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CITY OF WESTMINSTER

CABINET MEETING – 27 JUNE 2011
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Minutes of a meeting of the Cabinet held at 7.00pm on Monday 27 June 2011 at Westminster City Hall, 64 Victoria Street, London, SW1E 6QP
Cabinet Members Present: Councillors Colin Barrow (Chairman), Nickie Aiken, Daniel Astaire, Edward Argar, Melvyn Caplan, Brian Connell, Robert Davis, 
Jonathan Glanz, Philippa Roe and Lee Rowley 
Also Present: Councillors Paul Dimoldenberg, Barbara Grahame, Alastair Moss and Jan Prendergast
1.   
INTRODUCTION
1.1
Councillor Colin Barrow, the Leader of the Council, welcomed those present.  

2.
DECLARATION OF INTEREST

2.1
Councillor Melvyn Caplan declared that he was a Ward Member for part of the Church Street and Paddington Green Master Plan which was not regarded as a prejudicial interest.

Councillor Jonathan Glanz declared a personal interest in a property in 
Cosway Street in respect of Item 4.

Councillors Alastair Moss, Lee Rowley and Jan Prendergast declared that 
they were Ward Members for Maida Vale Ward which included the Tollgate 
Master Plan.

3.
MINUTES

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting held on 9 May 2011 be
signed by the Chairman as a correct record.
4.
THE CHURCH STREET AND PADDINGTON GREEN MASTERPLAN (see report of the Director of Housing)
4.1
Rosemary Westbrook, Director of Housing, introduced the report.  She explained the level of support for the scheme and outlined the grounds for opposition all of which had been fully set out in the papers which had been circulated to the Cabinet, the responses had been generally positive.  The next steps, which the Cabinet were asked to approve were also set out in the report, which included the authorisation for officers to proceed with the negotiations to acquire all interests in the properties and land listed in Appendix 3 of the report, which could include CPOs.

4.2
Councillor Melvyn Caplan spoke about the Paddington Green element, which it was stressed would only proceed if the local residents voted in favour.  He referred to the recent position from the Paddington Green residents and emphasised that there were two completely different communities which require a separate set of decisions and consultation going forward but he had great faith that the processes would work up acceptable designs to ensure it was a scheme which was well thought through of which the Council was proud.
4.3
Councillor Jonathan Glanz referred to the work involved in reaching this stage.  The eventual outcome would be hundreds of new homes with a wide range of tenures.  This was just the start of a complex process broken down by various phases which would be the subject of ongoing consultation.  There would be improved retail accommodation as a result together with other facilities.

4.4
Councillor Barbara Grahame addressed the meeting as a Ward Councillor.  She expressed concerns on behalf of local residents.  She was worried about the prospect of proceeding only with bite size sections.  There was concern about the size of the proposed blocks and the resultant increase in density.  Councillor Grahame asked that the opportunity be taken to influence the more detailed proposals when available at a later stage.
4.5
Councillor Brian Connell spoke about the importance of the employment opportunities the proposals gave.

4.6
The Leader also spoke in favour of the proposals and the opportunities which they gave for the area.

4.7
RESOLVED:
(i) That the Master Plan: “The Futures Plan – Preferred Option Report” and “The Futures Plan: Views from the community” as appropriate starting points for any future regeneration proposals be noted; 
(ii) That on the basis of Master Plan officers be authorised to proceed proceed with work on the two proposals set out in the report.
(iii) That the following proposals be approved for the next stage.

· That proposals 1 and 2 set out in paragraph 4.9 of the report be taken forward;

· Proposals 1 and 2 will only be implemented if a majority of the affected residents vote in favour of the final proposals that are developed for these areas;

· Production of Supplementary Planning Guidance for proposed key sites;

· Identification of existing service activity which needs to be relocated;

· Land Assembly and

· Product/commissioning of sustainability, retail and other strategies;

· Methodology for ongoing consultation and communication.

(iv) That it be noted all future proposals will be reported to Cabinet for approval before proceeding and provided that such proposals will have first received the support of a majority of affected residents.
(v) That Officers be authorised to enter into negotiations for the City Council to acquire all interests in the properties and land listed in Appendix 3 of the report by agreement commensurate with compensation which would be payable under compulsory purchase provisions.  This is to ensure the overall programme cannot be unnecessarily frustrated.  A prospective timeline for progressing these schemes is also outlined in Appendix 3 of the report.
Reason for Decision
The proposals and recommendations in the report will formalise the framework for the long term regeneration of Church Street and Paddington Green.  Further work will produce site specific planning briefs based on wide consultation to deliver new homes, a reduction in overcrowding, retail, leisure and community facilities.
In terms of the scale of development and outputs, full delivery of the current proposals would provide:

Proposal 1: 
C56 new homes, 114 refurbished homes, 6 re-modelled homes 
and c789 sq m retail provision.

Proposal 2:
C145 new homes, first stage community hubs.

5.
TOLLGATE  MASTERPLAN (see report of the Director of Housing)
5.1
Rosemary Westbrook, Director of Housing, introduced the report.  She outlined the main elements of the proposals and the steps to be undertaken.  She explained that the estate had not been particularly well designed and required many improvements.  The proposals sought to address these as set out in the Master Plan document.
5.2
Councillor Alastair Moss addressed the meeting as a Ward Member.  He emphasised the commitment to find the right solution, of which this is the start of the process.  The proposals were not yet in their final form but with so many different views and many problems it was necessary to move forward.
5.3
Councillor Jan Prendergast stressed that the Maida Vale Ward Councillors had never refused to represent constituents.  She explained the history of Tollgate Gardens which had been transferred from London Borough of Brent and had been poorly designed and needed urgent attention.  She explained the extent of the consultation which had included letters, visits from both Councillor Roe, the previous portfolio holder and Councillor Glanz, the new portfolio holder.

5.4
Councillor Paul Dimoldenberg stated that he had been asked to speak on behalf of a delegation of residents in view of the poor consultation.  He had been told that there was not a majority support for the proposals on a number of counts.  He accepted that regeneration was important but must be done with consensus.  Given the concerns over the consultation he urged a further look at the proposals.

5.5
Councillor Lee Rowley confirmed that he endorsed the scheme.  He explained that Councillor Dimoldenberg had not had the benefit of seeing the estate.  He had a lot of discussion, including the Tollgate Garden residents, and everyone accepts that the estate suffered from overcrowding, overlooking, crime, damp, that the community centre was not used and the estate was poorly designed,  accordingly the estate was in need of much improvement which the proposals gave the opportunity for.
5.6
Councillor Jonathan Glanz, as the relevant Cabinet Member, summed up.  He stressed the need to move forward given the level of issues which needed addressing.  These proposals gave the opportunity to re-vamp the estate and accordingly he supported these.

Resolved:
(i) That the recommendations of the Master Plan for Tollgate Gardens Estate as attached in Appendix 2 of the report be approved.
(ii) That officers be authorised to progress proposals set out in the Master Plan by submitting a formal planning application.
(iii) That officers be authorised to enter into negotiations for the City Council to acquire the leasehold interests in Godwin House, NW6 5SJ and Wingfield House NW6 5SH by agreement commensurate with compensation that would be payable under compulsory purchase provisions.

(iv) That approval be given to WCC officers to investigate the possibility of commencing a Compulsory Purchase Order in respect of the Tollgate Gardens Estate as outlined in Appendix 1 of the report.

(v) That officers negotiate the financial principles outlined in the report subject to the procurement of a development/investment partner(s) for the delivery of the wider Regeneration programme.  The final business case and basis for agreeing a re-development scheme would be subject to Cabinet approval.

Reasons for Decision
The proposals within this report will provide a framework for the long term regeneration of Tollgate Gardens Estate through the provision of new and improved mixed tenure housing, high quality open space and community facilities.
6.
COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE (see report of the Chief Executive and the Strategic Director Built Environment)
6.1
The Strategic Director Built Environment introduced the report.  The Strategic Director explained that the report had been prepared following the receipt of a valid petition to consult on the establishment of a Community Council covering the whole of the Queen’s Park Ward.
6.2
The Strategic Director explained that it was not necessary for the review to cover the whole of the City, only the Queen’s Park Ward.  However, given the provision of the Localism Bill it was felt appropriate to conduct a community governance review for the whole of Westminster in order to ensure all residents are engaged in the review and aware of the implications of such a review.  The Strategic Director confirmed that the provisions of the Localism Bill were important as these would impact on the community governance in place.  It was expected that the arrangements would be known later in the year. 

6.3
Councillor Dimoldenberg welcomed the initiative of the residents of the Queen’s Park ward to seek a review.  He was not against a review city-wide but expected the review to have a focus on Queen’s Park given that it was the petition which triggered the review.

6.4
Councillor Robert Davis stated that after Area Forums it was necessary to look at the next step.  However, it was important to bear in mind that these provisions could be superseded by the provisions of the Localism Bill, once enacted and therefore was important not to have several different types of governance across the whole City.  It was right, in his opinion, to take the joined up city wide approach as outlined in the report.
6.5
Other Cabinet Members spoke of the need for a city-wide review as the most constructive way forward particularly in the light of anticipated legislative change.

6.6
RESOLVED:
(i) That the proposed terms of reference of the Community Governance Review set out in Appendix 1 of the report be approved;

(ii) That a community governance review for the whole of Westminster be conducted to include the review triggered by the submission of the Queen’s Park petition and authority delegated to the Chief Executive and the Strategic Director for the Built Environment to do everything necessary to conduct the review.

(iii) That the petition to establish a community council in Queen’s Park be considered in conjunction with the proposed governance arrangements that are already in place across Westminster and those that could potentially be established following the passage through Parliament of the Localism Bill, for example Neighbourhood Forums.

(iv) That the outlined process for conducting a community governance review, including the establishment of working group of officers to support the review and a cross party group of councillors to consider the evidence and decide on the outcome of the review as set out in the report, be agreed.

(v) That the outcome of the review be reported to the Cabinet meeting no later than 16 April 2012 with a recommendation to the Council meeting on 25 April 2012.

Reason for Decision:
The receipt of a petition in respect of Queen’s Park required a decision to be made on a Community Governance Review.  Accordingly, the opportunity is taken to hold a Community Governance review for the whole city.
7.
TRI-BOROUGH IMPLEMENTATION PLANS (see report of the Chief Executive)
7.1
The Chief Executive introduced the report, and referred also to the next agenda item, Project Athena, which related to Corporate Services.  He explained that the report set out specific proposals in respect of Adult Services, Children’s Services and Libraries and outline proposals for Environment Services.  He drew the Cabinet’s attention to the views of the Policy and Scrutiny Committees who had each considered the proposals.  A submission by UNISON had also been circulated to all Cabinet Members.
7.2
The Chief Executive advised that the implementation plans set out rigorous business cases and financial assessments and also confirmed that the Cabinets at Hammersmith and Fulham and Kensington and Chelsea had adopted similar recommendations at their Cabinets.  He clarified that following approval tonight the proposals would now be implemented.  The implementation would be subject to continuous review and scrutiny.  As necessary, reports would be submitted to Cabinet Members and the Cabinet.

7.3
Councillor Paul Dimoldenberg addressed the meeting.  He stated that as the figures kept coming down there was only just over £6m savings identified for Westminster.  He asked how much would be achieved and the risk of the savings identified in Westminster.
7.4
The Chief Executive explained that the savings figure of £6.5m did not include the corporate savings available from project Athena, outlined in the next item.  The savings figures were deliverable and in some cases were at the lower end of expectations but that the figures had been subject to robust checking.
7.5
Councillor Melvyn Caplan stated that there was no need to apologise for the figures changing.  The process had been subject to considerable detailed analysis which he had found refreshing.  The level of savings were important, as it would not be easy to find alternative savings of this size elsewhere within the budget.  Accordingly, he supported the proposals.

7.6
Councillor Philippa Roe stressed the need for robust figures.  If further savings were achievable so much the better but it was important to have savings figures which were achievable.

7.7
Councillor Daniel Astaire said that the proposals clearly had the Westminster hallmark.  By proceeding it allowed the back-office to be reduced whilst maintaining the required frontline services.  He suggested a revision to the wording set out in recommendation 3.2 as follows: that the Joint Director be responsible for the delivery of the service to the mandate and vision required by each borough.

7.8
The Leader summed up the debate saying that the proposals provided different detailed business cases and would benefit the customers of all 3 boroughs.  Each borough would retain its own sovereignty and independence.  The public had indicated that they supported the initiative as a way of protecting front line services.  The Cabinet accordingly agreed the recommendations as set out, as amended, in paragraph 7.7 above.
7.9
Resolved:

Children’s Services
(i) That the business case set out in Appendix 1 of the report be agreed as a basis for moving forward.

(ii) That a joint steering group be established of two Members of each participating borough to supervise further refinement and implementation of the proposals.

(iii) That the financial implications in the Business Case be endorsed and these be included in the financial planning for each borough.

(iv) That the intention to appoint a single Designate Director of Children’s Services be noted and endorsed.

(v) That authority be given to proceed to a formal exchange of documentation between the three boroughs by the end of March 2012.

(vi) That the proposals be referred for further comment by scrutiny committees and for further formal consultation with the trade unions.

Adult Social Care
(i) That approval be given to appoint, across the three boroughs, a joint Director of Adult Social Care and that the joint Director be responsible for the delivery of the service to the mandate and vision required by each borough.
(ii) That a joint steering group of two Members be established of each participating borough to supervise further refinement and implementation of the proposals.

(iii) That approval be given to continue Local Authority control of budget management ensuring budgetary control remains with the Councils.

(iv) That the proposals for the establishment of a joint Adult Social Care Commissioning Department including support functions be agreed.

(v) That negotiations with Central London Community Healthcare to establish integrated health and social care services both for assessment and long term support be authorised.  These services are to be kept borough specific where appropriate and tailored to local needs and include gate keeping mechanisms to ensure effective financial and quality control.

(vi) That the development of a legal agreement with Central London Community Healthcare to ensure service standards and accountability are clear be approved.

(vii) That the establishment of a single Operational Assistant Director across three boroughs reporting to the Chief Executive of Central London Community Healthcare and the joint Director of Adults Social Care be agreed.

(viii) That the proposals be referred for further comment by scrutiny committees and for further formal consultation with the trade unions.

Libraries Service
(i) That the business case set out in Appendix 3 of the report to create an integrated library service across the three boroughs be agreed.

(ii) That a joint steering group of two Members of each participating borough be established to supervise further refinement and implementation of the proposals.

(iii) That the financial projections in the business case be noted and incorporated, as amended and refined at lower levels of detail into the budget planning process for 2012/13.

(iv) That officers be authorised to establish and implement a procedure for appointment to the senior management structures to be effective from November 2011.

(v) That the proposals be referred for further comment by scrutiny committees and to authorise formal consultation with trade unions and communication with staff.

Reason for Decisions
The Cabinet had previously endorsed the approach to develop detailed business cases, which were now presented.  These had been the subject of review by the relevant Policy and Scrutiny Committees.  As a result of detailed work the savings figures included in the report had been verified and this allowed the business cases, as presented to be agreed.
Environment Services
(i) That processes to appoint to the proposed revised Chief Officer positions at the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea and the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham which are designed to allow Westminster City Council to join the proposals at a later date be noted.

(ii) That these plans be used as the basis for forward planning, further refinement and to begin implementation.

(iii) That a joint Member Steering Group be set up with delegated authority to supervise the further refinement and implementation of these plans.  That subject further to consideration of the timing of staff departures the savings should be incorporated into projected budget plans.

(iv) That it be noted that a formal exchange of documentation between the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea and London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham is expected to take place by the end of March 2012.

(v) That the plans be referred for further comment by scrutiny committees and for further formal consultation with trade unions.
8.
TRI-BOROUGH PROJECT ATHENA (see report of the Chief Executive)
8.1
The Leader confirmed that he had agreed to accept this report, even though it had not been available for 5 clear days in view of the need to make, progress with the project, if agreed.
8.2
The Chief Executive introduced the report.  He explained that the project formed the corporate shared service programme.  It was also considered to be the most for reaching of the pan-London shared services initiative.  Westminster was proposed to be the lead Council joined by Hammersmith and Fulham and Kensington and Chelsea as the first Councils to take up the services.

8.3
Resolved:
(i) That the approach being taken for the provision of tri-borough shared corporate services by using project Athena to establish the commercial model for service procurement, be approved as set out in the report.

Reasons for Decision

This project will fundamentally change the way corporate services will be delivered across the tri-borough partnership.  It will yield significant cost savings whilst sustaining the levels of service we will all need in these areas.

9.
CHANGES TO DAY SERVICES FOR ADULTS WITH SOCIAL CARE NEEDS – PROPOSALS FOR CONSULTATION (see report of the Strategic Director Adult and Community Services
9.1
The Interim Strategic Director of Adult and Community Services introduced the report.  He advised that the report sought approval to move to formal consultation on the proposed changes.  The proposals had been designed to reflect the changing pattern of need, the impact of the implementation of a higher eligibility threshold for social care services, personal budgets and an opportunity to modernise the Council’s day services.
9.2
Councillor Daniel Astaire spoke in favour of proceeding with the consultation, which gave an opportunity to try and re-shape the service in light of the need to achieve significant savings targets.

9.3 
Resolved:

That the Council undertakes a formal consultation exercise on the future service changes and spending reductions as proposed in this report.


Reasons for Decision
(a) The current levels of expenditure by the Council are not sustainable in the context of the general reductions in public sector funding.  As a result the Council needs to consider and review how it delivers all services.  Officers therefore sought approval to undertake a consultation exercise on proposals to reduce expenditure in adult social care on day services.
(b) Before the proposals are finalised it is necessary to carefully consider the impact of any changes on service users, carers and their families so that they can be taken then into account.  Accordingly, at this formative stage of the proposals the Council wishes to provide service users and carers and other stakeholders with detailed information on the proposals in order that they may provide their views for careful consideration before any decisions are taken.

10.
WESTMINSTER’S MANIFESTO FOR BUSINESS (see report of the Director 
of Communications and Strategy)
10.1
Councillor Brian Connell introduced the report.  This was the City Council’s first ever Enterprise Manifesto.  The programme will include some new initiatives and create stronger links between portfolios.  It set out how the Council will:

· Fight for a fairer deal for Westminster’s businesses.

· Support start-ups by reducing the cost of setting up in Westminster.

· Target finite resources to maximise the potential for growth and return a high return on our investment for business and resident communities.

· Equip the local workforce with the skills and motivation needed to succeed in a highly globalised and competitive market place.

· Reduce the regulatory burden on local businesses.

· Remove barriers that make doing business in the city more difficult or more expensive.

· Promote the city to visitors and new businesses.

10.2
Councillor Paul Dimoldenberg addressed the meeting.  He emphasised how important the Westminster economy was for London which was in turn important for the country as a whole.  He referred to the high unemployment levels in North Westminster with significant numbers chasing every vacancy.  It was in his view important to find ways of getting vacant jobs in the West End to those unemployed in North Westminster.
10.3
Councillor Ed Argar spoke in favour of the report, which recognised that the Council could not create jobs but could make it easier to do business.

10.4
Councillor Nickie Aiken spoke of the importance of schools making sure that students are job ready for employment when leaving school.

10.5
Councillor Connell closed the debate commending the paper by confirming the intention to do what could be done to address areas of unemployment.

10.6
Resolved:
(i) That the Cabinet agrees to the publication of the City Council’s first ever Enterprise Manifesto set out in Appendix A to the report;

(ii) That the Cabinet agrees to and endorses the vision and the policies set out in the manifesto.

Reason for Decision
(a) 
Over recent years the City Council’s focus has been on supporting local businesses and residents through an uncertain financial period.  The City Recovery Programme was successful in getting 1,000 residents back into employment while improving our advisory services for struggling companies and made it easier to tender for contracts with Westminster City Council.
(b) The country’s economic recovery depends on strong, private-led economic growth and job creation.  The City Council’s focus in the coming years will therefore be on reducing the red tape that stifles businesses, encouraging investment into the city and promoting private sector growth.

(c) 
The Manifesto co-ordinates the various activities.

11.
THE CITY COUNCIL’S INVOLVEMENT IN AND PREPARATION FOR THE LONDON 2012 OLYMPIC AND PARALYMPIC GAMES (see report of the Strategic Director for City Management and the Strategic Director Built Environment)
11.1
The Strategic Director for City Management, introduced the report.  He advised that the potential benefits of the games would be long lasting.  The paper outlined the strategy for delivering a successful games one of which was to ensure the satisfactory movement of people.  There would be an increased number of visitors which would in turn result in an increased demand on waste, supplies/deliveries.  Dr Penny outlined the discussions which were taking place with TfL and government departments.
11.2
Councillor Brian Connell referred to Licensing during the games period.  He stressed how important it was for everyone to have a welcoming experience.

11.3
Councillor Robert Davis explained that this was a unique opportunity and there was still much to do.  The Officers had done a lot of work and he thanked them for the work they had done so far.


Resolved:
(i) That the overall approach taken to preparing for the Games be endorsed.

(ii) That the anticipated increase in overnight freight operations in some central areas and its potential implications for the enforcement of licensing, environmental and planning controls and for cleansing and waste management be noted.

(iii) That the proposed approach to the management of night-time deliveries and collections as set out in Section 7 of the report, including the preparation of a code of conduct for delivery and waste collection companies be endorsed.

Reasons for Decisions

It is proposed that the City Council’s existing licensing and planning policies are upheld during the London 2012 Games in order to strike the best possible balance between the needs of Westminster’s residents, businesses and visitors and the Games, but that parking controls are amended overnight in some central areas to avoid the economic, residential and reputational consequences of daytime gridlock.  It is also proposed that in order to enable more freight and waste companies to operate overnight, they be asked to adhere to a code of good conduct to go some way towards mitigating noise impacts and that we lobby Government temporarily to release businesses from the obligation to apply for temporary variation of conditions regarding collection and delivery times and the Council from the obligation to consider enforcement against each contravention of a planning condition relating to times of deliveries and collections on a case-by-case basis.  This will help ensure the maximum benefits for the city both during and after the summer of 2012.
12.
DRAFT ACCOUNTS AND OUTTURN 2010/11 (see report of the Strategic Director of Finance and Performance)
12.1
The Leader confirmed that he had agreed to accept the report for consideration in view of the need to consider the report in advance of the Audit and Performance Committee.  The Strategic Director of Finance and Performance briefly introduced the paper.

Resolved:
(i) That the report be noted and the levels of Reserves as set out in Section 5 of the report be agreed.
(ii) That the capital carry forward requests set out in Appendix 4 of the report be noted and the Strategic Director, Finance and Performance, be authorised to release these to allow Cabinet Members to manage their budgets within their agreed capital cash limits.

Reasons for Decisions
The reasons for the decisions are:

(i) Decisions on the levels of Reserves are central to the medium term financial plan and their approval will enable planning of related projects and assist in forward financial planning.
(ii) Decisions in relation to capital carry forward requests will allow capital projects to proceed as appropriate.

13.
CLOSE OF MEETING

The meeting ended at 9.05pm.
CHAIRMAN __________________________

DATE ___________________
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