need to change and there had been successful trials for much quieter night time delivery. Discussions continued with Government on how best to ensure a pragmatic and flexible approach in the light of formal planning and hours of operation  controls.  
· There would be further intensification of information and public messages emphasising hotspots, busy days, and the need to change travel patterns. Similarly information and messages to businesses would build up. Local authorities’ support was essential and good joint working was already evident. 
The Chairman thanked Peter Hendy, Neale Coleman and Richard George for a very clear and comprehensive presentation. In discussion : 

· Sue Vincent welcomed the good work underway. There was concern about bus services given the already heavy bus congestion in Oxford St and Holborn. There was also concern about queues and congestion at St Pancras. Taxi drivers were obvious communicators but their messages had not always been helpful about, for example, the ORN impact.

· Peter Hendy said that bus services plans had just been published, though there will be diversions from time to time reliable services will be maintained given the comprehensive planning underway. Taxi drivers were certainly an important group and stories such as their not working during the Olympics were not true. They should benefit from the ORN as traffic on it, including taxis, would run well. The Mayor was reinforcing key messages by writing to all taxi drivers. He agreed that careful management was needed at St Pancras, the Javelin St Pancras-Stratford service had been oversold since it provided only 10% of the capacity to Stratford, Liverpool St would be the easier station to use.  
· Sue Vincent emphasised the importance of sharing information and Peter Hendy referred to the detailed planning on information being available to explain the different impacts and varying hotspots on different days. Chris Duffield referred to the good work of the Boroughs Communication Groups which offered a joint approach to information gathering and promulgation to a wide range of groupings – from SMEs to commuters. Mark Boleat referred to the importance of a central communications system and the value of internet based information to supplement the currently limited information at stations. Richard George added that the Vancouver experience emphasised the value of such technology with large numbers of visitors using Twitter.

· Colin Barrow said that there were 34,000 businesses in Westminster, mostly very small, and effective communication with them remained challenging both for the City Council and for TfL, and close working together was essential. Peter Hendy agreed and added that larger businesses had business continuity managers to provide good links, TfL were also using the very wide range of business associations as communication channels.
· John Dickie referred to the Code covering freight deliveries and whether the authorities found it fit for purpose and were following it. Peter Hendy referred to the just published “Out of Hours Delivery” advice, which would be circulated. Helpful steps had been taken to improve practices eg on reducing noise. 

Peter John thanked Peter Hendy and his colleagues for a very useful discussion, the continuing close dialogue between authorities, TfL and GLA was clearly important. 

3. Central London Forward Joint Venture Agreement 

Chris Duffield said that the Board paper reflected issues raised at their previous meeting in September. He referred to the Board’s priorities particularly employment and employability, economic development and housing issues, and how best to ensure good engagement with the business community. 

It was proposed that annual subscriptions should be reduced form £30K to £25K pa; there seemed to be a consensus that the JVA should be extended for three years to end March 2015; a panel drawn from the City of London, City of Westminster, and Southwark should recruit a Director, Eric Sorensen would be leaving CLF on 30 June. 

The Chairman said that the shape of the proposals seemed sensible, and emphasised the importance of labour market and employment issues, together with the links with business. 

John Dickie agreed and added that the detailed ways of adding to the ties with business needed consideration. The setting up of the London LEP with its strong business links might well provide a good route. The LBB would be able to encourage business participation on specific topics as required. 
Colin Barrow said that a strong link to the LEP Chairman, who would be drawn from business, would be valuable. He supported the CLF topics focus particularly the importance of promoting job readiness in the tough central London labour market. He confirmed that Westminster would be happy to sit on the Director appointment panel. 

Following further brief discussion the Board agreed the 3 years JVA extension to end March 2015, the focus of the work programme, the new subscription rate of £25K from April 2012 and the arrangements for the Director appointment. It was also agreed to provide £10K to cover advertising of the post.  
4. CLG’s Local Government Resources Review
The Chairman said that the paper on business rates retention invited the Board to consider in more detail what changes to lobby for in the light of the government’s radical proposals on business rates retention. In discussion points made included : 

· It was rumoured that further proposals would be published by CLG before Christmas but there was no confirmation of that. If so those  additional CLG proposals would obviously need to be considered (CLG published a response to their consultation exercise and a draft Bill on 19 December). 
· The GLA’s radical proposals including a London wide pool and substantial devolution of, and addition to, local government spending capacity, combined with additional GLA responsibilities, would need to be assessed in relation to any central London pooling proposal. The boroughs ought to have a prominent position in any such devolution arrangements. 
·  The joint authorities in the Manchester area, AGMA, seemed to be developing devolution of powers and greater freedom to spend which should be explored by CLF and useful lessons applied to central London.  

·  The principle of a subregional pooling system allied with greater local financial freedoms ought to be properly explored.

· There were risks in exchanging one highly complex financing system for another similar with no net gain. 

· CLG were open to holding informal discussions with authorities and it would seem sensible to try out some outline proposals in such discussion,

The Chairman said that the Board would aim for an informal but structured discussion with CLG at the end of January and then formulate proposals for government. A paper should be prepared as soon as possible to provide the brief for the discussion with CLG.

5. Employment Programmes
The Chairman said that the useful 10 November seminar had identified issues which should be explored in more detail, with recommended improvements to employment programmes, There were serious concerns about aspects of the general direction of travel in the policies and programmes to improve employability and employment. The roles of schools in preparing young people for work, careers advice, the challenging and demanding jobs market needed further analysis. In Southwark 25%of 16-24 year olds were NEET, self-evidently far too high and a challenge to the present programmes. 

Colin Barrow agreed and there was a strong case for reinforcing links with central London employers. “Local jobs for local people” was an aim which could not be applied in any two-dimensional sense. It should represent a sentiment which could both be used to drive education, training and apprenticeship aims, as well as maximising good employer links.  
Jackie Meldrum added that the demands of employers and of being in work should be more clearly reflected in school and FE curricula to help young people develop a more realistic picture of what being in work required. Transport costs were often a specific issue in the transition to working. These points and those already made should be incorporated in a CLF analysis of what was now needed to tackle the high rates of economic inactivity.    
Mark Boleat referred to his chairmanship of Labour Providers and his experience reaffirmed proper training, motivation and commitment to work as the attributes sought by employers. Given London’s open labour supply these qualities were often found amongst those coming to London and it was straightforward for employers to recruit accordingly. It was also important to use the good work done by many organisations such as the City Bridge Trust and the organisations supported by them to improve people’s employment prospects. 

Sue Vincent referred to the work of the Camden Education Commission which explored ways of tackling worklessness. Their findings should feed into CLF’s further work. 

John Dickie said that businesses did have a preference to employ locally but it was a fact that employers were demanding and that younger people were now also competing with graduates seeking employment for what were previously non graduate jobs. Authorities were themselves education authorities and to that extent had direct influence in promoting the required improvements.  

Annie Shepperd added that it was important for authorities to share experience about interventions and outcomes. They all had significant proportions of NEETs in their young populations and on this issue in particular there were clear advantages in coordinating efforts. 

Tony Redpath said it would be helpful to tap into the Tri-Borough programme and the community budget pilots being promoted by government. These would offer was significant developing experience of reconfiguring programmes, and the better targeting of resources.

The Board agreed that that CLF’s further work on employability and employment should proceed, to expand on the issues and programmes identified during the 10 November seminar and in the Board discussion. A short note should be circulated summarising the work’s tasks and outcomes, at the agreed £28K cost. The Board would review the results and proposed actions at their March 2012 meeting.

6. Mayoral Election CLF Briefing.

Colin Barrow said that the paper set out 14 specific issues under the themes Safe, Prosperous, Connected which central London could feed into the Mayoral election. The Board might well wish to refine which issues should be highlighted. 

In discussion points made included 

· It was important to bring out central London attributes and issues and why particular issues mattered 
· The offer of central London should be emphasised and how additional support in particular areas would pay dividends; it should not be presented solely as demands but also as beneficial changes to be unlocked.

· Given the discussion the Board had just had about its priorities, on employment for example, those priorities needed to be more directly reflected in the briefing. 

· The number of issues could usefully be shorter and care should be taken not to make the briefing look like simply a demand for more resources.   

The Chairman thanked Colin Barrow for the draft Mayoral brief which had stimulated a useful discussion. The Board would welcome the development of the brief, taking account of the points made. 

7. Student Housing Development 

The Board noted the paper highlighting the significance and challenges of student housing development in central London. 

8. Next meeting 

The next meeting of the Board : Wednesday 21 March 2012
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