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*Declarations of Interests

If you are present at a meeting of London Councils’ or any of its associated joint
committees or their sub-committees and you have a disclosable pecuniary interest*
relating to any business that is or will be considered at the meeting you must not:

e participate in any discussion of the business at the meeting, or if you become
aware of your disclosable pecuniary interest during the meeting, participate
further in any discussion of the business, or

e participate in any vote taken on the matter at the meeting.

These prohibitions apply to any form of participation, including speaking as a member of
the public.

It is a matter for each member to decide whether they should leave the room while an
item that they have an interest in is being discussed. In arriving at a decision as to
whether to leave the room they may wish to have regard to their home authority’s code
of conduct and/or the Seven (Nolan) Principles of Public Life.

*as defined by the Relevant Authorities (Disclosable Pecuniary Interests) Regulations
2012

The Chairman to move the removal of the press and public since the following items
are exempt from the Access to Information Regulations. Local Government Act
1972 Schedule 12(a) (as amended) Section 3 Information relating to the financial or
business affairs of any particular person (including the authority holding that
information).
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London Councils

Minutes of the London Councils Leaders’ Committee held on 10 July 2018
ClIr Peter John OBE chaired the meeting

Present:

BARKING AND DAGENHAM Cllr Darren Rodwell
BARNET Clir Richard Cornelius
BEXLEY Clir Teresa O’Neill OBE
BRENT Cllr Muhammed Butt
BROMLEY Clir Colin Smith
CAMDEN ClIr Georgia Gould
CROYDON Clir Tony Newman
EALING CllIr Julian Bell
ENFIELD -

GREENWICH Clir Danny Thorpe
HACKNEY Mayor Philip Glanville
HAMMERSMITH & FULHAM Cllr Sue Fennimore
HARINGEY CliIr Joseph Ejiofor
HARROW Cllr Graham Henson
HAVERING Cllr Damien White
HILLINGDON Clir Ray Puddifoot MBE
HOUNSLOW CllIr Steve Curran
ISLINGTON ClIr Richard Watts
KENSINGTON & CHELSEA Clir Elizabeth Campbell
KINGSTON CllIr Liz Green
LAMBETH ClIr Lib Peck
LEWISHAM Mayor Damien Egan
MERTON ClIr Stephen Alambritis
NEWHAM Mayor Rokshana Fiaz OBE
REDBRIDGE Cllr Jas Athwal
RICHMOND UPON THAMES ClIr Gareth Roberts
SOUTHWARK ClIr Peter John OBE
SUTTON Clir Ruth Dombey OBE

TOWER HAMLETS
WALTHAM FOREST
WANDSWORTH
WESTMINSTER
CITY OF LONDON
LFEPA

Apologies:

ENFIELD
HAMMERSMITH & FULHAM
WESTMINSTER

Officers of London Councils were in attendance as was Mr John Barradell of the London

Mayor John Biggs

Clir Clare Coghill

ClIr Ravi Govindia CBE
Clir David Harvey

Ms Catherine McGuinness

ClIr Nesil Caliskan
ClIr Stephen Cowan
CliIr Nickie Aiken

Resilience Forum - Local Authorities’ Panel for item 4.



1. Apologies for absence and announcement of deputies

The apologies and deputies listed above were noted.

2. Declarations of interest

Ms Catherine McGuinness declared a non-pecuniary interest in any item relating to London

Councils’ office property.

The Chairman moved, and Leaders’ Committee agreed, the removal of the press and public
to discuss items exempt from the Access to Information Regulations under the provisions of
the Local Government Act 1972 Schedule 12(a) (as amended) Section 3: Information
relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person (including the authority

holding that information).

On the conclusion of those discussions the press and public were readmitted for the

determination of the remainder of the committee’s business.

3. Minutes of the Leaders’ Committee AGM and business meeting 5 June 2018

As a matter arising from the minutes of the Leaders’ Committee AGM on 5 June 2018 the

following further appointments were agreed:

Conservative members:

GLPC Employers Side

ClIr David Harvey (Westminster)
Cllr Guy Senior (Wandsworth)
CliIr Philip Corthorne (Hillingdon)
Cllr Robert Benham (Havering)

Audit Committee substitute

Cllr Damien White (Havering)

Pensions CIV Lead Member
Cllr Mark Shooter (Barnet)




Liberal Democrat member:

Welfare, Empowerment and Inclusion Lead Member

ClIr Jon Tolley (Kingston).

Leaders’ Committee agreed the minutes of the Leaders’ Committee AGM and business

meetings on 5 June 2018.

4. Strengthening local and collective resilience: Local Authorities’ Panel

Implementation Plan

The Chair invited Mr John Barradell Chair of the London Resilience Forum - Local

Authorities’ Panel to address Leaders’ Committee. He did as follows:

e Leaders’ Committee received the report of an independent Peer Challenge, on
London’s collective resilience arrangements at its meeting in February 2018 and
went on to agree that the London Resilience Forum - Local Authorities’ Panel would
oversee implementation of the recommendations emerging from the Challenge

¢ There was an expectation that:

0 The Panel would work up a detailed implementation plan, which would be
reported to Leaders’ Committee in summer 2018.

0 A progress report on implementation would be brought to Leaders’ Committee
in 2019

e The Panel had prepared a detailed implementation plan, which was attached as an
appendix to the report. The plan integrated the recommendations of the Panel’s
earlier review (known as EP2020 and reported to Leaders’ Committee in 2017),
which underpinned the peer review's recommendations

¢ Each borough and the City were independent entities that reflected their local
communities but assurance was sought that collectively they could rely on each
other’s processes and systems in time of need

e Improved guidance on the role of council leaders and councilors was needed

e The role of chief executives also needed to be examined, with some having greater
experience than others in this area and leaders were encouraged to call upon their
chief executive to step up and play their part collectively in times of need despite the



heavy time commitment expected of them in their own borough. It was important to
retain and foster the institutional knowledge of chief executives as changes in

personnel occurred.

Clir Lib Peck (Labour, Crime and Public Protection, Lambeth) said:

e The importance of this area of work could not be overestimated and the overall work
needed clear political oversight

e There was a strong needed for community interaction at a local level where incidents
occurred.

Clir Ruth Dombey OBE (Liberal Demaocrat, Sutton) offered her thanks for a helpful report and

commented:

o Officers would be looking at different scenarios
e Training was of vital importance
e There would be instances where no borough could cope

¢ In the first 48hrs there must be a ‘flag’ which prompted London to move in to help.

Clir Ravi Govindia (Conservative, Wandsworth) argued:

e That a large number of individual donations came in in the wake of a disaster and the
guestion had to be posed — who was best at handling that? Local Government may
not always be best placed

e Was there a clear enough idea of the cost in the implementation plan? It may be
more than what boroughs were currently contributing to the central pot? In addition,

were the timetables realistic? Any promises made, needed to be kept.

Clir Elizabeth Campbell (Conservative, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea)

responded:

e Her borough was very grateful for the assistance it received from other local
authorities across London who lent officers in the wake of the Grenfell Tower tragedy
¢ It had to be recognised that people who needed help were not always in the right

place to ask for it



e The role of communications colleagues was of utmost importance, WhatsApp groups
were set up almost immediately and it was all too easy to lose control of the
information and messages going out

o The assistance of an extremely experienced chief executive was invaluable in
helping to stabilize the situation

¢ In the recovery phase one of the most important themes running through was

community engagement

Mayor Philip Glanville (Labour, Grants, Hackney) pointed to the communications issue and
the perception that quickly grows up about leaders that if you weren’t there you didn't care.
Practitioners at emergency planning level still needed more help to embrace the broader
agenda, see the potential of members and of effective communications rather than seeing it

as something negative.

Clir Darren Rodwell (Labour, Housing and Planning, Barking and Dagenham) argued that if
a situation went beyond the Blue Light Services borough boundaries that should be the

prompt to draw in a wider response.

ClIr Gareth Roberts (Liberal Democrat, Richmond) stressed the importance of:

e Training for Members and Leaders

e The quality of the guidance and the need for an ongoing annual review.

Clir Graham Henson (Labour, Harrow) recounted how two large gas explosions in his
borough had provided it with emergency incident experience. Training was often based on
standardized power-point presentations and needed to be more developed, more
sophisticated. Members’ responses were very important, sometimes they were required to
step in to break down barriers and sometimes they needed to step back to let officers get on
with it.

Clir Peck concluded by stressing the importance of the role of ward councillors as well as
Leaders and that, along with that Mayor Glanville’s points, needed to be reflected in the

work.

The Chair urged that borough leaders needed to take ownership of this issue.



Mr John Barradell responded:

e The issue of insisting on providing support was less likely to be about formal council
resolutions and more about hard wiring the practice and expectations of mutual
support

o Two roles now operated — the Standard Gold role and a role of chief executives to
chair Strategic Co-ordination Groups when residents demanded that response

e Training also needed to be provided for officers at the next level down from chief
executives

e Sub-regional resilience was being beefed-up and helping chief executives to develop
experience and expertise

e The Red Cross provided training for how to set up rest centres

e The Genfrell Public Inquiry had meant that the first London Resilience de-briefs were
only just commencing

e Training should be provided but exercises were better.

The Chair thanked Mr Barradell for all of his work and that of his Panel on London Local
Government’'s behalf. He concluded by expressing his hope that Mr Barradell would return to

Leaders’ Committee in a year’s time and Leaders’ Committee agreed to:

¢ Receive the Local Authorities’ Panel integrated implementation plan attached as an

appendix to the report

e Confirm the expectation that Leaders’ Committee will receive an annual review of

progress in respect of this plan, starting in 2019

¢ Note the paper summarising national guidance on the role of Leaders and Members

in emergency planning attached as an appendix to the report.

5. Revising London Councils Priorities

The Chief Executive introduced the report saying at the meeting of the Leaders’
Committee on 5 June 2018, the new Chair of London Councils began a
conversation about establishing a revised set of London Councils priorities. He
informally canvassed members at the meeting about the sort of priorities that

underpinned Leaders’ own work in their boroughs. This report summarised the



results from that initial exercise and sets out a proposed process for engaging in the
development of revised London Councils priorities to come back to Leaders’ Committee in
October.

Leaders’ Committee agreed:

e That Leaders’ Committee note the summary of key priorities each individual
borough Leader identified at the meeting on 5 June

e The process for establishing revised priorities for London Councils.

6. Minutes and summaries

Leader's Committee is recommended to note the minutes:
e Grants — Leadership in the Third Sector — 27 February 2018
e GLPC - 14 March 2018
e Grants — 21 March 2018
e Executive — 19 June 2018

The meeting ended at 11:30
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Chris Roberts
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Summary

Recommendations

This report informs the Leaders’ Committee and the Mayor of London of
the outcome of the Strategic Investment Pot (SIP) decision-making
process, part of the London Business Rates Retention Pilot Pool.

From April 2018 London’s boroughs, the City of London and the GLA
agreed with Government to establish a 100% business rate retention
pilot pool. Of the estimated net financial benefit, 15% (£52m) is set aside
for a Strategic Investment Pot (SIP).

22 bids for SIP funding were received from 15 accountable boroughs for
a total of £123.4m, with all authorities represented. London Councils and
the Lead Authority (City of London Corporation) convened a Panel of
Chief Officers from across London to evaluate the bids, and a
recommendation was made to award funding to eight bids, totalling
£46.83m. The Lead Authority consulted on the recommendation over the
summer, achieving the broad support required to allocate funds. The
report details this outcome and the funding decision.

The report also includes the next steps for the SIP, which include the
provision of feedback to bidders, the financial administration
arrangements, preparations for a future bidding round, and the lessons
to be learnt from this first pilot year.

Leaders’ Committee and the Mayor of London are asked to note the
report.
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Business Rates Retention Pilot: Strategic Investment Pot Outcome

Background

This is the second year that London has piloted additional business rates retention,
following an initial pilot for the GLA in 2017-18, in 2018-19 this has been extended to all 34
London authorities, who together are retaining 100% of business rates (adjusted for
redistributive measures based on baselines set in 2013-14), which replace Revenue
Support Grant (RSG) and the TfL Capital Grant. The operating principles of the pilot pool

are detailed in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).

The MOU expands on the enhanced safety net from Government which means that
London as a whole cannot lose more than 3% of its business rates income with an
agreement that no authority will be worse off than under the previous arrangements. The
overall budgeted additional benefit to London is estimated to be approximately £349m, and
subsequent monitoring activity suggests this is broadly on target. However, the final figure
will not be known until after the financial year has ended and accounts have been audited.

Under the agreed terms of the London pilot, 15% of the net financial benefit of pooling —
currently estimated at approximately £52m — is reserved for the Strategic Investment Pot
(SIP), to be spent on projects that:

i.  contribute to the sustainable growth of London’s economy and an increase
in business rates income either directly or as a result of the wider economic
benefits anticipated,;

ii. leverage additional investment funding from other private or public sources;
and

iii.  have broad support across London government in accordance with the
agreed governance process.
In addition, the Mayor of London has committed to spending the GLA's share of the
additional net financial benefit from the pilot on strategic investment priorities. The
allocation process for this fund (estimated at £112m) is currently underway, and the Mayor

is expected to make decisions shortly.

The Government will carry out a qualitative evaluation of the pilot with a particular focus on
the governance mechanism and decision-making process, and the resources dedicated to

strategic investment.



Overview

As Lead Authority, the City of London Corporation wrote to all London Borough Leaders
inviting bids to the SIP. 22 SIP bids were received from 15 accountable boroughs for a total
of £123.4m. All boroughs were represented on at least one bid, and bids were received

from across London.

Following agreement by London Councils’ elected officers, the invitation to bid highlighted
the following further guidance to bidders on the evaluation criteria, and the need to identify
a package of proposals that would strike an appropriate balance between them:

i.  Contribution of anticipated outputs to key economic growth priorities:
e.g. housing and planning; transport and infrastructure (including digital
infrastructure); skills, employment and business support. This could be
evidenced, for example, by quantification of anticipated outputs (increase in
homes, commercial floor space, jobs, etc.) and by alignment with existing
regional, sub-regional and local strategies.

i. The anticipated scale of economic benefit, both in absolute terms and,
where appropriate, expressed as a ratio of anticipated return to investment
required.

iii. The breadth of geographic impact — with a presumption that the broader
the area of impact the better. Whilst strong local bids will be considered
under other criteria, there will be a preference for joint proposals, including
but not necessarily limited to those from existing sub-regional partnerships,
or which to apply to the whole of London.

iv.  The scale of match funding, both in absolute terms and expressed as a
ratio of funding from other public or private sources to SIP investment
required. The presumption will be that — all other things being equal —
proposals that command a greater level of match funding will be preferred.

v. Delivery timescales: No strict cut-off point is defined; however, delivery
timescales will be considered within the overall evaluation, with a
presumption in favour of earlier completion (and therefore earlier economic
returns) but ensuring an appropriate mix of recommended proposals

between “oven-ready” schemes and longer-term investment projects.

A Panel of Chief Officers from across the London authorities and London Councils was
convened to advise and assist the Lead Authority in reviewing and evaluating the bids. The
Panel sought to identify a package of proposals that drew an appropriate balance between

the agreed criteria, with the outcome of an initial, high level review reported to the



10.

11.

Congress of Leaders in July. Following that, the SIP Panel evaluated the bids in detalil,

supported by a working group.

As the exact size of the fund will not be finalised until the 2018-19 accounts are closed, two
bidding and allocation rounds have been planned: this first round being reported in October
2018, and a second following the end of the financial year. If the pilot is extended by
agreement the balance of 2018-19 funds (including any underspends) will be allocated
along with the funds for 2019-20.

The process agreed for decision-making for SIP funds in establishing the pilot pool reflects
the absence of a mechanism for joint decision-making by the 33 billing authorities and the
Mayor of London. The formal decision must therefore be taken by the Members of the Lead
Authority, subject to consultation with all of the participating authorities who decide whether
or not to support based on their own decision-making processes. The MOU specifies the
consultation requirements as:

i. the Mayor of London and the majority (two-thirds) of the 33 billing authorities

agree,
ii.  if all authorities in a sub-region do not recommend the project, it shall not be

agreed.

The SIP Panel’s report aimed to allocate the majority of the 2018-19 funds, and
recommended eight bids totalling £46.83m for funding. This was issued to the 33 billing
authorities and the GLA for consultation, and is attached at appendix 1. The deadline was
Friday, 14 September 2018.

Consultation responses supporting the recommendation were received from the Mayor of
London, from all of the sub-regions identified in the MOU, and from the following boroughs:

i. Barking & Dagenham ii. Barnet ii. Bexley
iv. Brent v. Camden vi. Croydon
vii. Ealing viii. Enfield ix. Greenwich
X. Hackney xi. Hammersmith & Fulham xii. Haringey
xiii. Harrow xiv. Havering xv. Hillingdon
xvi. Hounslow xvii. Islington xviii. Kensington & Chelsea
xix. Kingston upon Thames xX. Lambeth xxi. Merton
xxii. Newham xxiii. Redbridge xxiv. Richmond upon Thames
xxv. Southwark XXvi. Sutton xxvii. Tower Hamlets
xxviii. Waltham Forest xXix. Wandsworth

The threshold of two-thirds therefore supported the recommendations, and the funding

decision will be taken by the Lead Authority in early October.
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Westminster, Enfield and Lewisham have not yet taken the formal decision, although
Officers have confirmed that their recommendation is to support the recommendation of the
SIP Panel. Bromley have indicated that they will not be able to support the
recommendation. The City of London Corporation’s Members will consider their
consultation response on 4 October along with making the formal decision, as

administrator of the pilot, to allocate the funds in accordance with the consultation

outcome.

The funding will therefore be awarded as per the recommendation: £m
e South Dock Bridge 7.00
e Productive Valley: 5.75

0 South Tottenham Employment Area
o Investment Fund
o Rigg Approach

e South London Innovation Corridor 8.00
e Open Data Standard for Planning 0.25
e Euston Recruitment Hub 3.00
e West London Alliance: 11.13

o0 Skills & Productivity
o Investment in Digital

e Local London Investment in Fibre 7.70
e South London Multi-Purpose Internet of Things Platform 4.00
Total Recommended Package 46.83

Feedback from the consultation, lessons learnt, and next steps

The financial administration arrangements are being prepared by the Lead Authority and
will be recommended to its Members shortly. As requested in consultation responses and
by the SIP Panel, these will aim to balance the conflicting objectives to minimise
administrative burden on participating authorities whilst ensuring that bidders are
accountable for delivering match funding, outputs and outcomes described in their bid
documents. The current proposal is for this to be via a written commitment to the contents
of the bid and phased release of cash based on two or three light touch monitoring returns
through the project duration. For the avoidance of doubt, funds will be allocated as per the
recommendation, and it is expected that these will be recognised in full in each authority’s

accounts as soon as the relevant agreement is signed.

Some projects have been allocated a lower amount of funding than in their bid, and
consultation responses commented that outputs and outcomes will need to be revised by

agreement between the Lead Authority and accountable borough. These discussions will
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be carried out and documented as part of the administration and will aim to maximise

delivery of outcomes despite reduced funding.

Other comments received in response to the consultation related to the timescales for
projects to be completed and treasury management benefits associated with holding funds
in the interim. As laid out in the bidding guidance and MOU, the aim of the SIP was to
increase the level of business rates through a mix of direct intervention (i.e. construction)
and other enabling activity (e.g. employment, skills and digital projects), so by nature these
projects are generally longer term. The treasury management benefits will be allocated to
the pool as per the MOU. In relation to the SIP, this will be on an estimated basis when the

accounts are finalised.

A number of consultation responses referred to potential underspends in the projects
allocated funding, or expressed concern that only 90% of estimated funds have been
allocated. The total funds available in 2018-19 will not be known until after the accounts are
closed and audited, so the funds being allocated are spent ‘at risk’ until this time (if
between now and the end of the financial year there are significant write offs or valuation
changes, there may not be sufficient funds in the pool to support the commitment made).
However, monitoring activity to date suggests that this level of funding is likely to be
achieved, and so this amount has been recommended for spending now. Any remaining or
underspent funds will be allocated in 2019-20, along with that year’s estimated SIP should

the pilot be extended by agreement.

Consultation responses also referred to the next round of bidding, requested feedback, or
suggested improvements to the bidding, assessment, and decision-making process. The
Lead Authority will contact all bidders formally to thank them for their work in preparing
bids, and to offer feedback on their bid by a member of the SIP Panel. A timetable for the
2019-20 bidding round will be prepared and circulated once the outcome of the 2019-20
pilot negotiation is known, and lessons will be learnt on the process based on the feedback
received. There will also be further consideration given to potential changes to the
decision-making process (such as reserve lists) to facilitate quicker decision-making and

swifter access to funds for suitable projects.
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Recommendations

Leaders’ Committee and the Mayor of London are asked to note the report.

Financial Implications for London Councils
None

Legal Implications for London Councils
None

Equalities Implications for London Councils

None
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Report by: Clive Grimshaw Job title: Strategic Lead for Health and
Adult Social Care

Date: 9 October 2018
Contact Officer: Clive Grimshaw

Telephone: 020 7934 9830 Email:  Clive.grimshaw@Ilondoncouncils.gov.uk

This briefing sets out the background to the London HIV Prevention
Programme, a summary of programme activity and impact and sets out
the basis for renewal of the programme from 2019 onwards.

Summary

Recommendations Leaders are asked to —

Note and comment on the impact of the London HIV Prevention
Programme.

Endorse the proposal to continue the programme for three years beyond
March 2019, including a freeze in the overall programme budget.
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The London HIV Prevention Programme

Introduction

1. Following the transfer of public health to local government in 2013, London
boroughs undertook a comprehensive London HIV Prevention Needs
Assessment and options appraisal. This needs assessment highlighted the
case for delivering HIV prevention interventions at a London level. In
particular, it focussed on interventions where a city-wide approach made
sense in terms of ensuring economies of scale in the commissioning and/or
delivery of services and ensuring the quality, consistency or reach of the
interventions. In 2014, London Councils’ Leaders’ Committee agreed to
establish a pan-London HIV Prevention Programme (LHPP), which would
run for three years until March 2017. Subsequently, Leaders’ Committee
agreed to renew the LHPP for a further two years, commencing in April
2017.

2. The overarching aims of the LHPP are to reduce new HIV infections and
increase earlier diagnosis of HIV by:
¢ Increasing the uptake of HIV testing
¢ Promoting condom use

e Promoting safer sexual behaviours.

3. These aims are delivered by the LHPP through three key elements:

e “Do It London” — multimedia communications on HIV for all Londoners,
with specific campaigns targeted at the key at-risk groups (MSM and
black African communities);

e condom procurement, promotion and distribution; and

¢ targeted outreach via face to face and digital channels.
HIV in London

4, Figures released in September 2018 confirmed HIV rates are continuing to
decline, with a substantial decrease over the past two years.1,675 people
were diagnosed with HIV in London in 2017 compared to 2,090 in 2016.
This represents a fall of 21 per cent in 2016-17 in London, compared to the
UK-wide decrease of 17 per cent. The number of new diagnoses in 2015



was 2729, meaning London has seen a decrease of 38% between 2015 and
2017.

5. However, in 2016 there were more than 36,000 people in London living with
diagnosed HIV, representing 43% of all people living with an HIV diagnosis
in England. This number has risen significantly over the past 10 years, from
around 25,000 in 2007. The key population groups at greatest risk of HIV
infection are men who have sex with men (MSM) and black African

communities.

6. While there has been good progress in reducing the prevalence of
undiagnosed HIV in London, and reducing the proportion of cases
diagnosed at a late stage of infection, there is still more to do. Between
2014 and 2016, 35% of new diagnoses in London were at a late stage of
infection, and it is estimated that around 10% of Londoners living with HIV
remain undiagnosed. Reducing late diagnoses and reducing the prevalence
of undiagnosed HIV has important benefits both in terms of the health of
individuals who are HIV positive and in terms of reducing the risk of onward

transmission.

7. Finally, based on 2015 data, all boroughs now exceed the threshold for
being a “high prevalence” area of 2 cases per 1,000.

The LHPP recent campaigns

8. The fall in new diagnoses suggests that the LHPP focus on testing and
protection, alongside improvements in uptake and timely initiation of anti-
retroviral therapy and the availability of Pre-Exposure Prophylaxis (PrEP),

have been very significant developments in London’s efforts to tackle HIV.

9. In total, since its launch, the ‘Do It London’ campaign has delivered 68
million digital display advert impressions on Londoners’ mobiles, tablets and
laptops. It has appeared on at least 30,000 ad panels inside London
Underground Tube trains, just over 20,000 ad panels inside London’s buses
and nearly 60,000 underground and roadside adverts. Between 2014 and
the mid-2018, the free condom distribution scheme issued 5 million free

condoms and lube packets to Londoners.



10.

11.

12.

The ‘Do It Your Way' Combination Prevention campaign was launched in
August 2017. The campaign highlighted the number of ways to prevent HIV
by giving people a range of choices with the tag line, test-protect-prevent. It
was also the first campaign to reference PrEP, timed to coincide with the
nation, NHS England-funded IMPACT trial. There was also a reference to
the Treatment as Prevention (TasP) message and Undetectable Viral Load

as proven methods within the “combination” approach to HIV prevention.

The latest ‘Do It London’ campaign was launched on 2 July 2018 and runs
through until the autumn. The message will replicate the previous campaign,
as recommended by the evaluation results. New aspects will include short
films about each prevention method and continued targeting of hard to
reach groups. In the light of London’s increase of STls, condom use will

remain a key part of the messaging, as well as promoting testing.

In March 2018 LHPP was awarded Campaign of the Year at the Local
Government Chronicle Awards.

Oversight of the LHPP

13.

14.

The LHPP provides quarterly reports to boroughs via Directors of Public
Health. These give detailed information about the activity delivered through
the outreach service and testing provision. Bi-monthly updates are
circulated and form part of a wider update on sexual health activities, and
reports and briefings are also cascaded to sexual health commissioners via
the London Association of Directors of Public Health. Post campaign
evaluation and analysis reports provide information about the campaign
responses and how recommendations from the evaluation process are
taken into account when new campaigns are developed. The LHPP
commissioners presented an update to London Health and Wellbeing Board
Chairs at a Network meeting on 12 October 2017 and London Councils

published member briefings in July 2018 and January 2017.

The programme engages Londoners directly via the provision of the

outreach service, online engagement and condom distribution. Quarterly
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reports produced by the commissioned providers give details of service
outputs and productivity as well as providing information about the sexual
health promotion outreach service and HIV testing in high risk venues and
clubs. For Quarter 4 (Jan 2018 - Mar 2018); 120 outreach sessions were
carried out with 57 sessions taking place in high risk venues.15,508
contacts were made receiving a level 1 intervention, which is a brief around
testing, condom promotion, knowledge increase and risk reduction. 25% of
all clients are from the BAME ethnic backgrounds and 171 MSM received a
rapid HIV test.

In Quarter 4, a total of 240,216 condoms and 242,600 lubricants were
delivered, with 53 venues visited. As part of the programme’s outreach
interventions with MSM groups, attitudinal and behavioural information is
collected in order to gather knowledge around testing behaviours and risk
reduction, including STIs and to signpost to other services if needed. This

information is also used to inform future campaign strategies.

Achieving Value for Money

16.

17.

18.

In 2013, PCTs spent £2.3 million per annum on London HIV prevention
activities. Since 2013, London local government has commissioned a more
focused and efficient programme of HIV prevention interventions,
concentrating on those interventions best delivered at the London level. In
recent years, London has seen a significant reduction in the rate of new

diagnoses.

Funding for the LHPP is based on HIV prevalence per borough, involving
contributions ranging from around £2,000 to £113,000 per year. The total
income for the programme is £1.080 million per year (2017/2019).

As host to the LHPP, Lambeth has delivered a 13% saving in the cost of the
programme between 2017/18 and 2018/19, higher than the planned 10%
reduction originally envisaged. 95% of income from borough contributions is
allocated to fund the contracted services. The overheads for the LHPP,
including the legal, financial, procurement and management costs, are

absorbed by LB Lambeth ‘in-house’.



19.

20.

21.

22.

With regard to funding for 2019 — 2022, it is proposed that the programme
budget will not change, meaning borough contributions totalling £1,080
million over the period and a real terms reduction once inflation is taken into
account. It is the intention to deliver further efficiencies through the re-
procurement process, in order to maximise investment/resources going into

frontline delivery and the impact of the programme.

Lambeth undertakes the commissioning and management of the LHPP on
behalf of all participating boroughs, including external contracts with
suppliers of services to deliver the programme’s various workstreams. In
2014, all LHPP contracts were tendered, in line with public authority and EU
procurement regulations, and — in the case of media services — using the
government’s recommended Crown Commercial Services Framework, to
ensure significant savings, competition and value for money. Those
contracts were extended (and varied, to achieve savings and refocus
outputs, following a 10% overall budget reduction) in 2017 to the March
20109.

LHPP services are valued at over £100,000, and therefore require a formal
tendering process in accordance with the latest procurement guidelines from
the UK Government, the European Union and in line with Lambeth Council’s
own commissioning processes. In its purchasing, Lambeth Council is
committed to transparency, demonstrating the decisions it makes about
spending are fair and open, publishing what it spends and with whom it

contracts.

Subiject to confirmation of the budget and extension of the programme to
2022, LB Lambeth will need to undertake analysis of existing contracts,
latest epidemiological data and other evidence to determine the most robust
approach to ensuring that services are fit for purpose and meet the
objectives of the LHPP to 2022. Given the timescale, it may be necessary
temporarily to extend current contracts by up six months, in order to ensure

service continuity during the re-procurement process.



Proposal for 2019 to 2022

23.

It is proposed that the programme be renewed for a further three year period
and that the overall programme budget be frozen at the 2017 level (based
on a 10% reduction to the 2014 budget). It is envisaged that a three year
funding commitment will enable the LHPP to secure a greater level of
savings in respect of the re-commissioning of services. This will also
provide stability to HIV prevention service delivery during a period of
transition, when the PrEP IMPACT Trial (which ends in late 2020) is still on-
going, and changes to London’s sexual health services as part of the
London Sexual Health Transformation Programme and the roll out of the

new sexual health e-service bed down.

Next steps

24.

Subject to the endorsement of Leaders’ Committee, steps will be taken to
ensure stability of the LHPP through a full procurement process to deliver
the programme between 2019 and 2022. The new programme will
incorporate the necessary efficiencies to accommodate a budget freeze and
will be specified to take into account the learning from most recent
programme evaluation and wider prevention developments, including the
PrEP IMPACT Trial.

Financial Implications for London Councils

There are no financial implications for London Councils resulting from this report.

Legal Implications for London Councils

There are no legal implications for London Councils resulting from this report.

Equalities implications for London Councils

There are no equalities implications for London Councils.
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Summary:

This report provides background information on the International
Holocaust Rememberance Alliance (IHRA) definition of antisemitism.

The Secretary of State of Communities and Local Government wrote to
to Leaders of Councils in Decmber 2017, encouraging the adoption of
the IHRA definition of antisemitism and the working examples.

We are aware of 18 London Boroughs that have adopted the IHRA
definition since December 2017.

Recommendations:

Leaders’ Committee is asked to:

1. Commend consideration of the following, by those London local
authorities that have not already done so:
a. adoption of the IHRA definition of antisemitism, including
the agreed working examples.
b. inclusion of the IHRA defintion and working examples
within individual councils’ constitutions and codes of
conduct for members and officers.







IHRA Definition of Antisemitism

Background

1.

The International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance brings together governments
and experts to strengthen, advance and promote Holocaust education, research and

remembrance.

The IHRA, which was formerly known as the Task Force for International
Cooperation on Holocaust Education, Remembrance and Research was initiated in
1998 by former Swedish Prime Minister Goran Persson. The IHRA’s membership

includes of 31 member countries, including the United Kingdom.

The IHRA supports policymakers and educational institutions and briefs government

officials and NGOs active in global initiatives for genocide prevention.

The United Kingdom has been member of the IHRA since it was founded in 1998,
the current head of the UK delegation is Lord Eric Pickles. The delegation consists
of representatives from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, academia, voluntary

sector including the London Jewish Cultural Centre.

On 26 May 2016 in Bucharest, the Plenary of the International Holocaust
Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) adopted a non-legally binding working definition of

antisemitism:

“Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as
hatred toward Jews. Rhetorical and physical manifestations of antisemitism
are directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property,

toward Jewish community institutions and religious facilities.”

The IHRA has published examples to guide organisations on the implementation of
the definition, these are set out in Appendix A and are considered to be essential

supporting elements of working definition.

In December 2016, the Prime Minister announced the Government’s intention to
adopt the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance definition of antisemitism
and in January 2017, The Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP, the then Secretary of State for



Communities and Local Government wrote to Council Leaders encouraging them to

adopt this definition of antisemitism (Appendix C).

8. Subsequently, 18 London councils and the Mayor of London have adopted
resolutions on antisemitism by approving council resolutions on the subject. A model

resolution prepared by the IHRA is attached as Appendix B.
Conclusion

9. Leaders’ Committee is asked to consider commending consideration of the
following, by those London local authorities that have not already done so:
a. adoption of the IHRA definition of anti-Semitism, including the agreed
working examples.
b. inclusion of the IHRA defintion and working examples within individual

councils’ constitutions and codes of conduct for members and officers.

10. It is envisaged that the IHRA and other relavent bodies with an interest on tackling

anti-Semitism would be advised of the decision of Leaders Committee.

Financial implications for London Councils:

None

Legal implications for London Councils:

None

Equalities implications for London Councils:

The recommendation directly addresses equalities issues though seeking to deepen the

understanding of antisemitism.

Attachments:

Appendix A: IHRA examples to guide organisations

Appendix B: Model resolution prepared by the IHRA

Appendix C: Letter from the Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP Secretary of State for Communities and
Local Government , encouraging Council Leaders encouraging to adopt the IHRA definition

of anti-Semitism.






Appendix A: IHRA examples to guide organisations

The IHRA has published examples to guide organisations on the implementation of the
definition. The Alliance has pointed to the following examples which may serve as
illustrations: Manifestations might include the targeting of the state of Israel, conceived as a
Jewish collectivity. However, criticism of Israel similar to that levelled against any other
country cannot be regarded as antisemitic. Antisemitism frequently charges Jews with
conspiring to harm humanity, and it is often used to blame Jews for "why things go wrong."
It is expressed in speech, writing, visual forms and action, and employs sinister stereotypes
and negative character traits.

The IHRA advises that contemporary examples of antisemitism in public life, the media,
schools, the workplace, and in the religious sphere could, taking into account the overall
context, include, but are not limited to:

Calling for, aiding, or justifying the killing or harming of Jews in the name of a radical
ideology or an extremist view of religion.

= Making mendacious, dehumanizing, demonizing, or stereotypical allegations about
Jews as such or the power of Jews as collective — such as, especially but not
exclusively, the myth about a world Jewish conspiracy or of Jews controlling the
media, economy, government or other societal institutions.

= Accusing Jews as a people of being responsible for real or imagined wrongdoing
committed by a single Jewish person or group, or even for acts committed by non-
Jews.

= Denying the fact, scope, mechanisms (e.g. gas chambers) or intentionality of the
genocide of the Jewish people at the hands of National Socialist Germany and its
supporters and accomplices during World War Il (the Holocaust).

= Accusing the Jews as a people, or Israel as a state, of inventing or exaggerating the
Holocaust.

= Accusing Jewish citizens of being more loyal to Israel, or to the alleged priorities of
Jews worldwide, than to the interests of their own nations.

= Denying the Jewish people their right to self-determination, e.g., by claiming that the
existence of a State of Israel is a racist endeavour.

= Applying double standards by requiring of it a behaviour not expected or demanded
of any other democratic nation.

= Using the symbols and images associated with classic antisemitism (e.g., claims of
Jews killing Jesus or blood libel) to characterize Israel or Israelis.



= Drawing comparisons of contemporary Israeli policy to that of the Nazis.
= Holding Jews collectively responsible for actions of the state of Israel.

Antisemitic acts are criminal when they are so defined by law (for example, denial of the
Holocaust or distribution of antisemitic materials in some countries).

Criminal acts are antisemitic when the targets of attacks, whether they are people or
property — such as buildings, schools, places of worship and cemeteries — are selected
because they are, or are perceived to be, Jewish or linked to Jews.

Antisemitic discrimination is the denial to Jews of opportunities or services available to
others and is illegal in many countries.



Local Government Item 7 — Appendix B
Friends of Israel

Draft motion for councils to adopt the International Holocaust Remembrance
Alliance definition of antisemitism

This council expresses alarm at the rise in antisemitism in recent years across the
UK. This includes incidents when criticism of Israel has been expressed using
antisemitic tropes. Criticism of Israel can be legitimate, but not if it employs the
tropes and imagery of antisemitism.

We therefore welcome the UK Government's announcement on December 11" 2016
that it will sign up to the internationally recognised International Holocaust
Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) guidelines on antisemitism which define antisemitism
thus:

“Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred
toward Jews. Rhetorical and physical manifestations of antisemitism are directed
toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property, toward Jewish
community institutions and religious facilities.”

The guidelines highlight manifestations of antisemitism as including:

“e Calling for, aiding, or justifying the killing or harming of Jews in the name of a
radical ideology or an extremist view of religion.

» Making mendacious, dehumanizing, demonizing, or stereotypical allegations about
Jews as such or the power of Jews as collective — such as, especially but not
exclusively, the myth about a world Jewish conspiracy or of Jews controlling the
media, economy, government or other societal institutions.

» Accusing Jews as a people of being responsible for real or imagined wrongdoing
committed by a single Jewish person or group, or even for acts committed by non-
Jews.

» Denying the fact, scope, mechanisms (e.g. gas chambers) or intentionality of the
genocide of the Jewish people at the hands of National Socialist Germany and its
supporters and accomplices during World War 1l (the Holocaust).

* Accusing the Jews as a people, or Israel as a state, of inventing or exaggerating
the Holocaust.

* Accusing Jewish citizens of being more loyal to Israel, or to the alleged priorities of
Jews worldwide, than to the interests of their own nations.

» Denying the Jewish people their right to self-determination, e.g., by claiming that
the existence of a State of Israel is a racist endeavour.

» Applying double standards by requiring of it behaviour not expected or demanded
of any other democratic nation.

» Using the symbols and images associated with classic antisemitism (e.g., claims of
Jews killing Jesus or blood libel) to characterize Israel or Israelis.

» Drawing comparisons of contemporary Israeli policy to that of the Nazis.

 Holding Jews collectively responsible for actions of the state of Israel.”

This Council welcomes the cross-party support within the Council for combating
antisemitism in all its manifestations. This Council hereby adopts the above definition
of antisemitism as set out by the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance and
pledges to combat this pernicious form of racism.
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The Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP

Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Department for Government

Communities and Department for Communities and Local

Local Government Government
4th Floor, Fry Building
2 Marsham Street
Local Authority Leaders London SW1P 4DF

Tel: 0303 444 3450
Fax: 0303 444 3289
E-Mail: sajid.javid@communities.gsi.gov.uk

www.gov.uk/dclg

30 January 2017

Dear Leader,

Adoption of the IHRA working definition of anti-Semitism

In December 2016, the Government formally adopted the International Holocaust
Remembrance Alliance working definition of anti-Semitism; the first European Union
country to do so.

The definition, although legally non-binding, is an important tool for public bodies to
understand how anti-Semitism manifests itself in the 21st century, as it gives examples
of the kind of behaviours which depending on the circumstances could constitute anti-
Semitism. The full text of the definition can be found at:
https://www.holocaustremembrance.com/sites/default/files/press_release document_ant
isemitism.pdf

We are well aware that anti-Semitism continues to be a problem in this country. Itis
therefore right that, as a Government, we are able to demonstrate the seriousness with
which we take it, as for all forms of hate crime. Anti-Semitism must be understood for
what it is — an attack on the identity of people who live, contribute and are valued in our
society. In light of this, | would like to take this opportunity to strongly encourage you
to formally adopt the definition and consider its application in your own authority.

PN

THE RT HON SAJID JAVID MP


https://www.holocaustremembrance.com/sites/default/files/press_release_document_antisemitism.pdf
https://www.holocaustremembrance.com/sites/default/files/press_release_document_antisemitism.pdf
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Contact Officer:  David Sanni
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Summary This report presents the annual audit report issued by KPMG, London

Recommendations

Councils’ external auditor, following the completion of its audit of London
Councils accounts for the year ended 31 March 2018. The Audit
Committee considered the contents of the audit report at its meeting on
18 September 2018.

The Leaders’ Committee is asked to note the contents of the Annual Audit
Report for 2017/18 which can be found at Appendix A.
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Annual Audit Report 2017/18
Background

1. Atits meeting on 18 September 2018, London Councils’ Audit Committee considered the
annual audit report issued by KPMG following the completion of its audit of London Councils
2017/18 accounts. The audit report reflects the outcome of KPMG's audit of London Councils
accounts for 2017/18. The accounts were approved by the Audit Committee on
18 September 2018 and KPMG issued unqualified audit opinions on all three committee

accounts.

2. The audit report will be posted on London Councils’ Website (www.londoncouncils.gov.uk
under the “About us” sub-category) and a link to the document sent to all members of the
Leaders’ Committee, the Transport and Environment Committee, the Grants Committee and

borough Chief Executives.

Financial Implications for London Councils
None

Legal Implications for London Councils

None

Equalities Implications for London Councils
None

Appendices

Appendix A — KPMG External Audit Report 2017/18
Background Papers

Annual Audit Report 2017/18 — Report to London Councils Audit Committee 18 September 2018;
and

Final accounts working files 2017/18.


http://www.alg.gov.uk/
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This report is addressed to London Councils and has been prepared for the sole use of London Councils. We take no responsibility to any member of staff acting in their
individual capacities, or to third parties.

External auditors do not act as a substitute for the audited body’s own responsibility for putting in place proper arrangements to ensure that public business is conducted in
accordance with the law and proper standards, and that public money is safeguarded and properly accounted for, and used economically, efficiently and effectively.

We are committed to providing you with a high quality service. If you have any concerns or are dissatisfied with any part of KPMG’s work, in the first instance you should
contact Neil Hewitson, the engagement lead to London Councils, who will try to resolve your complaint..
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mportant notice

Circulation of this report is
restricted. The content of this
report is based solely on the
procedures necessary for our
audit. This report is addressed
to London Councils and has
been prepared for your use
only. We accept no
responsibility towards any
member of staff acting on their
own, or to any third parties.

External auditors do not act as
a substitute for London
Councils’ own responsibility for
putting in place proper
arrangements to ensure that

public business is conducted in
accordance with the law and
proper standards, and that
public money is safeguarded
and properly accounted for, and
used economically, efficiently
and effectively.

KPMG

© 2018 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (‘KPMG International”), a
Swiss entity. All rights reserved

Basis of preparation: This Report is made to London Councils’ Audit Committee in order to communicate matters as required by
International Audit Standards (ISAs) (UK and Ireland) and other matters coming to our attention during our audit work on the Joint
Committee, Transport and Environment Committee and Grants Committee financial statements that we consider might be of interest and
for no other purpose. To the fullest extent permitted by law we do not accept or assume responsibility to anyone (beyond that which we
may have as auditors) for this Report or for the opinions we have formed in respect of this Report.

Limitations on work performed: This Report is separate from our audit opinion and does not provide an additional opinion on London
Councils’ financial statements nor does it add to or extend or alter our duties and responsibilities as auditors. We have not designed or
performed procedures outside those required of u