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Dee Doocey (Chair):  The object of the exercise today is to discuss the events leading up to 
Visit London’s move into administration and the consequences, including the potential for 
remedies and the lessons that might be learned in the future.  When the Committee has finished 
taking its evidence - and it will have written evidence and oral evidence and everything that we 
have got from today - we will produce a report which will be focusing on what lessons can be 
learned for the future. 
 
It is important that I set out right at the beginning that the Committee’s desire is to find a 
resolution to the problems, rather than to apportion blame.  Apportioning blame is not going to 
help anybody so I just want everybody to bear that in mind as we go through. 
 
The meeting is going to be in two parts.  In the first part we have got a representative of the 
Visit London/London Tourist Board Pension Action Group, Ylva French, and we have got two 
creditors, Dan Wardle [Managing Director, Surveylab Limited] and Tim Smith [Director, Bearing 
Partnerships].  I am going to invite all three to make a brief statement outlining their position 
and then I am going to ask Members of the Committee if they have any points of clarification 
but I am not, at that stage, going to have a debate.  Those three guests will then retire and we 
will get into part two of the meeting which will be when Members of the Committee question 
the guests. 
 
Ylva French (Visit London / London Tourist Board Pension Action Group):  I am here to 
represent some 200 London Tourist Board and Visit London pensioners.  Of those approximately 
40 are currently taking their pensions and the rest are deferred or were active as at 1 April 2011.  
We have all contributed towards the £12 million - approximate - fund held as our share in the 
British Tourist Board pension scheme. 
 
The London Tourist Board was established in 1963 and became the official tourist board for 
London in 1969 under the Tourism Development Act.  London Tourist Board has a distinguished 
record which was later pursued by Visit London in making this the successful tourism capital 
that London is today. 
 
Throughout this period London Tourist Board and Visit London, which took over its liabilities 
and assets in 2003, have been partly funded by the Greater London Council, London boroughs 
and the Greater London Authority (GLA) and London Development Agency (LDA), up to 70% 
of its budget in the last financial year.  It carried out and defined the Authorities’ tourism policy. 
 
We welcome the statement made by the Mayor last week that the decision to put Visit London 
into administration was taken without due consideration of the impact that it would have on 
existing and future pensioners. 
 
Reading the various documents on the website supporting this meeting it seems to us that the 
parties involved, at some stage, lost sight of their responsibilities to past and existing 
employees. 
 



 

We hope that with the goodwill all round that this Committee has established we can now 
resolve this issue.  We want our pensions maintained at the level already agreed and established, 
to which we have contributed.  We are not asking for any favours.  We are not asking for 
sympathy.  We are just asking for what we are already entitled to. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Thank you very much indeed.   
 
Dan Wardle (Managing Director, Surveylab Limited):  My company is a creditor to Visit 
London.  We are owed more than £8,000 for services supplied in February of this year.  While 
the Mayor announced the saving of 110 jobs by the merger of three agencies this bad debt 
could be a major factor in our company making redundancies for the first time in its eight years 
of existence.  I do not believe Visit London seriously considered the consequences of going into 
administration for all concerned. 
 
In our particular case, payment was overdue and delayed when Visit London went into 
administration.  Yesterday we were informed that we might eventually get 35% to 45% of what 
we are owed through the administrators. 
 
We have also been advised by our lawyers that London & Partners may be in breach of licence 
for using our survey data originally supplied to Visit London.  London & Partners is operating 
from Visit London’s offices using Visit London’s staff and resources and doing Visit London’s 
job.  We feel very let down by Visit London, the LDA and the Mayor in not paying its creditors 
on time and choosing administration which, to us, is nothing more than an avoidance tactic.  It 
may not be illegal but it is certainly immoral. 
 
Tim Smith (Director, Bearing Partnerships):  Good morning.  My name is Tim Smith and I 
am a Director of a small specialist recruitment business in London Bridge.  We have been a 
supplier to Visit London - we supply personnel - for over four years.  In that time we have 
introduced a number of people to the business; the majority of which remain in place and 
undertake essential services for what is now London & Partners.  We were delighted to be 
selected as a supplier to Visit London as a London Bridge based firm ourselves and we offered 
extremely favourable terms in recognition of the fact that it was a partly public funded body. 
 
In January 2011 I met with the Digital Director who was my contact and she asked me to recruit 
two further permanent members of staff as a contractor.  It was clearly outlined in this meeting 
that a new organisation would be formed following the changes triggered by the Comprehensive 
Spending Review (CSR) but I was given assurances that these positions I was to recruit for were 
vital to the business moving forward and would remain in place despite these changes.  Well 
they have, but I have not been paid for successfully introducing them. 
 
On hearing my outstanding figure of my fees was to be part of the Visit London debt I was 
shocked and rather surprised.  The outstanding figure amounts to almost £14,000 - a significant 
figure to a small business and one I can ill afford to write off in these challenging times. 
 
I accept there is a risk in any commercial relationship that you have and some companies go into 
administration.  In such cases I would fully expect to lose that money, or at least join the queue 
as a creditor.  However, I would also expect the candidates I introduced to that company to lose 
their jobs as well.  What is deeply disappointing - and I think certainly professionally 
objectionable - is that the employees I introduced remain employed by London & Partners.  
They are working in the same office and doing the same job as if they were at Visit London.  If 
they transferred seamlessly surely the company who introduced them should be paid for 
introducing them. 



 

 
Last week a line manager of London & Partners contacted me to continue recruiting for them 
and, as of this morning, we should have another contractor starting with London & Partners as a 
temporary employee.  I am very happy to continue supporting London & Partners but would like 
the debt from Visit London to be resolved as quickly as possible. 
 
I now know that there are other suppliers in a very similar position, where the same services are 
being used and those services are being requested by London & Partners but, of course, a 
significant proportion of our fees remain unpaid. 
 
I think, as a public body, it has shirked its responsibilities to its suppliers.  I recognise the plight 
of the pensioners here today but it seems there was some form of negotiation before the 
decision was made for Visit London to go into administration.  It seems that negotiation failed 
or did not occur and, as such, Visit London went into administration.  For me that seems that 
the right conversations did not happen and the right decisions were not made. 
 
I urge the Committee to take steps to honour those obligations to its suppliers and to its 
pensioners.  If the Mayor is serious about supporting local businesses - of which I am one - I do 
hope that he and his representatives and the Committee at large can take the necessary action 
to resolve this matter. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Thank you very much indeed.  The first thing that I am keen to explore is 
the willingness around the table to find a solution that would secure members’ pension benefits 
and enable creditors to be paid.  
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  There is definitely a 
willingness from London & Partners to work on this and find solutions going forward but it is 
also important to state that that willingness will be within the context of the funding envelope 
that London & Partners has this year and over the next three years. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  As you are 
probably aware I started yesterday as Mayor’s Adviser on Regeneration, Business and Enterprise 
and one of the first things that was asked of me last week on my way into the building was to 
look at this issue with a view to seeing whether there was a resolution possible.  As a result of 
that I have written to the trustees this morning asking for a meeting to discuss a number of 
issues but, clearly, any settlement has to balance the Mayor’s moral obligations - which he does 
feel - to the pensioners with his fiduciary duties as Mayor and the opportunity costs of whatever 
funds would go into the pension fund. 
 
While that may sound glib, let me just give you an example.  If the deficit is around £7 million, 
which is one of the figures mentioned, that would be 2,000 long term unemployed that could 
be helped into work for the same amount of cash.  There are real choices around this deficit and 
money. 
 
One of the things that is not clear to me is exactly what the deficit position is because there are 
figures I have seen ranging from £500,000 to £7 million.  What I have asked for is an urgent 
meeting - and we are happy to meet this week - to sit down and see whether we can, firstly, 
resolve the extent of the problem and then whether there are any possible ways of resolving the 
issue for pensioners. 
 
I am equally very concerned about creditors because the amount of assets that Visit London has 
will need to cover those parties.  If there is any solution possible on the pensioners it will 



 

undoubtedly impact the level of available funding for creditors and what we are trying to do is 
secure a solution which satisfies both.  Again, I would make it clear that those are without 
prejudice discussions.  There is no open promise that there will be a resolution, but there is a 
promise to sit down and explore the extent of the problem and look for a solution which is 
satisfactory, if not ideal, for all parties. 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  Our Chairman, 
David Kidd, is not available today but we are 100% behind any resolution to get an answer to 
this problem. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Do any of you have a suggestion as to the easiest way to manage this?  
Is there anything that is particularly in the forefront of your minds that you think, “Well if only X 
was done, all this would go away”? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  There are a 
number of solutions but it hinges on the extent of the deficit and that is the first issue that 
needs to be resolved; exactly what is the deficit, what is the funding liability and what happens 
to future schemes?  Let me just be very clear about this.  London & Partners has taken the 
decision to admit all its employees into a defined contribution scheme.  Visit London did not do 
that for all its employees and this affects only a partial proportion of its workforce.  Already 
London & Partners has taken the decision, at its board level, about what it can afford and it will 
balance its obligations to its staff at the level of funding. 
 
What we do need to do now is look back into all of the funding assumptions.  Having worked 
with actuaries, it is a bit like having estate agents in a room; if you get two of them in a room 
they argue about how long you will live, what your benefit will be and what the investment 
returns will be - and they all take a doom’s day scenario as an optimism level and Armageddon 
as a pessimism level.  So sitting down and challenging the assumptions about the real deficit is 
the first issue. 
 
I do have some experience of this because we went through exactly this process at the LDA 
when we were faced with closure and what we have done is, a year earlier, sat down with our 
actuaries and sat down with the GLA and we have agreed a long term funding strategy and a 
deficit reduction strategy to balance the needs of the pensioners with Londoners. 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  What I would like to say 
is that the London & Partners Board did not take the decision lightly; we weighed up the 
interests of the pensioners alongside the interests of all the employees.  We have to remember 
that almost an equal number of employees coming over from Visit London had no pensions 
whatsoever so we stood back and said, “What is the most equitable way of treating all the 
employees?”  We have adopted the Think London private sector scheme which is a generously 
funded private sector scheme.  We were very concerned about the position of all the employees. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  We should thank Sir Peter Rogers for that opening statement.  
Are you not surprised, in your first day of office, coming in and not having the figures before 
you, considering the various options that were bounced around -- 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I did say 
that is not the problem.  I have got too many figures in front of me.  That is the problem.  I have 
got figures which say the deficit is £500,000, £2.5 million and £7 million to £9 million.  What I 
do not know is whether they are devised on an average basis - a high and low - or whether they 
are actually on defined assumptions, and I need to understand those figures. 



 

 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  If we can go back to the various issues and options that helped 
you get to this situation back on 2 March 2011, there was a letter from the trustees to the GLA 
officials which I presume was available to others.  Certainly our understanding is it formed a 
basis to Promote London councils where one of these options came forward to move it on.  
Where were the checks and balances in the system to say, “Hold on, something is not quite 
right here?”  There were options for delay and there were options to think through some of 
these issues - which we are about to do now - that could have avoided this mess.  What 
happened? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We probably 
need to go back a lot earlier than that because all of this needs to be considered in the context 
of the very complex CSR.  This was a LDA award which was notified in June last year and 
November last year that there would be no further funding for Visit London.  We were 
negotiating very hard with Government all the way through this to see exactly what money 
would be available for economic development and the GLA was actively involved in all of those 
discussions trying to secure additional cash for wider economic development.  This was part of 
that equation and the Mayor guaranteed funding in terms of what it could afford and he 
undertook to fund London & Partners going forward. 
 
My guess - and it is a guess because I am not sufficiently of detail yet - is there was so much 
going on that simply things were done by correspondence, rather than by meetings.  If there is a 
lesson to be learned, when you do these sorts of things, having people around a table is a lot 
better than wasting weeks in letters going backwards and forwards. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  People were raising that.  When the figures were being done on 
the working assumptions that the new organisation would have there was various 
correspondence going round raising issues of concern to various bodies, including your 
predecessor and others - not just your predecessor but also to officials.  There was an issue to 
resolve there.  There were late interjections, when it became apparent what the implications 
were, to say, “Delay the start of the new organisation.  Delay that and work this through”.  
There were options then - albeit the final figure was not buttoned down - that would have 
meant no cost to the organisation.  It went, presumably, to officials.  LDA officials and GLA 
officials would have seen those. 
 
The papers do bear out - and I do thank you for the contents that we are working within - the 
working assumptions and the financial envelope that London & Partners would be working 
within.  These assumptions were there and still we have, quite frankly, not a very good situation, 
which I think you admit and so does the Mayor. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Coming 
back to where we are, the amount of funding available was quite clear but you will recognise 
that was a significant reduction in terms of promotion of London compared to this year’s 
budget anyway.  Taking £500,000 out of that is one solution.  Taking £7 million to £9 million 
out of it would have decimated the promotion budget. 
 
Again, you come back to there were options on the table but the options need to be considered 
in the context of what is the definition in terms of the sum that will resolve this and what are 
the obligations of the various parties - and I will come on to the obligations of the various 
parties.  The LDA took advice and said it had no responsibility for the pensions deficit for Visit 
London in 2009.  That went through the Visit London Board. 
 



 

Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  You are just coming on to another question in answering.  There 
were options that did not require money which were about guarantees by third party but you 
will be able to answer that later on. 
 
Can you tell us very quickly, before I move on to question two, what assets have been 
transferred to London & Partners?  We seem to be having trouble in getting this down.  I 
presume the lease and some staff.  What are the other assets that have gone from Visit London 
to London & Partners? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  In terms of people, people 
transferred over to London & Partners under the Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of 
Employment) Regulations (TUPE), so that was not an asset transfer; that is a straight TUPE 
transfer.  The lease is not an asset as such; that is a contractual agreement which was 
transferred over to London & Partners prior to the date of 30 March 2011.  We were working 
through that during January, February and March 2011.  No other assets were transferred to 
London & Partners. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  There were issues about what was and was not an asset.  That 
transferred: your work and your contacts.  The brand of Visit London, is that not an asset?  Is 
that not something that is valuable in continuing the promotion of London? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  That is correct.  Your 
question was whether those assets had been transferred -- 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  It has not come to you? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  Those assets were not 
transferred.  That is correct. 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London): My point of view is there were considerable 
assets that we built up, which were: the brand, the website, the database, commercial 
relationships and partners.  The issue was that, because of non-transferring and taking the 
liabilities, we had to go into liquidation.  We as a Board had a duty not to separate - 
understandably for our pensioners - the pension from the assets, because that would have 
triggered what is called moral hazard and, therefore, the assets stayed with the organisation 
that went into liquidation. 
 
My understanding - but I am really not clear about this so it may be inaccurate - is the assets 
were then resold in the open market, or potentially resold, back to London & Partners or other 
people who wanted to buy. 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  Yes.  Tamara is absolutely 
right; that is the process.  London & Partners, since 1 April 2011, has been dealing with the 
administrator to try to secure the assets that London & Partners needs going forward in order to 
carry out its promotional duties. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  This is something I think is really important.  It is one of the things that a 
lot of people feel quite strongly about; that it is possible for an organisation to go into 
liquidation and, entirely behaving within the law, it is entirely possible for the assets to be sold 
out for a fraction of what they were worth and for the next customer, with a different name, to 
continue the next day.  We have all seen it.  I worked in the fashion industry years ago and it 



 

happened all the time; people closed down a company and opened up the next day in the same 
premises, using the stock, but devoid of the debts. 
 
When you say that you bought the assets from the administrator, was that at a reduced price?  I 
am not asking you what you paid for them but was it at a reduced price? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  The administrator obviously 
has a duty to the court to realise a fair value for any assets that it disposes of and, therefore, 
whilst we have not completed that purchase yet - we are in the process right now - the 
administrator has accepted a bid from London & Partners on what is a fair value. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Fine, thank you.  It is a definition of fair value because what you can get 
in a fire sale and what you can get in a shop window are obviously two different things.  
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  For clarification.  Those assets that were built up over 
considerable years funded by the public sector considerably and part funded by the private 
sector - probably 70%/30% split I would have thought - because of the path we have chosen to 
go down, you have had to re-buy those assets we already owned back for London & Partners, 
albeit a private company but with only one real shareholder at the moment which is the Mayor.  
That is commonsense is it? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  Two points of clarification if 
I may.  We did not own those assets.  Those assets were owned by Visit London. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Yes.  I am going back to the principle about who paid for those 
assets, who developed them and who funded them over the years.  Chair, maybe we need to 
follow this up.  The wheeze of buying those assets back - that we ostensibly already owned - via 
Visit London -- 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  You mean the public. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  The public owned that.  London owned those assets.  You have 
had to buy those back that which we already owned. 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  I think that is the important 
point here.  We did not own them.  Visit London owned those assets and it was a private 
company. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  OK, technically, Visit London owned them.  Would you accept 
that the public purse paid for the majority of those assets that Visit London owned? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  I would accept that the 
public purse paid for part of the assets. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  So I am right in assuming that the assets that were owned by 
Visit London, paid for by the public purse - partly - and some of it funded by the private sector, 
were London’s assets.  A bit of artistic licence; I think I can get away with that - the Mayor 
would.  You have had to re-buy back on behalf of London & Partners on behalf of Londoners. 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  We could talk about that for 
a long time but the technicality part is very important because it is a private company that we 
bought the assets from. 



 

 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  What account did Promote London Council take of the 
consequences for Visit London’s pension scheme and the potential cost involved, and what 
advice did you receive about this and when? 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  The Promote London 
Council or London & Partners? 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  The Promote London Council sponsored the debate of change.  
There were options given to you.  What was given to by Promote London Council, or was it 
given to you by the LDA or the GLA?  In this great world of decision making, I do not know.  
Enlighten this Committee further.  Who gave you advice about various options and the 
consequences, or did no one give you any advice? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  If I may, going back in time 
it is important to establish that London & Partners was incorporated on 14 January of this year.  
I am not going into the detail of the correspondence but you have the correspondence in front 
of you.  The initial dialogue with the trustees was facilitated by the GLA and you have the 
various letters in front of you.  When the London & Partners Board considered all of the 
information that it had based upon this correspondence with the trustees, it clearly sought its 
own legal advice through a firm called ARAG, and it was at the Board meeting of 
17 March 2011, based on all of the advice that it had received from its lawyers, that the Board 
considered and took a decision. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Dame Judith, you led a review.  Amongst many options as a way 
forward you came down on the option to establish London & Partners as the option.  Tell us 
about some of the consequences of that advice.  Were you aware at the time that you led that 
review of the consequences that we now find ourselves with? 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  We have to bear in 
mind here that we were dealing initially with four bodies but Film London dropped out because 
the Mayoral grant was less than 50%; so we were dealing with three very different cultures.  The 
general advice was that it was better to set up a NewCo which could promote London in the 
widest sense but the actual background changed during the period of the review. 
 
The first big change was the notification that the coalition Government was going to abolish the 
LDA along with the other regional development agencies.  That then changed the nature of the 
grant funding that was going to these particular bodies. 
 
The second major change came at the end of November 2010 as a result of the CSR when it 
became apparent that not only had the LDA gone but the Mayor had not been given any money 
in the settlement for the promotion of London. 
 
Actually, as the review was going on, quite fundamental changes were occurring in the 
assumptions that we could make about the resources that were going to be available for this 
very important activity for London. 
 
When we received the news that there was no money in the CSR settlement for the Mayor, the 
Mayor, together with his advisers and the GLA, looked very carefully at the resources that were 
available and we were then told - I think it was 20 December 2010 - that there would be 
£14 million for a four year period to set up the new company.  Quite clearly this was a 
completely different scenario and, at that stage, we began to focus very clearly on what that 



 

meant for future employment, future activity and, of course, pension provision and we were 
dealing with three separate organisations. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Can you point to me the paperwork that tells me of the 
consideration to change a course of action, to say, “Stop.  Something is not quite right.  We 
have all this information coming in.  There are some considerations here that we might want to 
take into account.  Are we on the right track?”  Is that anywhere in the paperwork?  I have got 
one intervention - Tamara Ingram’s intervention - to the Mayor’s Office saying, “Hold on.  Can 
we take stock here?  Can we see where we are going?  Can we delay?”  Is there anywhere else in 
the paperwork that you have supplied to us - including the GLA - I am coming round to you in a 
minute - which I have missed where you say, “Actually, the model we are pursuing might not be 
a good model and we might need to think this through or take stock”?  In those considerations 
that you mentioned. 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  Sorry, I am not clear as to 
whether you are asking -- 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  It was really to Dame Judith.  In the considerations you talked 
about - we got to December 2010 - was there anywhere where you said, “Can we just hold up?  
I want to think this through?  We have got some problems here.  We might need to consider 
another option on a different delivery vehicle to avoid some of these problems that we might 
face in the future?” 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  It was a very difficult 
position that we were in, quite clearly.  The whole funding position had changed.  There was far 
less money which of course is something that the public sector is facing throughout the country.  
Visit London had always been in a slightly different position from Visit Britain and Visit Scotland 
because they are statutory bodies with the Treasury behind them.  Here we are dealing with a 
body that had an intermediate grant funder in the LDA which had suddenly gone.  The 
unthinkable had happened.  Then another unthinkable happened; the Mayor was not given any 
money for the promotion of London.  Here we were faced with needing to provide much of this 
activity in this particularly important year in the run up to the Olympics. 
 
So, yes, we were bearing this in mind all the way along but we still came to the conclusion that 
the best way to preserve the jobs and to preserve the activity and do what we thought was in 
the best interests of London was to pursue the activity, albeit within a much smaller funding 
envelope and bearing in mind that we only had a four year grant.  I believe we were taking a 
responsible attitude on behalf of Londoners generally in trying to do what we could with that 
very small envelope. 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  From our point of view at the time we did 
not really see any need for a new company because the Chief Executive was happy to resign, 
obviously I was happy to go, we felt that we could change the structure from within and we felt 
that there might be extra costs incurred and complications.  We did have many discussions 
about that. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  I wanted to examine something that concerns me, which is that the 
Promote London Council is a bunch of great and good people with serious business experience.  
Is that right? 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  It certainly was a group 
of people who had wide experience, yes. 



 

 
John Biggs (AM):  Maybe they are in too high a circle for this but there are people in business 
who look at takeovers and they say, “Let’s take over this widgets company.  It is quite 
profitable”.  They do their due diligence and they say, “Hang on a minute.  When we look at the 
pension liabilities it is suddenly less valuable than we thought it was”.  That sort of thing 
happens quite regularly.  You would do that fairly early on if you were taking over an 
organisation wouldn’t you? 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  Certainly we knew that 
the pension scheme had issues but when we were dealing with the funding scenario when the 
LDA was the grant giver we knew that Visit London had come to an arrangement with the 
pension trustees that it was paying over a 20 year period.  That suddenly changed when we 
were only given a grant for four years.  Responsibly you cannot enter into something with a 20 
year liability if you have only got four years’ funding.  In four years’ time we would be in the 
same position as the current Visit London Board. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  We are going to explore later some of the -- 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Chair, it is 
quite important to set the record right on a number of these things.  The first question is should 
we have delayed?  Let me just go through the reason for that delay -- 
 
John Biggs (AM):  If I could pursue my question.  We are clear from the evidence and 
documentation we have that there were other options which would have stopped this problem 
from crystallising.  If you had a going concern and you simply re-badged Visit London as the 
new agency then you would not have had this problem with the trustees, necessarily.  You could 
have looked at guarantees.  Certainly the question in my mind is whether you, as the governing 
body for this putative organisation looked at the other options or not, and I do not see evidence 
that you did.  That is my problem. 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  We did look at the 
option of either setting it all up under Think London or setting it all up under Visit London but it 
was thought in the best interests of good governance and good management structures, given 
that these were two very different companies, that it was better to form NewCo.  That decision 
was taken, I think, in the best interests of good governance and good management but, as I 
said, the funding changed. 
 
Visit London itself was looking at continuing a shell company in order to stop the pension 
deficit from crystallising and it was only at the last minute we were told that that was not going 
to be an option and it would be going into administration. 
 
I do not see how we could have, given that we only had four years’ funding, gone into 
something which was predicated on being able to pay for 20 years. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Could I clarify?  When you said you were told at the last minute that it 
was going into, who were you told by? 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  We got a letter from 
Tamara.  Right up until the last moment there was a thought that Visit London would continue 
in order to keep funding the pension scheme and it was not until the last week that we were 
told that that was not going to be the case. 
 



 

John Biggs (AM):  To my mind this is where Sir Peter comes in.  I do not think anybody is 
seriously suggesting that London will stop promoting tourism in four years’ time.  There may be 
a grant agreement for four years but it is unlikely.  We are probably going to want tourists to 
come here and we are probably going to want to promote tourism and we are probably going to 
want a body - which may have a different name.  Maybe we will make this pension fund go skint 
as well and then open another company up.  I think it is unlikely that any Mayor - maybe the 
present one, maybe a future one - will not enter into a contract.  The fact it has a four year 
agreement is somewhat of a technical detail really isn’t it?  You should be able to provide a 
guarantee from the Mayor and his successors there will be some form of acceptance of a liability 
continuing into the future for tourism promotion in London of a similar order of funding to that 
which is secured for this four year agreement.  I know you can get very technical about that.  
That seems a reasonable supposition from my point of view. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  There are a 
number of levels and I will come back to where I started, which is what is the level of the deficit.  
There is very little point in establishing a guarantee if it could be funded by the assets within 
the organisation.  There is an obligation on the Board of Visit London to deal with its pension 
fund as a Board.  On that basis it should do what the LDA Board did which is look at its deficit.  
There are a number of ways of reducing that deficit; whether it is employee contributions, 
employer contributions or a financial injection in the year -- 
 
John Biggs (AM):  You have not answered my question though, have you. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I will come 
on to your question.  There is very little point in offering a guarantee if no guarantee is 
required, so the first part is to establish the extent of the problem. 
 
The second issue then is to look at the obligations of the various parties and the available 
funding of the various parties to deal with any residual problem and only then would it become 
an issue about the potential for guarantees that may or may not be needed. 
 
Without going into the negotiations that we are going into, clearly a guarantee is on the table in 
terms of one of the options but, again, it is not a guarantee that we will enter into such a 
guarantee.  It is basically exploring all the options around the facts and around the issues and 
the responsibilities, rather than stepping in immediately to be the funder of first resort as the 
public sector in, essentially, what is a private company. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  You accept the premise of my question? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I do accept 
that it is an option on the table. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Going back to a point that Dame Judith made.  There is written 
evidence that - although you said it came out the blue - the consequences of taking certain 
action would force Visit London to go into administration a lot earlier than last minute.  There is 
evidence before us to say that.  We may seek further clarification on that point. 
 
Can I come back to the GLA joint project team?  Mr Clarke, do you lead this team? 
 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director - Resources, GLA):  No, I do not. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Who leads it?  Just out of interest. 



 

 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director - Resources, GLA):  The structure is set out in the 
Mayoral Decision Form MD658.  If I read the decision, “The GLA will work together in a joint 
project team and the LDA’s Group Director of Business Support and Promotion, with the 
approval of the Chief Executive of the LDA, would lead on the preparations for the creation of a 
single agency”.  The joint team on that basis was led by Danny [Lopez].  Then there was the 
decision delegated to myself and Jeff Jacobs [Head of Paid Service, GLA], had delegated 
authority to take any decisions which were neither novel nor contentious. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  This was also the same Mayoral decision that instructed the LDA 
to allocate £400,000 for the provision of advice? 
 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director - Resources, GLA):  Yes. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  I presume some of that advice would have been around 
pensions? 
 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director - Resources, GLA):  Yes. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Right.  In terms of the joint project team, what is the role of 
Mayoral advisers?  We understand the role of the former economic advisers from the evidence 
we were given.  We have very little evidence around the role of a Mr Dan Ritterband [Director of 
Marketing, GLA] who I believe was on the Visit London Board at the time. 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  Yes, he was on the Board as part of the Visit 
London Memorandum of Articles of Association.  We always had a representative of the GLA on 
the Board. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  We may come back to Visit London on that.  In terms of Mayoral 
advisers on the joint project team, what is their role? 
 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director - Resources, GLA):  I do not know the role they take as I 
was not involved in that aspect of the project. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  We know from the written material that the Mayor’s former 
economic adviser was advised around the pension issues and that there was a problem.  We 
were not sure what the level of the problem was but we had a problem.  You have not supplied 
us with any material.  Was there any further advice from Mr Ritterband?  Presumably he is a 
member of your Board and would have been aware of some of these discussions, or is that 
unfair? 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  The pension liability has been discussed in 
every Board meeting and we always had a member of the LDA and the GLA on the Board so it 
was absolutely no surprise to anyone because it has been part of an issue that came up for over 
two years.  It has not been an issue. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Chair, we might need to follow up with some further information 
and get written material.  You said that Mr Lopez was leading that project team.  Is that 
correct? 
 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director - Resources, GLA):  That is my understanding. 
 



 

Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  That is what you said.  When did they advise the Mayor at some 
stage that there might have been some problems and some other options to pursue?  Fine if 
you want to give it to us verbally but I would prefer it in writing. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  I think we should allow Mr Lopez to give us his response -- 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  I wanted to go back to -- 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  No, no, could you just answer that question? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  I am trying to answer the 
question by just referring to a previous comment made by Peter Rogers.  That is that the 
pension issue has been spoken about and discussed for a very long time.  Nobody is denying 
that.  It has always been part of the consideration in all of the work that we have been doing.  It 
is very different to take a decision based on the information that is available at that time to the 
deferring figures that emerged during January, February and March 2011 where, as we have 
already said, we have seen figures go from £500,000 to £2.5 million, to £7 million, to £9 million.  
That absolutely changes the nature of the overall discussion that we are having.  It is quite 
difficult to go back to November and December 2010 and say, “You knew this was going to 
happen” because the reality is that those figures were not there. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  You knew you had a problem, regardless of the figures.  We are 
now seeing - using one of the Mayoral terms - some light being shone to get down to what 
those figures were.  We do not see any action during that time - when you knew you had a 
problem - to get down and bottom out those figures to see the extent of the problem.  That is 
what I do not quite understand.  Why we can do it now is because the Mayor has said we can do 
it whereas, in the past, you knew you had a problem and yet no one seemed to do it; everyone 
was frozen in the headlights, despite being told, “We’ve got a problem here” and despite a 
whole range of figures - you are telling me there is a whole range of figures.  No one grabs the 
ring.  There is no ringmaster or ring mistress that says, “Let’s bottom out the figures to get 
down to it and see if we can have less grief on this project”. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  I take Len’s point and I actually agree with his analysis but I think we are 
not going to get anywhere.  One person will say something and somebody else will contradict 
them.  I think we are trying to find a resolution. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Can you tell me what lessons might be learned about the consideration 
that should be given to pension rights in future wind downs of public bodies? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Let me give 
you a few practical things that are important in terms of what we can do.  The first thing is to 
understand fully the issues from day one and to understand the funding obligations.  That goes 
back to the responsibilities of the funding agencies and the bodies which fund them because 
some private companies depend very largely on public sector contracts for their continued 
existence, and we have heard from some creditors this morning the importance of those.  I do 
not think anybody is suggesting that the Mayor would take on pension obligations for those 
companies.  The difference and the distinction between publicly funded bodies and 
organisations depending on public funding for their commercial future needs to be made. 
 
You need to understand very clearly the basis of the assumptions around pensions and the 
responsibilities of the Board.  One of the things that you need to look at is exactly what action 
is and should have been taken by Boards to deal with their pension obligations.  There are a 



 

number of things that need to be done.  Given the plummeting share value and the asset 
allocation that probably was different in 2009 to now, new funding strategies and new actuarial 
assumptions would undoubtedly change the funding level of any future fund and it is normal for 
any sensible organisation - public, private or mixed - to look at the ways of dealing with the 
recovery plan. 
 
The complication for Visit London was, essentially, it had a short term window because the level 
of funding that was sustainable for Visit London, Think London and others was simply not going 
to be at the level that they had previously enjoyed. 
 
[The meeting adjourned for a period of ten minutes at this point.] 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think the 
question was, what lessons should we take out of this.  Having had time to think about it let me 
give you five lessons. 
 
The first is actually that every organisation should recognise its obligations and responsibilities 
and deal with them.  The second is that there should be planning around this project with 
scenarios which allow you to flex on the way through to reflect the difficult circumstances in the 
CSR.  Hindsight is always useful.  That is a lesson.  The third is there needs to be a mechanism 
for dealing with exceptions against those assumptions and against performance. The fourth is, 
where issues emerge, they need to be dealt with and they need to be dealt with on the basis of 
facts.  The overarching one I guess is meet not write.  When you are on a very strict timetable 
writing letters is a way of creating delay and not a way of resolving issues. 
 
Those five would have helped enormously.  I would like to make the point that these were 
particularly unusual circumstances, given that there was a huge reduction in public funding.  
Those negotiations were going on right the way through until March this year and funding was 
not certain in any way shape or form for anything to do with economic development.  In a way 
that emphasises the need for those stages, rather than dismisses them.  That really is the sort of 
lesson that we will take out of this. 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  I think there is another lesson learned which 
is what does it mean to be a private or a public body and how separate is separate?  There is an 
issue about - and I do not know where you go with this - if X amount is funded, then does X 
consider itself to be private or public?  Are we fooling ourselves that just because you have a 
certain amount of “arms’ length” if your main customer gives you X% of money, even in the 
private sector, you behave in a certain way.  I think we need to be a bit more honest about that 
and what that means in terms of our obligations and how we behave - something for going 
forward. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  There are a couple of things I want on the record.  Who set up the British 
Tourist Board?   
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  The 1969 Tourism Act 
developed the British Tourist Authority, Scottish Tourist Board, Welsh Tourist Board, Northern 
Ireland Tourist Board and the English Tourist Board. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you.  Who set up Visit London? 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  It was set up in 2002 and came out of the 
London Tourist Board. 



 

 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Set up by …? 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  Set up by the LDA. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  The LDA’s body of statute. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  The LDA did 
not own Visit London. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Not Visit London but the LDA. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  The LDA is a 
statutory body. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  London & Partners.  Who has set up that? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Essentially, 
that is a Mayoral creation on the basis of it being funded by the Mayor with a clear objective to 
make it a different funding model going forward but, again, it is a private company. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  The Mayor, as a private company. 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  It is a private company.  
Just to clarify. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  When I did some work for a company in 2003 as an information 
technology (IT) consultant that company was set up by a couple of guys who wrote computer 
programmes and I gave them IT services.  They were then taken over and I lost £6,500 by the 
company that took them over.  It is still bitter in my memory.  I did an awful lot of work with no 
money back.  They were private concerns.  In no way can I see any of the players here as being 
private concerns.  To reflect what Ms Ingram was saying, these are all bodies of either from or 
bodies of statute.  Do the panellists think that there is a higher moral obligation for these 
bodies to consider people who have been short changed as a result of decisions of Government? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Let me start.  
Firstly they are private companies with private Boards.  They may be funded by the public body 
but the Mayor obviously does recognise moral obligation.  I started by saying he recognised a 
moral obligation but he has a fiduciary duty.  Like every public sector body, if you spend money 
on one thing you do not have it to spend on something else and the Mayor will need to take 
into account the opportunity cost of any money that he may choose at the end of this to inject 
to resolve this problem. 
 
The other thing that is clear is Boards have responsibilities which is why you have Boards.  The 
LDA is a particular case in point.  Its Board took its responsibilities very differently.  On that 
basis it exercised them in a particular way which led to confrontation on occasion with the 
Mayor but it also took its obligations on investment decisions and also on things like pensions 
very seriously indeed, and made its own arrangements in the event of wind up to deal with 
them. 
 
I do not accept that these organisations are public bodies; they are private bodies.  That is why 
you have Boards.  That is why you bring in commercial expertise.  That is why you have the right 



 

calibre of Board member on them and they deal with these issues as if they are, in effect, fully 
responsible, as indeed they are. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Mr Rogers, would you accept that there is a difference between taking 
out a large contract with a private company, the GLA may take out a large contract with a 
private company – Bow Tie Television [providers of broadcast facilities for the London 
Assembly] for example - and have no responsibilities, therefore, for that company’s behaviour 
because it is a contract, and there is a difference, surely, in setting up a company for the 
purposes, let’s face it, of escaping some of the constraints that come from having an operation 
fully within local government rules? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I fully 
accept that.  Let’s also be very clear; there are benefits to the individuals as well.  Salary levels 
are not always compared with the Prime Minister’s.  There are lots of issues which actually give 
those companies a benefit compared to working entirely in the public sector. 
 
Coming back to the pension issue, I would like to remind the Committee that not every Visit 
London employee was in a pension scheme.  About half of them were not. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  39 out of 70 I think are the figures we have got. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  I take that point.  Is it good practice or do you think it is on the Mayor’s 
agenda to divest himself of existing moral obligations to balance against future moral 
obligations? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I cannot 
speak for the Mayor but I think the Mayor takes his moral obligations very seriously, but he also 
takes his fiduciary duties extremely seriously. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  So do I. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  It is about this moral hazard question in the Pensions Act.  It seems very 
clear that London has chosen to have its own tourism agency which is why it is not a feature of 
statute, unlike the ones for England, Scotland and Wales.  To all intents and purposes it is the 
same beast and it is now in its third manifestation.  There was the London Tourist Board, Visit 
London and now this body - London & Partners - which does other things as well.  The moral 
hazard provision in the Pensions Act 2004 is designed to reduce the risk of employers dumping 
the pension liabilities on the Pension Protection Fund.  A question to London & Partners is 
whether you have considered that moral hazard question in deciding how you should best 
allocate your resources? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  We have already said that 
the Board absolutely considered the implication of its decision and took into account, as I say, 
the impact that it would have on people.  It also took into account the responsibility that it had 
as a private company for all the individuals that it employed and, of course, took into account 
the funding envelope that it had this year and over the next three.  All those were absolutely 
taken into account by the Board. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  I know you are a private company, albeit a private company pursuing a 
public purpose.  You could share with us minutes and records of your decision making that 
showed how you considered that aspect of your decision? 
 



 

Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  We have shared the Board 
minutes of that meeting.  What we have not shared is the legal advice that we received which 
we considered to be confidential and legally privileged. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  OK.  There are circumstances in which that might be disclosed through 
legal proceedings but, otherwise, you would not wish to share that with us.  You would share it 
with the Mayor’s Office, for example? 
 
Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  That is a decision that 
London & Partners would have to take as a private company, as I say. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  If we were to formally approach you we might be able to shed some light 
on this. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Having seen the minutes I am not entirely convinced that it is going to 
tell us an awful lot. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  Neither am I. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Something that says after discussion it was agreed is not really 
enlightening. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  Can Dame Judith tell us about the moral hazard question? 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  We took this very 
seriously.  We weighed up all the aspects that we had to weigh up; the first being the fact that 
we had an envelope of £14 million for four years.  The second thing that we had to take into 
account was, under TUPE, we were taking on the employment of all the existing employees of 
the two organisations and for the third organisation it was a secondment.  We took their 
employment very seriously. 
 
The next thing that we considered was the pension provision for all the employees.  I think it is 
true to say we were shocked that a certain number of Visit London employees had been at Visit 
London for several years and had no pension provision whatsoever.  We were faced with two 
very unequal groups of employees transferring over from Visit London.  One group was in the 
scheme and the other group had absolutely no pension provision for several years.  We looked 
at that and then we looked at what the pension provision was from the employees for Think 
London.  Weighing up all of that, given the financial constraints that we were under, we 
decided, in the best interests of both the company and all the employees, that all the employees 
should be allowed to join the Think London scheme which is a generously private sector funded 
scheme.  That was the decision process that we went through. 
 
It was not something that we undertook lightly.  We went through it in great detail.  We had a 
duty to all the employees, not just 39. 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  All Visit London 
employees could have joined the British Tourist Board pension scheme. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Could have?  It was a choice? 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  A choice, personal choice. 
 



 

Dee Doocey (Chair):  So it wasn’t a question of there were some that…? 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  No.  Every British Tourist 
Board member with Visit Britain and Visit Scotland could join. 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  I understand it was 
closed to new employees about three years ago? 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  What was closed was the final salary part of 
it but they were entitled to join a pension scheme people chose. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Once again I think something that is run through everything that I have 
looked at is contradictory evidence. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Chair, this questioning and answering reflects exactly what Peter Rogers 
said at the start; we need these people to meet. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Yes. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  I am very worried that we are going to have a debate here that is going to 
position either side in a public forum.  I would rather that these bodies, to be honest, went away 
and had a discussion than us, “I’ll have a pop at the GLA because that’s what my job is about”.  
I am very worried.  I think this meeting should pretty much end now and allow them to meet.  I 
do not, in any way, want to curtail scrutiny.  You know that that is not what I am trying to do 
but I do think the two sides need more meetings before they start committing themselves in a 
public forum. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  I take your point entirely and I do not think anybody would suggest 
ever, Andrew, that you did not want to have scrutiny.  However, I think that is not the view of 
everyone round the table.  My own view is it is a great pity that all of this has not been done 
previously and, on that basis, I am very, very pleased that Peter is now on board, because I think 
this will change rather quickly.  I do think we ought to continue.  John, would you go on with 
your question. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  In a way this dovetails quite neatly with Andrew’s point because we could 
answer this question over a period of about nine days.  We could do it in about nine minutes 
perhaps.  It is to try to understand - I will start with the trustees - how you feel each side has 
come out of the negotiations with such different views about what the cost of entering the 
scheme would be? 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Is there an answer to this? 
 
Jeremy Brinkworth (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee): We believe that 
there is an answer to this.  We have put forward our views on a number of occasions.  We 
believe, as trustees, that we have not had sufficient opportunity to explain all the options over 
the period -- 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  You have got the floor now. 
 
Jeremy Brinkworth (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  We have the 
opportunity now.  We very much made that opportunity open.  Our view was that some of the 
figures that have been talked about have been misinterpreted at certain stages of the process. 



 

 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  I know nothing about pensions so let me make that clear but I was quite 
interested in Peter saying at the beginning of the meeting - and I am paraphrasing what you 
said, Peter - it could be anything between £500,000 and £9 million.  Could you just tell us, in 
your view, what you think the figure should be? 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  If I can explain that in 
March 2009 the scheme was revalued and there was a deficit of £36 million across the whole 
scheme.  Visit London’s deficit was £2.4 million because it is, approximately, 7.5%/8% of the 
value of the whole scheme.  The investment out performance in the first year - ie 2010 - was 
15% of the scheme’s assets, so that brought it down to £17 million.  The Welsh Assembly 
Government withdrew from the scheme and it paid £6.5 million into the scheme.  That reduced 
it down further.  Then we had the Government legislation, Consumer Prices Index/Retail Prices 
Index, which brought it down even further. 
 
Because of a recovery programme put in place for 20 years back in March 2009 the actuaries’ 
calculations reduced that down to about six or seven years.  Visit London was paying £70,000 or 
£71,000 per year.  A quick calculation, seven times 71: £497,000.  Round it up to £500,000.  
That would have cleared the funding deficit. 
 
However, Section 75 - and I am not an actuary so I will try to explain it.  If the whole section is a 
Section 75 debt, that is where the £7 million comes to.  The value.  We believe that was 
explained and everybody understood that.  In the meetings that took place in March 2011 the 
figures were put across the table.  At the meeting of 30 March 2011 there were approximately 
25 people at Wragge & Co to discuss from all sides; London & Partners represented by Wragge 
& Co, the GLA represented by Wragge & Co, Visit London with its representatives and the 
trustees and representatives -- 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  OK.  Fine.  I do not really want to go into it in depth.  John, do you have 
any…? 
 
John Biggs (AM):  In what circumstances is £7 million a real sum? 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  £7 million is if the scheme 
finishes and an insurance policy has to be purchased to complete all the Members’ benefits with 
no further money coming in. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  OK.  If it was transferred, £500,000 is the sum, plus people’s continuing 
contributions? 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  There is another 
revaluation in 2012.  That could be reduced because, looking at March 2009 and the way that 
the markets were and because of the banking crash, everything was at its lowest ebb.  As I said, 
15% of the fund came back in the first year, which is equivalent to £17 million. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  You are very clear that a single payment of £500,000, with the members 
remaining in the scheme and the scheme being admitted with the new -- 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  Yes.  Then there will be 
another revaluation in 2012.  There may be a deficit.  There may be a surplus.  We cannot tell 
that until that happens.  Although the valuation takes place at the end of March 2012, the 
results might not come out for six or seven months. 



 

 
John Biggs (AM):  There has been some conversation about whether some form of guarantee 
might obviate the need for a sum -- 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  A guarantee as well.  
Going back prior to the opening events, one of the things that the trustees were advised of was 
that a guarantee could be put in place - be it the GLA or London & Partners when it was 
formed.  As Jeremy said, we believe that the communications between the Chair and the legal 
teams were regular.  We were having conference calls at 7am and 9pm plus during the day.  We 
kept saying, “The timescale, the timescale, the timescale.  It has to be put in place by the end of 
March 2011”. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Jeremy, you wanted to come in? 
 
Jeremy Brinkworth (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  Just to summarise 
and clarify.  There is one very large amount which is just walk away and then there is the 
£500,000 and continued support, or something around £500,000 - possibly less - with a 
guarantee.  There are, effectively, three different options that we can discuss in more detail 
should we, hopefully, get to this meeting. 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  Just to add a thought.  If it was possible to 
do that and the £7 million, therefore, was not triggered, I think you could go back to the 
administrator - because we had £1.5 million in reserve which would help pay the £500,000 
which would leave £1 million and then you would not have to pay for the assets. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  That makes it even worse. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  That does make it even worse, doesn’t it? 
 
John Biggs (AM):  I do agree with Andrew that we do not want to trail bleeding stumps 
around the room and put people in positions that make it difficult for them to then negotiate 
from.  Sir Peter, do you find some reassurance in the statements we have heard? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  To be quite 
honest, there is nothing that has been said that surprised me.  We went though exactly the 
same issues.  A closed fund is significantly greater exposure than an ongoing fund. 
 
I did say at the start of this, once the pension issue is resolved, you may well find the 
administrator has money to pay creditors as well.  It seems to me that the important bit is - and I 
agree with Andrew - not to create problems here but to go away and find a solution for both 
creditors and for pensioners if at all possible. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  I have one question.  Did anyone at any stage, from the 
paperwork - London & Partners, GLA - ever think of asking for extra money from Government 
over these issues or asking the Mayor to provide some extra money?  Has that request ever 
been made?  Did London & Partners Board, in its consideration, say, “We’ve got a problem here.  
We recognise that.  We want to do the right thing.  The moral thing”.  Did you ever ask for extra 
money off the Mayor? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  The first 
question was did we ask it from Government?  We asked continually for Government for all sorts 
of things, including this. 



 

 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Including this. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  That was 
over a lot of months. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  You did not know what you were asking for in terms of the 
money -- 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We did, 
indeed.  We were -- 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  You did? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We did.  We 
highlighted exactly the implications of losing the funding for Visit London, its impact on the 
economy, the return to the Exchequer -- 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  That is the global thing about Visit London.  I am talking about 
this pension provision.  At what stage, when you thought you had a problem, did anyone say, 
“We need some extra money”?  Did London & Partners ask the Mayor or the GLA, “We would 
like some extra money for our pensions?” 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Martin, can you answer that? 
 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director - Resources, GLA):  No request came to me. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  No request came to you.  All right. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  Everybody is being conciliatory and talking as if a deal might be done that 
would resolve this situation.  This is in front of the cameras and when the meeting has gone 
away it may prove impossible again.  This was the underlying question to me; it does appear 
that there has been a dialogue of the deaf going on here.  It may be that trustees have to have 
a rather stiff and formal position and the Mayor’s Office thought that London & Partners was 
doing something and London & Partners thought the Mayor’s Office was doing something. 
 
It seems to me - whether or not there is a solution to this - there needs to be an understanding, 
maybe from the Chief Executive, new Head of Paid Service or somebody, to understand how we 
got into this pickle.  It seems to me, also, that, whether it is a private company which is pursuing 
what I think is unambiguously a public purse, we should understand and be clear about the 
protocols about our obligations to people and what we mean by our moral responsibilities. 
 
They are quasi questions.  We do not need to answer them today but I would like them to form 
part of the record.   
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  My instinct is that we are not going to resolve anything round this table 
and the best thing for us to do is to endorse what Peter said he is going to do at the outset of 
the meeting and to repeat, once again, that our key concern is to find a solution that will give 
the proper outcome to both the pensioners and the creditors.  Also for us to definitely look at 
the lessons that can be learned from this and I would see that in a report. 
 



 

From my own personal point of view I have found it very difficult to reconcile the information 
provided by the pension trustees with the information provided by the Mayor’s Office.  It is not 
clear to me why so much of the negotiation was done by the GLA when the decisions were 
going to be made by London & Partners and I think there are lessons to be learned there. 
 
There are definitely contradictory reports from almost everybody but particularly from the 
pension trustees and the GLA about the willingness for parties to engage.  We are not going to 
be able to resolve those here. 
 
From my point of view I think insufficient attention was paid and I do not think it was 
deliberate.  I really do not.  I think insufficient attention was paid to what would happen and 
what the outcome would be of all of these discussions that were going on.  The discussions 
were disparate and I absolutely agree with Peter that a lot of this could have been resolved if 
people had got around a table and eyeballed each other instead of sending letters through their 
lawyers.  There is a very good lesson there. 
 
It is very sad that we are in this position.  I have found it difficult to understand the emphasis 
that is being given to this, “We only have four years’ funding” because, as John or Andrew said, 
there is no way that London is suddenly going to stop promoting London.  I really do see that as 
a bit of a red herring. 
 
Having said all that, what we would like to do now is we would like to move forward to leave 
Peter to have the meeting that he is going to have and to report back to us.  I will ask all of you 
if you want to add anything and then I will ask the Committee before we sum up.  Then if there 
is any more written evidence or something that occurs to anybody, please send it in to the 
officers and we will use that in our report. 
 
Could I start with Martin and say any final comments? 
 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director - Resources, GLA):  I have nothing to add, Chair. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Peter? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Just a 
commitment to come back to the Committee with Jeff Jacobs and Martin Clarke in the event 
that we get to a settlement or we do not, so that you are fully apprised of where we end up and 
the reasons for it. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  When do you think that would be? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  As soon as 
we can meet and as soon as we can get to a position which might appear sensible based on 
numbers that we have heard this morning.  I would have said certainly within a month. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  That is great.  Thank you.  Judith? 
 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Interim Chair, London & Partners):  I sincerely hope that 
the meetings will be productive in their outcome. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Danny? 
 



 

Danny Lopez (Interim Chief Executive, London & Partners):  Our willingness to continue 
to try to find solutions but, more importantly, that London & Partners is set up for success over 
the next few years to do what it is supposed to do which is promote London tourism, inward 
investment and higher education offer. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  OK.  Jeremy? 
 
Jeremy Brinkworth (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  We look forward 
very much to the meeting.  I think the other point is there has been a lot of talk about the Visit 
London current employees who did or did not have pensions but we also must remember we are 
acting on behalf of all the pensioners and that includes those who have already retired, so we 
must not lose sight of that. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Yes.  The Committee has been aware of that.  Tony? 
 
Tony Murphy (British Tourist Board Pension Scheme trustee):  I totally agree, 100% 
committed as I said in my opening comments.  We are obviously happy to meet anybody at any 
time this week/next week when that time can be made available. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  OK.  Tamara? 
 
Tamara Ingram (Former Chair, Visit London):  My belief is it has always been resolvable and 
that there is enough money to support the pensioners.  I actually think there will be more 
money to put back.  It might even save money on buying the assets again, it would save us a 
considerable amount of money and enable London & Partners to build some momentum 
because my other concern as we come up for Olympic year is that there has been momentum 
disruption by all the changes. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  OK.  I will now just ask Members if they have got any comments.   
 
Victoria Borwick (AM):  No, I was welcoming everybody sitting down and having a bit of 
mediation, rather than confrontation. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Just sort it out. 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  Nothing further. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  What should have been the launch of a flagship delivery vehicle 
sustainable for the next 20 years has left a bad taste and fear and anxiety for many people and 
does not reflect well on the institutions, whether it is the LDA, the new institutions, previous 
institutions or the GLA.  Even the Mayor’s Office has got some role in this.  I think the 
pensioners and the creditors deserve an apology because it did not have to happen.  You have 
told us that this morning and by the evidence and the way you presented it this could have 
been avoided. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  On behalf of the Committee, just to reiterate, we very much hope that 
there will be a resolution of this and we wish Peter the very best of luck and thanks to all our 
guests for coming along and giving us evidence today.   


