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 Central London Forward
1.  Apologies
· Stuart Fraser, City of London 
· Derek Myers, Kensington & Chelsea 
2. CLF JVA Extension 

The Board met in private session and then the full meeting convened. The Chairman said that the Board would continue their discussions, with a decision on the JVA in due course.     
3.  Minutes of CLF Board Meeting 22 June 2011 
The minutes of the 22 June 2011 meeting were agreed.
4.  Business Rates Retention : discussion with Tony Travers, LSE 

The Chairman invited Tony Travers to introduce his presentation and the discussion on the Government’s proposals on business rates. The Government’s consultation exercise sought comments by 28 October. 

Tony Travers said that the principle of equalising needs and resources for authorities was longstanding and widely supported, but it had the effect of diminishing incentives to promote growth in local economies. Recent attempts to develop growth/reward models, eg LABGI, had foundered because of equalisation objectives which made the model un-transparent and unpredictable as a growth incentive. The Government’s aims were now to encourage authorities’ self-sufficiency and to offer incentives through BR retention. However much depended on the details of the tariff and top-up payments : if these were fixed in cash terms rather than index linked, for example, then authorities’ spending power could diverge. Similarly, resetting periods would have important impacts with shorter periods before resetting significantly diminishing growth incentives.

The proposed financial structures would also be overlaid by set asides and levies, the former being a removal of BR revenues to ensure that spending totals are consistent with deficit reduction targets, and the latter taking revenue from the very high BR revenue areas such as Westminster and The City. 

The Government had said that they wished to encourage pooling by authorities but with no detailed proposals and with little said about incentives for doing so. This was an important issue for London authorities which had had the London Rates Equalisation Scheme. How conurbations might work together and develop their own approaches within a flexible, incentivising framework was an undeveloped area. Indeed, it was notable how little was said about London and other conurbations in the consultation and accompanying technical papers from Government. 

The Chairman thanked Tony Travers for reviewing the issues raised by the Government’s proposals and invited  Board comments. The following points were raised : 
· Colin Barrow said that the proposals as set out so far would have   insufficient impact and growth incentives were marginal. Specific arrangements for central London should be considered given the potential for stimulating growth and the benefits that such growth would bring for the conurbation and the country. There could be arrangements for sharing growth and development within the central London authorities. Tony Travers added that the GLA had to be factored in, there had too little discussion about how the GLA and authorities respective tiers would fit together. Also the tariff/incentive issue was particularly important for the CLF authorities given their collective position as the largest tariff contributors. The new arrangements would suit northern conurbations, eg Manchester region, better as they would retain all growth related revenues. There was a need for negotiating machinery with Government but so far it appeared that Government preferred to relate to a more diffused and deflected scenario. 
· Steve Reed said that London would have to deal with regional pressures, and it was likely that Manchester and similar conurbations would be granted flexibilities and related support, whereas London might not benefit since it was perceived to be less deserving. Also, the emphasis in the proposals on business growth being measured by increases in the business rate stock would have very different impacts. In areas with space and sites business stock growth could be more straightforward. In other areas growth would be indicated by intensification, productivity gains and added value. It was important that central London areas did not lose out because of how business and economic growth was measured.    

· On the attitudes of the business community, John Dickie said that there had been little direct communication on the complexities of the proposed system. There was more direct interest in LEPs, EZs and the operation of TIF schemes. It was difficult to assess the incentive arrangements in BR retention, the complexity of the system had a deadening impact, though the possible additional resourcing of central London was a positive issue.
· Sir Merrick Cockell said that CLF ought to develop proposals about how a pooling scheme should work given the Government’s indications that it would welcome ideas about pooling, flexible arrangements and, hopefully, improved incentives. Though London Councils were not pressing forward on this issue there was scope for exploring how pooling should work. 
· On the GLA’s reactions to the proposals and how to assess their share of resources, Tony Travers said that much more work was required but it seemed clear that the GLA would argue that their powers and role in promoting economic development and the importance of transport investment as enabling infrastructure must be supported through resources allocations. Sir Merrick Cockell added that proper account needed to be taken of other significant resources flows in favour of the GLA such as CIL. Fiona Fletcher Smith said that the GLA would be happy to share information about LEP resourcing which would be supported by rates revenues within the EZ. 

The Chairman said that further analysis should be done to explore how a pooling scheme should work including how best to devise an uplift in resources derived from business growth, flexible incentives, and including how growth is measured – this should not simply be growth of business stock. 

5. Housing Market and Trends

Catherine West said that whilst the Mayor was reasonably optimistic about affordable housing output over the next four years it was important to note that the 50% affordable housing target had been removed. Whilst the reasons for this were understood, that did not diminish the importance of closing the gap between requirement and supply of such housing. 

Catherine West added that the paper on central London’s housing market could usefully have given greater emphasis on the risks associated with the scale of student housing development. Student housing development was now becoming dominant in certain central areas but risks included lessening demand because of rising student fees and visa restrictions. Development sites were always limited in the central area and student housing was squeezing out other badly needed housing development.

Sue Vincent supported these concerns, including the added pressures on affordable housing development and the absence of S106 contributions from student housing. Fiona Fletcher Smith referred to the forthcoming Mayor’s   Housing SPG which would attempt to address the issues raised.
Catherine West also referred to housing development as an important part of a possible Government capital programme boost to support economic growth. Authorities should make clear to Government that development schemes were prepared and could be activated with additional capital funding. TfL also had similar projects. Steve Reed supported such an approach to Ministers, also emphasising the scope for using local labour and supporting apprenticeship initiatives. 
6. Riots assessment

Sue Vincent referred to the list of harder hit town centres and areas and noted certain important omissions including Camden Town.   

7. Olympics Preparedness

John Dickie said that business groups were concerned about the quality of information provided by TfL. Catherine West added that discussions in TEC(London Councils) had also reinforced the need for more detailed discussions about movement management around Olympic venues. Colin Barrow emphasised the need for feedback from business communities to help improve the dialogue with the Olympic authorities.    
Next meeting 

This would be on Wednesday 14 December, 8.00am. 
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