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MINUTES OF CENTRAL LONDON FORWARD BOARD MEETING ON  OLYMPIC GAMES PREPARATION, WEDNESDAY 17 MARCH 2010, WESTMINSTER CITY HALL
Present:
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Eric Sorensen                     Central London Forward

1. Apologies 

Apologies were received from:

· Colin Barrow, Merrick Cockell, Stuart Fraser, Terry Stacy
· Fiona Fletcher-Smith, Stuart Popham
· Derrick Anderson, Derek Myers, Mike Cooke, Karen O’Keeffe. 
2. Lessons from Vancouver
Tim Owen highlighted key impressions and lessons from the visit to the  Vancouver Winter Olympics. These included :

· An impressive operations set-up, integrating the Operations Group and the City Council;
· The City Council brought together finance, communications, engineers, and emergency planners in a continuously operating team;

· Back of house took over large ski centre and also included athletes’ rest area, equipment workshop, and some 20 very large containers;

· The Olympic village was in the heart of Vancouver and built as blocks of flats; 

· Media management and support was key with much demand for specific location shots; 

· Theme for visitors was “Safe and Successful Games”; despite the poor weather there were more visitors than expected, good atmosphere was further markedly improved by Canada winning Gold medal halfway through the Games;

· Visitor management helped by closure of main streets to traffic; the Olympic flame became important focal point with provision of additional viewing facilities; other key nodes were the main merchandise cntre, live sites and entry areas to venues;

· Look and feel decoration significantly provided on venue fencing, no attempt to decorate the whole city, not surprisingly the ski jump venue was particularly popular;

3.  Promoting the Case for Central London
a. The Chairman welcomed Alex Aiken, Head of Communications at Westminster City Council, to introduce this paper.  He also noted that there was financial scope within CLF’s reserves to fund this piece of work.
b. Alex Aiken summarised the aim of the campaign to promote the Central London case, specifically the economic case and the need for proper resourcing, with leading politicians and policymakers from now on and up to July.  He said that he had to date liaised with the Heads of Communications at Southwark, Lambeth, Kensington & Chelsea, Islington and the City who all broadly supported the campaign.
c. Stuart Fraser said that the modest proposed contribution of £40k would be insufficient to promote CLF as “a leading voice for London”. A similar campaign had been carried out for London First which had cost in the region of £70k.  It would be better to hone a tightly focused lobbying case and not attempt to cover the wider London picture which was already being promoted by London Councils and the GLA.  He also suggested that the funds should not be directed towards new research; much research had already been done and the campaign should draw on this in a useful and efficient manner.  The campaign should also take care not to make Central London appear to be a “super borough”; it should be sensitive to the concept of fuzzy boundaries, working with others and driving forward service delivery in a cost-effective way.  Tight timescales and lobbying pressures on Ministers and their Shadows would also need to be considered.
d. The Chairman agreed that the campaign should not seek to be over-ambitious and emphasised that the number of targeted policy areas in the paper were limited.
e. Steve Reed supported the campaign and said that it would be useful for the campaign to focus on supporting the needs of inner London and not the CLF brand.  There was a particular central/inner London case of shared interest to all the CLF boroughs but which would not be set out in any detail by London Councils or the GLA.
f. Keith Moffitt supported the campaign and said that lobbying was one of the tasks CLF was established to carry out.  He also emphasised the importance of closer working between the boroughs.
g. The Chairman agreed with this point and said that CLF was also specifically set up to increase the profile of Central London and further work was required to achieve this.  
h. Tony Redpath said that K&C agreed that the campaign should focus on the boroughs’ joint issues rather than on the CLF brand as such. It would be useful to cross-reference the campaign’s messages with London Council’s newly published “Manifesto for Londoners”. It would be important for the campaign to be clear about what exactly it was lobbying for: short term assistance, for example with labour market issues versus long term funding for capital projects.  He added that different parts of Government would be receptive in different ways to the various arguments so audience segmentation and targeting was needed.
i. Alex Aiken said that the intention would be to specify these details in the next stage of work. Preliminary discussions with Heads of Communications had suggested to him that promoting the broad economic case should come first with follow-up messages to DWP, CLG and the Treasury on more specific issues such as worklessness and housing.
j. John Foster emphasised that timing would be critical as there was a danger that Permanent Secretaries would be less receptive to external messages in the run up to the General Election.  The campaign would need to think tactically about what messages it wanted to deliver and to whom.  He agreed with Stuart Fraser and other Board members that it would be unproductive to repeat the messages already being promoted by London Councils and the GLA.  It would be more useful to make the case from a Central London local authority perspective.
k. Chris Duffield said that the Board should consider whether there should be a business dimension to the campaign.  Stuart Popham suggested that this did not appear to be a business-led piece of work. Business interests would support it as any benefits secured for and through local authorities would inevitably have a positive knock-on effect.
l. The Chairman thanked the Board for their points and said that the next step would be for Heads of Communication to devise a more specific programme which should be circulated to the Board.  The Board would not seek to micro-manage the project but should be kept fully appraised as the campaign proposals were developed. 
4. Central London Employment and Lobbying Programme
a. The Chairman welcomed Lee Shostak and Helen Payne from Shared Intelligence to introduce their report on Central London employment services. 
b. Lee Shostak gave an overview of the labour market in Central London and made the following key points:

i) There are serious employment challenges in Central London not just in terms of the number of Jobseekers Allowance claimants but also Incapacity Benefits claimants and others who claim various forms of out of work benefits and income support.

ii) There is also the added complexity of the labour market as a large proportion of Central London’s jobs are filled by people from outside London and this will continue to grow as the economy emerges from recession.
iii) JCP/DWP is the main provider of employment support services, and new initiatives such as DWP’s contracting for Flexible New Deal (FND) services indicated that the changes in the commissioning of such services did not necessarily fit well with the  boroughs’ roles and services.

iv) Boroughs provide complementary employment services, catering predominantly for the long term unemployed client groups and those furthest from the labour market who tend to be outside the mainstream JCP service. They fund these services mostly through Working Neighbourhoods Fund.

v) Organisations like CLF and London Councils have expressed a desire for boroughs to play a much more prominent role in providing mainstream support for the unemployed.  This was exemplified by the recent Total Place report commissioned by London Councils which advocated a role for local authorities as strategic commissioning agencies.
c. Lee Shostak then summarised the conclusions which Shared Intelligence had drawn from their analysis :

i) JCP/DWP have been advocating the devolution concept for some time but, to date, there was no evidence to demonstrate what that   meant in terms of delivery arrangements and how boroughs would work in partnership with them. The way in which FND had been commissioned appeared to be a step in the wrong direction.
ii) WNF was at risk.  There was a very real possibility that WNF would  cease after the 2010/11 financial year.  Boroughs could react to this according to the options set out in the paper, i.e.: 
(1) Continue business as usual by procuring support using WNF in accordance with local needs.  That did not address the risk of what would happen to these employment services when WNF ceased.  It also passed up the opportunity of promulgating the special needs of Central London to Government.

(2) The boroughs could work together to prepare a Work and Skills Plan.  The plan would identify some Central London wide delivery priorities and pitch for the continuation of WNF to support them.  This would require minimum additional resources from CLF as officers could be tasked with the work.
(3) Option 2 in the paper could be used as a platform to a more ambitious proposition where the CLF boroughs would specify what services they would jointly provide in a world of local devolution.  This would, in turn, create a strong case for the continuation of WNF on the basis of efficiency gains through shared delivery.
d. The Chairman thanked Lee Shostak for his introduction and invited Eric Sorensen to comment.  He said that it would not be desirable for boroughs to continue operating as they were. CLF had, however, experienced challenges in engaging constructively with DWP on a devolved, co-commissioning approach, and ascertaining the precise details of a devolution offer.  The recently published DWP White Paper (15 December) proposed an extended role for JCP, for example with significant personalisation of their services, but with very limited mention of local authority engagement and their supporting services. The CLF boroughs would therefore benefit from regrouping to consider how they should dovetail with JCP mainstream provision.
e. The Chairman said that it would not be practical to endorse any further speculative work until some clarity had been obtained from DWP as to what they would be willing to offer on a sub-regional basis.
f. Steve Reed noted that the DWP White Paper mentioned devolving powers to JCP districts.  He invited the consultants to comment on the possible significance of this for the boroughs’ role. Lee Shostak said that day-to-day working between JCP and the boroughs was generally  good and the operational problem lay at a higher strategic level, i.e the integration of WNF-funded and JCP provision.  The decision to develop this integration needed to be taken at a higher level than JCP District Managers, by senior civil servants at DWP.
g. Nick Stanton said that it could be worth approaching JCP Chief Executive, Darra Singh, who, as an ex London borough Chief Executive, might be receptive to CLF’s arguments.  He also said that coordination was needed to produce robust Child Poverty strategies as these would necessarily deal with cross-borough, macroeconomic issues.  The Treasury should also be engaged.
h. Lee Shostak agreed that Treasury engagement would be important as it would be they who would ultimately decide whether to cut WNF.  They would do this on the presumption that they would be purchasing the same outcomes through Flexible New Deal. CLF would need to present a business case to the Treasury to explain why this was not the case and how significant gains could be reaped through sub-regional partnership work.
i. Stuart Fraser supported in principle the Option 2 proposition but agreed with the Chairman’s initial point that clarity was needed on the details of the DWP/JCP offer.
j. Tony Redpath said that Kensington and Chelsea supported Option 2 as it would allow the boroughs to reap some benefits even if DWP did not come through with an offer.
k. John Foster agreed that Option 2 would be a sensible way to progress this work especially given that the sub-regional level would be a more sensible environment in which to contextualise Work and Skills Plans (WSPs) and the Child Poverty Strategies.  The Board should, however, seek to be ambitious and view Option 2 as a stepping-stone towards Option 3.

l. Keith Moffitt agreed with this view and supported Option 2 on a progressive route towards Option 3, this option reinforcing the joint subregional work and funding of the boroughs. 
m. Terry Stacy queried the timescales for this work and whether it should be included as part of the promoting Central London campaign.  Lee Shostak and Helen Payne said that Shared Intelligence were currently writing guidance on WSPs for the IDeA and further details would be released at a conference on 4 February. Boroughs participating in Future Jobs Fund should publish their WSPs by April but it was expected that these plans would be short, broad and generic, with a fuller WSP prepared by March 2011. Much of the evidence base to underpin WSPs was being prepared as part of the current work on the subregional economic assessment.  Lee Shostak said that in terms of CLF’s ambitions for devolved service delivery, this might be better explored with Government through meetings with key DWP personnel.
n. The Chairman clarified that no additional budget needed to be endorsed by the Board to carry forward Option 2.  He and the Vice-Chairman would seek clarification from senior management at DWP on the issues noted above.

5. Olympics: next steps
.
a. The Chairman expressed some concern that political engagement on Olympics planning and decisions might be too limited, and suggested that the Board should seek to ensure that discussions did take place while there was the opportunity to properly influence decisions. He invited Eric Sorensen to comment further

b. Eric Sorensen said that the COSG had reached a crucial juncture where various key decisions needed to be made but important details  on the Olympic Route Network, on road race routes, on the location of live sites, country and corporate hospitality venues, numbers of visitors to be reasonably expected, all still needed to be firmed up. Branding and dressing the city for the Games was being considered by LOCOG and proposals needed to be shared with the boroughs and others. There would be intensive discussion on these topics over the next few months so CLF should try to position itself to engage accordingly. 
c. Mike More said that, as a member of the Olympics COSG, it had become clear that a fundamental issue was the gap between the ODA’s professed requirements and their feasibility given other requirements such as ensuring the central area’s overall functioning.   Despite support from the GLA and the Mayor, through Neale Coleman, it had still not been possible to ascertain from the ODA/LOCOG details of movement management, the ORN, public realm plans, and the other important issues referred to. These would generate conflict between visitors, residents and businesses so it was imperative that boroughs had this information to hand as soon as possible. That would then provide a sound basis for consultations. He suggested that CLF instituted some form of light-touch forum so that the Board could keep boroughs appraised of their political responses as the situation evolved. He suggested a short Olympics session with officers to discuss the issues might be helpful, followed by regular updates.
d.  Chris Duffield supported Mike More’s comments and said that discussion with the ODA and LOCOG on these issues would become more intensive from now on. 
e. Stuart Fraser said that it would be important to be clear on cross-border issues to ensure consistent planning between the boroughs.

f. Ketih Moffitt said the forum would be useful for boroughs to obtain a clearer sub-regional picture. Currently boroughs could only be certain on what was happening within their own boundaries.

g. Stuart Popham commented that businesses had been given no indication of the timeframes for any Olympic-related planning decisions which might affect them so any clarity CLF could provide would be helpful.

h. Terry Stacy said that it would also be useful for the CLF boroughs to have a clear and consistent communications strategy in preparation for any negative press coverage which boroughs might receive in reaction to these issues.
i. Mike More noted that security issues would predominantly be dealt with by the Home Office and the Metropolitan Police and therefore were not covered in the Board paper.

j. John Foster said that it had been made clear that non Olympic borough police authorities had been given no financial provision to deal with policing the Olympics.  

k. Terry Stacy added that policing and safeguarding public order could become problematic as the operation of local live sites and other local events were not seen as a policing priority. Significant areas could be left without cover. 
l. Eric Sorensen said that the Board might wish to use the Central London Forward website, which was currently being redesigned, to promote and communicate how the CLF boroughs were both meeting the challenges of staging and presenting the Olympics and also ensuring that everyone should be able to carry out their day to day business. 
m. The Chairman said that next steps would be for Mike More to circulate a brief to Leaders and officers, and he was invited to plan for a special Broad briefing meeting accordingly (now arranged for Wednesday 17 March). .
6. CLF Director’s Report
a. Eric Sorensen said that the report was self-explanatory but the Board would wish to note that CLF had reasonably significant reserves. In year funding support had been received from Capital Ambition and the LDA.  It would be helpful for the Board to consider their priorities for the next stages of the CLF programme. 
b. Stuart Fraser said it would be useful to have a process in place to determine priorities. He added that following the Election there would be a large number of new MPs and CLF should move speedily to brief them on key issues. 

c. Terry Stacy suggested that follow-up work from Option 2 on the Shared Intelligence Paper might require additional funding support. 

d. The Chairman said that with a possible change of Government CLF would need to consider quickly how priorities might be influenced.  
 CLF Board
e. The Chairman noted that this would be his last meeting as Chairman.  The Chairmanship would rotate to Nick Stanton in May and Board members would together consider nominations for the Vice Chairmanship. The local elections on May 6 were obviously an important consideration. The Board expressed their thanks to Colin Barrow. 
7. AOB 

a. There was no other business.  The next meeting of the Board would be on Wednesday 26 May 2010.                             
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