Minutes of the Meeting of the Executive
Tuesday 15 January 2019 9:30 am 
Cllr Peter John OBE was in the chair 

Present
	Member
	Position

	Cllr Peter John OBE
	Chair

	Cllr Lib Peck
	Deputy Chair

	Cllr Teresa O’Neill OBE
	Vice chair

	Cllr Ruth Dombey OBE
	Vice chair

	Ms Catherine McGuinness
	Vice chair

	Cllr Ray Puddifoot MBE
	

	Cllr Julian Bell
	

	Cllr Clare Coghill
	

	Cllr Georgia Gould
	

	Cllr Darren Rodwell
	

	Cllr Muhammed Butt
	

	Cllr Ravi Govindia
	Substituting for Cllr Nickie Aiken


London Councils officers and Ms Laura Citron, Chief Executive Officer of London and Partners were in attendance.

1. Apologies for absence and announcement of deputies

Apologies were received from Cllr Nickie Aiken for whom Cllr Ravi Govindia was deputising. 


2. Declaration of interest

Ms Catherine McGuinness declared a non-pecuniary interest in the item 4 London and Partners as a member of its board.
3. Minutes of the Executive Meeting held on 13 November 2018
The minutes of the Executive meeting held on always 13 November 2018 were agreed.

4. London & Partners

The Chair asked Ms Catherine McGuiness to introduce Ms Laura Citron, Chief Executive Officer of London and Partners. Ms McGuiness did as follows:
· London and Partners was the Mayor of London’s promotional agency

· It was a public/private partnership
· Its aim was to promote and sell London, attracting and retaining as much business as possible

Ms McGuiness then invited Ms Citron to address the Executive. She did as follows:

· The purpose of London and Partners was to promote London internationally as a city in which to invest, work, study and visit
· It is a not-for profit public private partnership founded in 2011 with half its funds coming from the Mayor of London and the remainder from commercial ventures and European and national funds

· Her aim in addressing London Councils Executive was to seek ways of working with boroughs both more and better

· London and Partners main areas of work were:

· Trade and growth

· Inward investment

· Major events

· Business tourism

· Higher education and talent and
· Leisure tourism 

· It only measured its success through value it generated additional to whatever would have accrued without it
· On that measure it had added £1.5bn to London’s economy

· It was nine months into a three-year strategy (2018 – 2021) that would focus on:

· Where? Core markets: North America, India, China, France and Germany
· What? The sectors where London was strongest and would benefit the most
· Financial and business services and tech

· Innovation and life sciences

· Creative

· Urban and

· Tourism

· When? Reaching people earlier in their decision-making
· Who? Younger first-time visitors who would bring lifetime value and businesses who would generate good growth for London 
· How? Working in partnership

· Keep? retain businesses and talent affected by Brexit.

· Working with boroughs

· A relationship manager was assigned to each borough

· Representing London on world stage at events like MIPIM

· The Mayor’s International Business Programme worked with businesses of a certain size but were growing rapidly
· Tourism hubs had been developed with boroughs (for example Greenwich)

· Responding to Brexit

· The business.London website was established in 2018 targeting businesses and skilled individuals in key sectors
· Much investment in London used to come by default but now more decision-making was involved

· The biggest danger from Brexit did not come from changes to regulations but in its impact on talent – for example, on issues such as visas. London and Partners had launched a talent tool-kit, as a resource

· A network of friends of London around the world was being developed that could resonate best with a global audience.
The Chair opened up the discussion to the Executive and the following points were made by Ms Citron in response to questions:

· International tourism continues to grow. However, domestic tourism is down, in particular day-trippers and two-hour visitors. The reason for this is not clear but it has had an effect, for example on TfL revenues and on cultural venues
· Surveys show London benefits enormously from its diversity in its attractiveness to visitors from around the world

· London and Partners could play an important role in ensuring a coherent presentation of London at events such as MIPIM

· London is restricted to EXCEL as a large convention centre (Crossrail will make a big difference to EXCEL’s accessibility). It does have the QEII centre and many smaller venues but it cannot compete with other world cities in numbers of large convention centres
· London’s reputation as a safe city can be tracked by analyzing social media and there does not appear to have been any serious fall-out from last year’s terrorist attacks. London’s safety was best promoted by the sorts of images that the city sees on a daily basis
· London and Partners has a relationship with the London Chamber of Commerce but not local chambers

· London and Partners is probably not the best partner to work with on direct recruitment of, for example social workers. Other agencies have greater experience in that area
· London and Partners does not take policy positions on issues such as infrastructure projects while welcoming their effect on London’s standing.
The Chair thanked Ms Citron for her presentation and looked forward to close working between London Councils, boroughs and London and Partners.

5. Exiting the EU – update on local engagement
The Chief Executive introduced the report saying that work fell into three main categories:

· Resilience Contingency Planning Local authority input into contingency planning was being co-ordinated through the Local Authorities’ Panel (LAP), chaired by John Barradell, Chief Executive of the City of London.  This initiative was operating under the auspices of the statutory London Resilience Forum and working through the Forum’s Brexit Contingency Planning Group.
· London Councils work: 
· Lobbying on particular policy issues, e.g. the proposition for a £30,000 salary threshold for EEA skilled workers proposition
· Capturing borough issues of concern, e.g. settled status application payments
· Working with professional networks to identify areas of risk in the short and medium term, assessing potential financial impacts and establishing some common communications lines.
· Liaison with MHCLG on sharing messages and updates. The Member for Business, Europe and Good Growth (Cllr Clare Coghill) and the Chair sit on the MHCLG Ministerial Brexit & Local Government Delivery Board.
In the discussion the following points were brought out:
· In the case of a no-deal Brexit there would be an issue of Food Trading Standards officers being required to check food imports from Europe whose arrival point was in London
· Cllr Lib Peck and Cllr Ruth Dombey had been part of an LGA delegation that had met with the local government minister to call for money to be set aside to cover the cost of Brexit to local authorities

· Council officers had made clear that putting precise figures on the cost of Brexit preparations in boroughs so far was difficult but at the same time the Secretary of State, James Brokenshire had made equally clear that he was looking for evidence
· Cllr Nicki Aiken as Leader of Westminster City Council, could make a useful contribution in conversations with ministers on this topic given the geographical focus of certain activity around Brexit
The Executive agreed to note the report.
6. Unaccompanied Asylum-Seeking Children
The Chair introduced the item saying Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children (UASC) had been an issue for some years now. He had met with the prominent campaigner, Lord Alf Dubs, and wanted to gauge whether a London Councils’ position in respect of the campaign, Our Turn, supported by the refugee charity, Safe Passage, was desirable and/or feasible.  The Our Turn campaign was calling for the establishment of a new ‘Children at Risk’ resettlement scheme to bring 10,000 child refugees to the UK over the 10 years. It would build on the current Vulnerable Children’s Resettlement Scheme.
Cllr Muhammed Butt introduced the report saying that the principles behind London Councils approach included:
	· Future financial support must fully fund the costs of caring for all UASC
· That there must be a single, consistent national response which was equitable,                                        proportionate and ensured no council remained above its 0.07% threshold
· That there should not be pressure for a disproportionate number of placements on                                            London and the South East as a result of the Our Turn campaign
· That the Home Office should engage with London boroughs to reform the current                                                  processing arrangements in the Capital in order to ensure the more efficient                                               assessment and transfer of UASC
· Lord Dubs could be asked to initiate a debate in the House of Lords requiring a                                                 minister to respond.



Cllr Ray Puddifoot said that as Heathrow Airport was in his borough, this had been a particular pressure locally.
Cllr Clare Coghill pointed out that the vast majority of UASC were boys, there was a huge gender imbalance and Cllr Georgia Gould that there was now a further cost for 18-25 year-old care leavers.
Cllr Darren Rodwell argued that the cost of asylum-seeking placements in his borough had become unsustainable. 
Cllr Govindia spoke of the scale of the challenge being taken on. If the campaign wanted a ten-year commitment to be made to what, were often, very disturbed children, that needed a ten-year funding commitment. The case of the Kindertransport in the 1930s was often put forward, but it should be remembered that that was not a government initiative but came from faith groups and the community and the involvement of those was needed again now.

Cllr Teresa O’Neill argued that more should be done on the ‘cliff-edge’ cost pressures to local authorities, in particular surrounding the 15-18 cohort, and establishing clearly the fact that London did more than its fair share.
The Chair concluded by saying that more time was needed to prepare a report to Leaders’ Committee – which the Executive agreed - and that Leaders’ Committee will receive a report later in the year.
The Executive agreed to note the report.

7. Local Government Finance – verbal update
The Director of Finance, Performance and Procurement provided the verbal update:
· The Business Rates Pilot extension had been agreed, albeit at 75%
· The promised additional resources as part of the settlement was welcomed but were not enough and if they had been distributed according to established needs formulae £130m more would have gone to urban areas.
· The additional £250m for SEND was again welcomed but regrettably it was not going to be distributed according to the established High Needs formula
· The consultation on Fair Funding had not yet closed

· The distribution proposed that there be no separate deprivation factor in the Foundation formula

· The Spending Review lobbying campaign had been launched at the Summit

· Core Cities, Key Cities and the All Party Parliamentary Group were being liaised with

· The approach to the consultation response on Fair Funding to be tabled at Leaders’ Committee on 5th February.

The Executive agreed to note the briefing
The meeting ended at 11:00am.
Action points
	
	Item
	Action
	Progress

	6.
	Unaccompanied Asylum-Seeking Children
· A report to come to a future Leaders’ Committee, but not that on 5th February
	PAPA Children’s Services
	Will be reported to March Leaders



