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On 17 March 2011, the interim board of London and Partners, the 
Mayor’s new single promotion agency, decided not to take over Visit 
London’s role as participating employer in the British Tourist Board 
pension scheme.  This decision left Visit London, one of the 
organisations London and Partners was to replace, with responsibility 
for the outstanding liabilities of this pension scheme.  With insufficient 
assets to meet these liabilities, Visit London went into administration 
on 1 April 2011.  Around 200 members of the pension scheme faced 
uncertainty and potential reduction in benefits.  Creditors of the 
company had unpaid bills of around £2.5 million.   

Following an investigation by this Committee, questions raised in the 
full Assembly and the intervention of the Pensions Regulator, the 
Mayor agreed to re-examine the circumstances that had led to the 
administration.  He committed to seek a resolution and in doing so 
apologised for the uncertainty that had been caused.  On 20 June, the 
Mayor approved the GLA entering into a scheme rescue of the Visit 
London section of the British Tourist Board pension scheme.  The net 
cost of this scheme rescue is expected to be around £3 million.  It will 
result in the protection of benefits for members of the pension 
scheme and ensure that creditors of Visit London will be paid in full. 

The Committee welcomes the fact that pension scheme members and 
creditors will now receive the money to which they are entitled.  This 
report seeks to answer questions about whether the situation and 
costs to the public purse could have been avoided in the first place; 
and whether there are lessons to be learned for the future from the 
decisions made, and the way they were made and implemented.   

Our main conclusions and lessons learned are: 

The decision to set up a new company, rather than transform Visit 
London as had originally been proposed, triggered the debt in the 
Visit London pension scheme.  Discarding the option of transforming 
Visit London did not form part of the formal Mayoral decision process.  
It was recommended by the Chair of the transition board in agreement 
with senior Mayoral advisers. There is no record of an assessment of 
the risks associated with this part of the decision-making process. (pp. 
13-4)   

The Mayor’s decision to set up a new company to promote London 
was not informed by a sufficiently detailed assessment of the financial 
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and reputational risks associated with the Visit London pension 
scheme. (p 15) 

The assumption within the GLA between November 2010 and March 
2011 that London and Partners would become a participating 
employer in the British Tourist Board pension scheme, without some 
form of GLA funding, was not a reasonable one.  (p 21) 

While the Committee agrees there was a case for integrating the 
functions of Visit London, Think London and Study London, the way 
this was carried out resulted in unforeseen extra costs to the public 
purse.   Costs of around £5 million (£3 million for the pension rescue 
and £2 million brought forward for start up costs) should have been 
foreseen and formed part of a cost-benefit analysis to inform 
decision-making. (p 18) 

There was no clear transfer of responsibility between the GLA and 
London and Partners for negotiating with the trustees of the British 
Tourist Board pension scheme.  The two responsibilities of protecting 
the wider interests of the GLA group and setting up the new company 
were combined in a single role.  (p 25) 

From the way the decision to set up the new company was taken 
forward, there are lessons to be learned about: the need for 
appropriate scenario planning; mechanisms to challenge assumptions 
and respond to change; and the extent to which complex negotiations 
are carried out face to face.  (p 26) 

Regardless of whether they are private companies or public bodies, 
organisations carrying out work on behalf of the Mayor and relying on 
the GLA for the majority of their funding, should operate within an 
agreed framework.  This should provide clarity and transparency of 
decision-making for the money which is being spent on behalf of 
Londoners.  (p 31) 

As a result of these conclusions, we have made a number of 
recommendations which seek to ensure that the risks associated with 
pension schemes are fully taken into account and that processes are 
put in place to ensure the lessons are learned.  We are looking to the 
Mayor and GLA to demonstrate in their response to our conclusions 
and recommendations that these lessons have been learned and that 
the mistakes highlighted in this report are not repeated.   



 
 

 

On the advice of his Promote London Council - a body of private 
sector representatives appointed to advise on all aspects of promoting 
London - the Mayor decided in January 2011 to establish a new body 
that would take on responsibility for promoting tourism, inward 
investment and higher education in London.  These activities had 
previously been carried out by three private companies: Visit London, 
Think London and Study London each of which had received varying 
amounts of public money to support their activities. 

Between January and April 2011 an interim board, supported by a 
transition team from the London Development Agency (LDA) and the 
Greater London Authority (GLA), made the preparations for the new 
agency and the transfer of people and other assets from the 
predecessor companies.  One of the first decisions of the interim board 
was whether to participate in the British Tourist Board pension 
scheme, as Visit London had done.  This would have enabled the 39 
Visit London staff who were at that time active members of the 
pension scheme to continue to contribute to, and accrue benefits, 
from it.  Crucially it would also have kept the Visit London share of the 
pension scheme operating as an ongoing scheme.  This would have 
protected the accrued rights of the 177 pensioners and deferred 
members of the scheme who had built up pension rights from their 
employment with Visit London and its predecessor bodies. 

The interim board decided not to participate in the scheme citing 
concerns about the liabilities the new company would be inheriting.   
This decision, confirmed on 31 March 2011, meant the Visit London 
share of the scheme would be wound up and its outstanding liabilities 
to pensioners and other members would become due with immediate 
effect.  With insufficient assets to meet these pension liabilities the 
Visit London board called in the administrators and the company was 
placed in administration on 1 April 2011; the Mayor launched the new 
agency, London and Partners (L&P), on the same day. 

Visit London’s administration had potential consequences for 
members of the pension scheme and the company’s creditors.  
Creditors had unpaid bills totalling around £2.5 million and were told 
to expect to receive around 35-40 pence for each pound they were 
owed.  The pension scheme was referred to the statutory Pension 
Protection Fund (PPF) which is funded by a levy on salary-related 
pension schemes.  The PPF aims to protect members of these schemes 
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by paying compensation should the employer become insolvent and 
the pension scheme left underfunded.   

This Committee began an investigation in May 2011 following 
concerns raised by Visit London pensioners and creditors.  We raised a 
series of questions with the London and Partners Board and the Mayor 
about what had happened and the consequences of it.  This 
culminated in a meeting on 24 May at which we heard from 
representatives of the pensioners and creditors; the Mayor’s office; 
London and Partners; and the pension scheme trustees.  At this 
meeting, the various parties agreed to meet separately with a view to 
finding a resolution and to report back to the Committee within one 
month. 

At a subsequent meeting of this Committee on 21 June, the Mayor’s 
adviser confirmed that a deal had been reached which would protect 
in full the benefits of pension scheme members and enable creditors 
to be paid.  Under the deal the Mayor agreed to fund a scheme rescue 
of the Visit London share of the British Tourist Board pension scheme.  
The net cost of this scheme rescue is expected to be around £3 million 
and will be met from the GLA’s unallocated contingency for 2011/12. 

The Committee welcomes the fact that pension scheme members and 
creditors will now receive the money to which they are entitled.  
Nevertheless, resolving this situation has involved costs to the public 
purse and time and resources.  There are important questions about 
whether the situation could have been avoided in the first place and 
whether there are lessons to be learned for the future from the 
decisions made, and the way they were made and implemented.   

It is these questions that this report seeks to answer.  In doing so it 
draws on the material gathered by the Committee during its enquiries.  
A timeline of events is included at Appendix 1 which draws on this 
material, all of which is published on our website.1  The lessons the 
Committee considers should be learned are set out under three 
headings: the decision to create a new agency; the implementation of 
this decision; and the wider implications of using public money to fund 
private companies and the checks and balances required. 

                                                
1 Available from http://www.london.gov.uk/publication/administration-visit-london  



 
 

 

Background 
Visit London was forced into administration because of the liabilities 
that were triggered in its pension fund.  The statement of affairs 
prepared by the directors on 1 April 2011 showed the company had 
total assets of £5.5 million including £4.5 million cash at bank.2  Its 
debts, without the pension scheme liabilities, were estimated at 
£3 million.  The pension fund liabilities were estimated at this point as 
being in the range of £7-9 million with the final figure dependent on 
the cost of buying out the pension rights accrued.   

The pension liabilities were triggered because the company was to be 
wound up and would therefore no longer be an employer of any 
members of the scheme.  Visit London was a participating employer in 
a multi-employer pension scheme: the British Tourist Board Staff 
Pension and Life Assurance Scheme (the BTB scheme).  Section 75 of 
the Pensions Act 1995 provides that, when an employer leaves a 
multi-employer scheme, the trustees are required to calculate the level 
of debt left.  This debt (section 75 debt) is calculated on the basis that 
the scheme is wound up and its liabilities are bought out usually in the 
form of annuities.   

The calculation of the section 75 debt generally results in a much 
higher figure than the debt calculated in a scheme that continues to 
operate with a sponsoring employer. This is because section 75 debt is 
calculated on the basis that future liabilities are crystallised at a point 
in time rather than spread over a longer period.  The most recent 
valuation of the Visit London section of the BTB pension scheme in 
April 2009 estimated the ongoing deficit at £2.2 million.3  Visit 
London had agreed with the pension scheme trustees to pay deficit 
recovery contributions of about £70,000 per annum over the next 20 
years.   

Much of the ensuing negotiations between the GLA and the pension 
trustees concerned the way the section 75 debt should be dealt with.  
Specifically there were questions about whether L&P would meet the 
strict funding test required to enable a new company to take over the 
share of the scheme; and whether the new company could continue to 
fund the pension scheme on the same basis as Visit London with long-
term deficit recovery contributions.   

                                                
2 Statement of proposals of the Joint Administrators, Cork Gully LLP, May 2011 
3 Visit London, Directors’ Report and Financial Statements, 2009/10 
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Neither of these issues would have been relevant if the section 75 
debt and the related funding test had not been triggered by the 
decision to set up a new company.  It is therefore relevant to examine 
the decision-making processes that preceded Visit London’s 
administration and the options that were considered. 

An integrated approach to promoting the city 
The Mayor’s proposals for a new Economic Development Strategy, 
published in May 2009, addressed the fragmented approach to 
promoting London with responsibility spread across a number of 
different agencies.  The Mayor proposed setting up “a board to take a 
more strategic and integrated approach to promoting the city around 
the world”.4  This board would “build on the work by the agencies Visit 
London, Think London, Study London and Film London which deploy 
significant resources attracting visitors, inward investment, students 
and film makers to London”.5 

The following month, the Mayor launched the new board: the 
Promote London Council made up of representatives of London’s 
promotional agencies and business groups.  The Council was “tasked 
with advising the Mayor on developing a comprehensive approach to 
promoting the capital and establishing a publicly engaging brand for 
London”.6  It would be chaired by the Mayor and supported by a full-
time GLA secretariat which would coordinate papers for board 
meetings. 

The Promote London Council’s role was to be solely advisory.  The 
legal comments accompanying the formal Mayoral Decision setting up 
the Council state: “Officers must ensure that notwithstanding that the 
Council may make recommendations to the Mayor any decisions 
concerning such recommendations must be made in accordance with 
the Authority’s Corporate Governance framework”.7  

The integration of the promotional activities carried out by the various 
London agencies was part of the Promote London Council’s remit 

                                                
4 Rising to the Challenge: Proposals for the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy 
for Greater London, May 2009, p 21 
5 The proposal to integrate Film London with the other promotional agencies was 
not subsequently taken forward. 
6 Mayor unveils new Council to Promote and rebrand London, Mayoral Press release, 
11 June 2009 
7 Request for a Mayoral Decision 386, para 5.5 



 
 

 

from its creation.8  The decision to do this by delivering the activities 
of Visit London, Study London and Think London from one agency is 
described in a note to Promote London Council members from 
Anthony Browne, then Mayoral Policy Director for Economic 
Development.  This note states that the in principle decision was made 
by the Mayor and Promote London Council at its meeting on 8 June 
2010.9   

At this point, the intention was that the new agency would “involve 
the far-reaching transformation of Visit London, which is 
constitutionally able already to carry out all the promotional functions 
of a single agency that the Mayor would require (but which currently 
has a more restricted remit in practice)”.  Anthony Browne goes on to 
note that there would be a period of due diligence to be completed by 
the end of August 2010.  Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas would chair a 
GLA group team responsible for the transition under the day-to-day 
management of Danny Lopez, Group Director at the LDA. 

The decision to create a new company 
At some point during October 2010, a decision was made not to 
transform Visit London and instead to establish a new company.  This 
is significant because it meant that the section 75 debt would be 
triggered in the Visit London pension scheme.   

Given this significance, the Committee sought to establish who made 
the decision to pursue the option of establishing a new company.  Sir 
Peter Rogers recently confirmed that the Chair of the transition board, 
Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas, recommended setting up a new agency 
rather than transforming Visit London.  She agreed this position with 
senior members of the GLA including Anthony Browne and Sir Simon 
Milton.10  Sir Peter goes on to say: “Ultimately of course all decisions 
were taken by the Mayor as recorded in [Request for Mayoral 
Decision] 658.” 

The Request for a Mayoral Decision to set up a new company 
describes other options considered but discounted, such as sharing 

                                                
8 See, for example, answer to MQ 1727/2009, 17 June 2009: “there are a host of 
different agencies all promoting London which leads to confusion, duplication and 
dilution of the message”. 
9 Note to PLC members on a single promotional agency for London, June 2010 
10 Letter from Sir Peter Rogers, 20 July 2011 
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back office functions between the three agencies.11  It did not address 
what was the preferred option of the Promote London Council in June 
2010: to rebrand and restructure Visit London.  Sir Peter said the 
option of a transformation of Visit London did not form part of the 
Mayoral Decision process because it was “a previously discarded 
corporate structure option … [which] was not considered to be 
relevant to the outcome and the decisions the Mayor was being asked 
to approve”.12 

In making her recommendation that the option of transforming Visit 
London be discarded, Dame Judith “judged the risks” of this option to 
be greater than the risks associated with setting up a new company.13   
No evidence has been provided to the Committee of any record of an 
assessment of these risks when making this recommendation or 
agreeing its adoption as policy with Anthony Browne and Sir Simon 
Milton.       

How the pension implications of setting up a new company 
were assessed 
The pension implications of the decision to pursue the option of 
creating a new company were brought to the attention of the Mayor’s 
Office in November 2010.  The then Chief Executive of Visit London 
wrote to Anthony Browne, then Mayoral Adviser for Economic 
Development, on 11 November 2010: 

“If Visit London is to cease employing any members of the BTB 
scheme (as would happen if all its employees transfer under 
TUPE to the new agency) this will trigger a debt under section 
75 of the Pension Act 1995. This debt would be valued on a 
buy-out basis and would be payable by Visit London unless 
alternative arrangements are made for its payment.  Has 
provision been made for the new agency to pay this section 75 
debt when Visit London employees transfer to the new agency 
under TUPE?” 

The GLA’s Executive Director of Communities and Intelligence replied 
on behalf of Anthony Browne on 18 November 2010.  On the question 
of pension liabilities, he said: “it is proposed that [the new company] 

                                                
11 Request for Mayoral Decision 658, Single Agency to Promote London – 
Establishment and Funding Commitment 
12 Letter from Sir Peter Rogers, 16 June 2011  
13 Letter from Sir Peter Rogers, 20 July 2011 



 
 

 

will become a participating employer in the BTB scheme and that Visit 
London would enter into an apportionment arrangement to apportion 
its liabilities to the [new company]”. 

No evidence has been provided to the Committee to show that any 
more work was done to assess the costs or implications if the new 
company decided not to become a participating employer.  The 
Request for a Mayoral Decision in January 2011 does identify the 
transfer of the pension scheme as a risk.  It does not indicate the 
likelihood of this risk materialising; suggest what reputational or 
financial consequences for the GLA would result from it not taking 
place; or set out what steps might be taken to mitigate these risks.  
There is no record of an assessment of the number of pension scheme 
members in the Visit London section of the BTB scheme or how they 
would be affected if the new company did not become a participating 
employer and the scheme were to be left underfunded.    

As further powers are devolved to the GLA, and other organisations 
are wound up, there are likely to be implications for other pension 
schemes and the pension rights of individuals.  A lesson from the 
creation of London and Partners is that these implications, and any 
financial or reputational consequences for the GLA, need to be 
understood from an early stage in the process.    

 

Recommendation 1 
We recommend that when the GLA is involved in the 
transfer of functions and staff between other bodies, a 
targeted and proportionate assessment of the pension 
implications should form part of the Mayoral decision 
process.  The Mayoral Decision form should record the 
details of this assessment including what the risks are to 
pension rights and how these would be managed under 
different scenarios.  Where there is a due diligence process 
to consider options to inform a Mayoral decision, there 
should be an auditable record of the outcome. 
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The rationale for setting up a new company 
The Committee sought to understand the rationale for the decision to 
discard the original option to transform Visit London and to pursue 
the option of setting up a new company.  In response to a question at 
the Committee’s meeting on 24 May, Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas 
said: 

“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 [a new 
company].” 

The Committee sought further information on these governance and 
management issues after the meeting.  In his reply, Sir Peter Rogers 
said: 

“On review it was clear that Visit London did not have an 
appropriate corporate and management structure to meet the 
needs identified for the new agency.  This was in part due to 
the membership structure, whereby there were many member 
organisations with varying voting rights but also due to board 
and management arrangements”.14  

Sir Peter went on to note that in bringing together the work of the 
three organisations, each with a different culture, it was felt to be 
important to establish a new culture under a new agency.  He said that 
this coupled with the complexities inherent in the Visit London 
structure, of a large number of member organisations with voting 
rights, led to the decision to discard the option of transforming Visit 
London.   

Others have cast doubt on this analysis.  Tamara Ingram, former Chair 
of Visit London, told the Committee:  

“From our point of view at the time we did not really see any 
need for a new company because the Chief Executive was 

                                                
14 Letter from Sir Peter Rogers, 16 June 2011 



 
 

 

happy to resign, obviously I was happy to go, we felt that we 
could change the structure from within.” 

The Committee recognises the case for merging the functions of Visit 
London, Think London and Study London.  Similarly, this report does 
not seek to assess the relative merits of creating a new company 
compared with transforming an existing one.  The Committee is 
concerned with the question of whether in deciding between these 
options, there was a full understanding of the potential implications 
for the Visit London pension scheme and the risks this had for the 
Mayor/GLA. 

The consequences of the decision to set up a new company 
The former Chair of Visit London suggested to the Committee that the 
potential consequences of the decision to set up a new company were 
not properly considered:  

“The consequences of that decision were far-reaching in terms 
of the liabilities created and the impact on the public purse.  
The pension debt was triggered as Visit London could no 
longer exist as a participating employer.  The resulting 
administration meant the assets built up over the years by Visit 
London, and largely paid for by public money, would have to 
be bought by the new agency using more public money.  
Nobody in a position to influence that decision grasped the 
detail sufficiently. It appears that either the due diligence 
process did not identify the risks or appropriate action was not 
taken to respond to any risks identified”.15   

The impact on the public purse was not confined to liabilities triggered 
in the pension scheme and the need to buy assets built up by Visit 
London. Member organisations of Visit London paid for their voting 
rights through their subscriptions; these accounted for seven per cent 
(£1.4 million) of Visit London’s income in 2009/10.  Visit London had 
additional private sector income of £4.3 million in 2009/10.  London 
and Partners is seeking private investment of £3.3 million to 
supplement its grant income in 2011/12.16      

Furthermore, there were set up costs associated with the creation of 
the new company.  The four year profile of the Mayor’s proposed 
                                                
15 Further written comments from Tamara Ingram, Chair of Visit London, May 2011 
16 London and Partners 2011-12 draft business plan, February 2011 



 
 

 
18 

grant funding to London and Partners was changed on 25 March 2011 
to reflect an increase in these costs.17  The original proposal in January 
2011 was that funding of £14 million per year would be provided for 
four years (2011/12, 2012/13, 2013/14 and 2014/15).  The March 
decision said there would be a reprofile of the four year grant funding 
to increase the first year’s grant by £2 million to £16 million “so as to 
allow for the additional start-up costs required”.  Funding for future 
years was reduced accordingly. 

Conclusions 
While there is a case for integrating the functions of Visit 
London, Think London and Study London, the way that the 
process of integration was conducted resulted in unforeseen 
extra costs to the public purse.  One of the reasons given for 
setting up a new single agency to promote London was “cost 
savings from a smaller management structure and other 
efficiencies from bringing the agencies together”.  While 
efficiencies may well emerge in future years, the decision to 
set up a new company led to substantial costs in 2011/12.  The 
net cost of the pension scheme rescue is expected to be around 
£3 million.  Unconnected to the pension costs, additional start-
up costs required funding of £2 million to be brought forward 
from budgets in future years.  Potential costs should have 
been foreseen when the decision was made to have enabled a 
comprehensive cost-benefit analysis of all the options 
available, including maintaining the status quo.   

       

 

 

                                                
17 Request for a Mayoral Decision 771, GLA Budget and Strategic Plan deliverables, 
para 1.8 



 
 

 

While the decision to set up a new company contributed to the GLA 
eventually having to meet the net costs of £3 million to rescue the 
Visit London share of the BTB pension scheme, this outcome was not 
inevitable.  Although the section 75 debt was triggered, the scheme 
rescue of the type eventually implemented would not have been 
necessary if another way had been found of dealing with this debt.  
The GLA assumed from late 2010 that the pension issue could be 
dealt with by the new company becoming a participating employer in 
the BTB scheme.  In doing so, the new company would have taken 
responsibility for the section 75 debt leaving Visit London with 
sufficient assets to meet its other liabilities.  When it became clear this 
was not going to happen, another solution was explored involving 
trying to maintain Visit London on a reduced scale to avoid triggering 
the section 75 debt.  This did not happen either. 

This raises questions about the way the pension issues were handled 
from November 2010, when the question of the section 75 debt was 
first raised with the Mayor’s Office, and the final decision of London 
and Partners in March 2011 not to become a participating employer in 
the scheme.  In seeking to draw lessons from this process, we have 
considered the original assumption that the new company would 
become a participating employer in the BTB scheme; the extent to 
which the consequences of the negotiations failing were fully realised 
and the nature of the Mayor’s obligations; and the failure of the 
negotiations between the trustees, London and Partners and the GLA. 

The assumption that London and Partners would become a 
participating employer 
There was a working assumption within the GLA that the new 
company would become a participating employer in the BTB scheme 
and any pension issues from winding down Visit London would 
therefore be resolved.  This was made clear in the letter of 18 
November 2010 to the Chief Executive of Visit London, responding to 
concerns about pension liabilities.  Similarly, the Mayoral Decision 
signed in January 2011 repeated the assumption: “It is intended that 
the new company will take on the staff, assets and liabilities of Visit 
London including, subject to negotiation with and the acceptance of 
third parties, the lease of 2 MoreLondon and their pension scheme”.18 

                                                
18 Request for Mayoral Decision 658 
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The GLA was able to start negotiations to this end but the Mayor was 
not in a position to determine the final decision of the London and 
Partners board.  A letter from the Mayor’s Principal Legal Adviser to 
the Pensions Regulator on 29 March 2011 makes the limitations of the 
Mayor’s role clear: 

“The decision as to whether or not L&P is to participate in the 
Scheme is one for the board of L&P.  It is not a decision for 
the Mayor.” 

There is therefore a question about whether it was a reasonable 
assumption that London and Partners would decide to become a 
participating employer.  The Visit London section of the pension 
scheme had a deficit of £2.2 million at its last valuation in April 2009.  
Visit London had a 20 year funding agreement with the scheme 
trustees to reduce this deficit gradually through overpayments.   

What this might mean for a company taking over this section of the 
scheme was evident from the trustees’ analysis of the London and 
Partners’ position expressed at the meeting of 30 March: 

“London and Partners’ Chair … expressed how it would have 
been ‘madness’ for a limited lifespan company such as London 
and Partners to assume responsibility for a deficit which would, 
on its own wind-down crystallise in lump sum form and drive 
the company into insolvency (in the same way as shortly 
happened to Visit London). However, why this only became 
apparent on or shortly before 17 March, and why it had 
escaped the GLA ever since their representations to Visit 
London in November 2010 (which they continued to repeat to 
the trustees right up until March of this year) that London and 
Partners would participate in the Scheme and assume 
responsibility for Visit London’s deficit, continues to puzzle the 
Trustees.”19 

Given that it was established as a private company with a time-limited 
funding agreement, it is difficult to see how London and Partners 
could reasonably have been expected to take long-term responsibility 
for the Visit London pension deficit without some form of GLA 
guarantee.  Nothing in the information provided to the Committee 

                                                
19 Written submission from the Scheme trustees, Appendix 2, p 9, May 2011 



 
 

 

suggests there were active discussions between London and Partners 
and the GLA about providing such a guarantee or a cash injection to 
reduce the pension deficit. 

We conclude that the assumption by the GLA, from November 
2010 until March 2011, that London and Partners would 
become a participating employer in the BTB pension scheme 
was not a reasonable one.  It would only have been so if the 
GLA had been prepared to underwrite the scheme deficit in 
some way or make further funds available for a cash injection.  
Neither was offered prior to April 2011. 

The Mayor’s obligations to the pension scheme 
Once it became clear that London and Partners was not prepared to 
become a participating employer in the BTB scheme, questions started 
to be raised about what, if any, obligations the Mayor and GLA had to 
the scheme and its members.  In his initial response on 3 May 2011 to 
questions from the Committee about the effect of Visit London’s 
administration, the Mayor suggested that there was a balance to be 
struck between the competing priorities of pension benefits and the 
funding needed to support the new agency: “the impact on the 
pension benefits accrued … is clearly a blow but the loss of 10 per 
cent of such benefits when the alternative was an extra cut to the 
services provided by L&P and inevitably a significant cut in the 
number of its staff meant that it was a decision that could not be 
avoided”. 

Others argued that it was not appropriate to balance the costs of 
maintaining people’s accrued pension rights against other priorities.  
The trustees of the BTB scheme said that they did “not believe that 
existing pensions obligations of employers can in any way be treated 
as ‘optional’ or secondary to the cost of achieving other objectives”.20    

The Pensions Regulator went further in a letter to the Chair of this 
Committee on 17 May 2011: 

“The Regulator has significant concerns in relation to the 
decision to withdraw funding from Visit London Ltd.  The 
decision to fund London and Partners rather than Visit London 
appears to detrimentally affect the likelihood of full benefits 

                                                
20 Written submission from the Scheme trustees, May 2011 
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being received by the members of the Visit London section of 
the scheme. … The Regulator has a number of anti-avoidance 
powers under the Pension Act 2004 which enable it, in certain 
situations, to require entities which are associated with or 
connected to a sponsoring employer to put in place financial 
support for a scheme or make a cash payment up to the 
scheme’s buy-out deficit. 

The Regulator has begun an investigation to determine 
whether it would be appropriate to exercise these powers in 
this case. That investigation is currently at a very early stage.”  

The Mayor’s decision to fund a pension scheme rescue meant this 
investigation did not proceed, so the question of whether the GLA had 
a legal obligation to the pension scheme was not finally resolved.  The 
GLA has not accepted that it was legally obliged to rescue the scheme.  
The Mayor said on 15 June: “My advice is that there may not have 
been a legal obligation on us to honour the pension commitments”.21 
Visit London and London and Partners were or are private companies.  
Visit London received around 70 per cent of its funding from the LDA; 
London and Partners is expected to be around 80 per cent funded by 
the GLA in its first year.22  The extent to which this meant the GLA was 
“an entity associated with or connected to a sponsoring employer”, 
and therefore presumably had a legal obligation, was not tested. 

When announcing the scheme rescue in June 2011, the Mayor’s 
adviser said that the Mayor felt he had a “moral obligation to both 
pensioners and other creditors”.23  The Mayor used the same phrase in 
his comments to the Assembly on 15 June.   

There was no acknowledgement of such an obligation in the 
correspondence provided to the Committee covering the period 
leading up to Visit London’s administration.  The representative of the 
Visit London pensioners concluded at our meeting: “it seems to us 
that the parties involved, at some stage, lost sight of their 
responsibilities to past and existing employees”.24 

                                                
21 Mayor’s Question Time, 15 June 2011 
22 London and Partners 2011-12 draft business plan, February 2011 
23 Sir Peter Rogers at the ECS Committee meeting, 21 June 2011 
24 Ylva French, Chair of Visit London Pension Actions Group, at ECS Committee 
meeting, 24 May 2011 



 
 

 

The potential consequences of a Visit London administration 
for past employees, including existing pensioners, were not 
referred to in any GLA correspondence prior to the 
Committee’s involvement.   

“An unsatisfactory process”: the negotiations with the pension 
scheme trustees 
When reopening negotiations with the trustees after the Committee 
meeting on 24 May 2011, the Mayor’s Adviser on Regeneration, 
Growth and Enterprise, referred to trying to correct “what has been an 
unsatisfactory process to date”.25  This suggests there are lessons to 
be learned from the way this process was originally managed. 

Until an all-parties meeting called by the Pensions Regulator on 30 
March 2011, and after the London and Partners board had made the 
decision not to become a participating employer in the scheme, all the 
negotiations between the GLA and the trustees were carried out by 
correspondence.  The lack of face-to-face meetings between the 
parties and a reliance on letters was identified by Sir Peter Rogers as a 
lesson to be learned from the process. 

The GLA and the trustees provided the Committee with different 
interpretations of the issues set out in the correspondence between 
the two parties.   There were disagreements about when and whether 
the trustees were prepared to accept London and Partners as a 
participating employer in the BTB scheme; the amount of money 
which was needed to satisfy the funding test; and the speed and 
efficiency with which both sides responded to requests for 
information. 

Given that the Committee’s aim in this report is to identify lessons for 
the future, we do not seek to revisit these disputes in detail.  The 
disagreements between the GLA and trustees over many of these 
issues are no longer relevant now that the pension scheme has been 
rescued.  It is though important that the Committee consider whether 
the criticisms of the speed and efficiency of each side were justified to 
the extent that they might have resulted in a different outcome.   

There were administrative errors made and slight delays during the 
negotiation process which was started with a letter to the trustees 

                                                
25 Letter from Sir Peter Rogers to the Chair of the Trustees, 25 May 2011 
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from the GLA on 25 January 2011.  For example, in their initial 
response of 8 February, the trustees pointed out that any future 
arrangement would require the agreement of the other participating 
employers Visit Britain and Visit Scotland.  The GLA did not send 
letters seeking that consent until 4 March and then to the wrong 
addresses. The trustees criticise this and the fact that the GLA did not 
at any point begin a consultation with the Secretary of State whose 
permission is also required under the scheme rules.  Similarly, both the 
GLA and the trustees criticised the response times of the other party.   

Given the position ultimately taken by the London and Partners board, 
it is difficult to see how an earlier start to discussions with the other 
participating employers would have made any difference.  Similarly, 
there is no obvious major delay between the receipt of each letter and 
a response.  We therefore conclude that there is nothing to suggest 
any administrative errors or delays had a material effect on the final 
outcome of the negotiations.  

The correspondence is notable for the lack of involvement from the 
interim board of London and Partners.  A transition team of GLA/LDA 
staff had been established to support the interim board but there is 
nothing in the information provided to the Committee to suggest that 
there were discussions about the progress of negotiations with the 
pension scheme trustees.  Similarly, the trustees noted in their 
submission to the Committee that throughout the whole period they 
only received one communication from London and Partners: a seven 
line letter on 17 March stating that the interim board had decided not 
to pursue the option of becoming a participating employer in the 
scheme.   

The trustees told the Committee that they “find it difficult to come to 
terms with the long period of time for which the GLA indicated that a 
certain outcome would be worked towards, followed by the immediate 
volte face displayed by L&P in its first and only letter to the 
trustees”.26  They also note that while recognising caveats in GLA 
correspondence about the new agency’s independence they 
understood “negotiations should be conducted with the GLA itself”.27  

The GLA opened negotiations on behalf of London and 
Partners but there is no evidence to show how or if the London 
                                                
26 British Tourist Board trustees submission to the Committee, May 2011 
27 Ibid 



 
 

 

and Partners board was consulted.  There was no clear transfer 
of responsibility for negotiating with the trustees from the 
GLA to London and Partners.  The letter to the trustees from 
the GLA of 11 March 2011 effectively withdraws the GLA from 
the negotiations but it is not clear why this happened at this 
point.  We conclude therefore that it was unsurprising that the 
trustees were unclear who they were negotiating with, and on 
what basis, and that this was a contributory factor in the 
failure to reach a resolution. 

There are further lessons to be learned from the relationship between 
the GLA/LDA and London and Partners prior to the incorporation of 
London and Partners as a private company.  This is exemplified by the 
dual role of the LDA’s then Group Director of Business Support and 
Promotion, Danny Lopez.  Mr Lopez led the preparations for the 
creation of the new agency with support from officers at the GLA.  At 
the same time, he acted as interim CEO of London and Partners.  This 
arrangement effectively combined in the same role two 
responsibilities: protecting the wider interests of the GLA group; and 
ensuring the new company was in the best position to take forward 
the promotion of London. 
 
Although we did not explore this role during the Committee’s 
discussion in May, these two responsibilities suggest potential 
competing interests over the question of pension liabilities.  For 
example, it would not be in the interests of a new company to take on 
significant long-term pension liabilities from another company.  At the 
same time, the decision not to take on those liabilities exposed the 
Mayor to reputational damage and at least a moral obligation to those 
affected.  There is evidence to show Mr Lopez recognised the risks to 
London and Partners of taking on long-term pension liabilities from 
the information provided about the board deliberations.  No 
information though has been made available to the Committee to 
show that he was involved in discussions with the trustees or in 
highlighting the risks to the GLA of allowing Visit London to go into 
administration.  
 
The Committee considers that there are a number of lessons to be 
learned from the way the project to set up London and Partners was 
planned and the way negotiations with other parties to make this 
happen were carried out.  In highlighting the lessons to be learned in 
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the following recommendation we have also drawn on the comments 
of Sir Peter Rogers at our meeting on 24 May.  
 
 

Recommendation 2 
We recommend that in his response to this report, the 
Mayor set out what processes he plans to put in place to 
ensure that in future such negotiations: there is 
appropriate scenario planning; there are mechanisms to 
challenge assumptions and respond to changes; and that 
the undertaking of complex negotiations is carried out as 
far as possible in face-to-face meetings rather than mainly 
through correspondence.  We further recommend that, 
when private companies are set up in the future, there is a 
clear separation between the roles of protecting the 
interests of the GLA and responsibility for setting up the 
new company. 

 



 
 

 

A common theme throughout the negotiations about the pension 
scheme and the investigation undertaken by the Committee was the 
fact that Visit London and London and Partners were or are private 
companies.  This had implications for the way decisions were made, 
and the issues that the respective boards could reasonably take into 
account, and the transparency of decision-making.  Similarly, the 
amount and committed period of funding for these private companies 
from public funds was relevant to the considerations at each stage in 
the months preceding the administration of Visit London. 

Given that the ultimate responsibility for resolving the consequences 
of Visit London’s administration came back to the Mayor, this raises 
questions about the structures in place.  Guests at our May meeting 
questioned the rationale for handing over responsibility to a private 
company and the consequences when a company, which relies on 
public funds for its existence, makes decisions based on purely 
commercial considerations.   

Furthermore, an important background to the events leading up to the 
administration of Visit London was the decision of the Government no 
longer to provide grants for promoting London.  This effectively 
transferred sole responsibility for funding and directing the promotion 
of London to the GLA.  Any lessons learned from the way these 
structures affected what happened are therefore particularly important 
for London government in the future. 

The relationship between the GLA and London and Partners  
The establishment of London and Partners as a private company, 
which is grant funded to provide services to promote London, 
continues a longstanding arrangement in the capital.  It mirrors the 
arrangements that were made for promoting tourism and led to the 
creation of Visit London.  For example, the London Tourist Board was 
incorporated as a company in 1963 with an objective to manage 
tourism and promote London as a year round tourist destination.  In 
1969 the company became one of 12 official tourist boards covering 
England and working with the British Tourist Board.28  The London 
Tourist Board changed its name to Visit London Limited on 3 July 
2003.   

                                                
28 The other tourist boards were not established as private companies.  For example, 
the Welsh Tourist Board was an executive sponsored body of the National 
Government of Wales following devolution.   

The role of publicly funded 
private companies 
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Visit London and its predecessors were funded by grants from public 
bodies, income from member subscriptions and some commercial 
activities.  In recent years Visit London had a four-year grant funding 
agreement with the LDA covering the period 2006/07 to 2009/10.  
The LDA was grant funded by central government for these purposes; 
a cut in this grant following the Comprehensive Spending Review in 
2008/09 led to a reduction in the grant to Visit London in 2008/09 
and 2009/10.   

The grants provided the majority of the company’s income.  Visit 
London’s last published accounts for 2009/10 show grant funding 
from the LDA made up 73 per cent (£15.6 million) of Visit London’s 
total income.  The LDA grant to Visit London reduced in 2010/11 to 
£11.7 million. 

The other agencies which were merged with Visit London to form 
London and Partners also received public money in 2010/11.  The 
LDA provided grant funding of £4 million to Think London; and 
£169,000 to Study London.29  Together with its grant for Visit London, 
the LDA provided funding of £15.9 million in 2010/11 to the three 
agencies compared with the GLA grant funding of £16 million for 
London and Partners in 2011/12.  The London and Partners grant 
reduces to £14 million in 2012/13 and £13 million for the next two 
years. 

It is clear that Visit London, and the other promotion agencies, relied 
on public funding for their existence.  The interim Chief Executive 
confirmed this is also the case for London and Partners.  He told the 
Assembly: “This is a private public commercial organisation that to 
exist and to be able to carry out its activity is receiving a grant from 
the GLA …. Without it [the grant] there would be no tourism and 
foreign direct investment activity”.30     

The former Chair of Visit London said that this type of dependence 
raises questions about the extent to which the private company and 
the body funding it should be seen as separate: “I think we need to be 

                                                
29 Figures from the London and Partners draft business plan provided to the Budget 
and Performance Committee, February 2011 
30 Interim Chief Executive of London and Partners to the Budget and Performance 
Committee, 3 March 2011 



 
 

 

a bit more honest about what that means in terms of our obligations 
and how we behave”.31  

The formal articulation of these obligations is in the governance and 
funding arrangements for London and Partners.  The GLA was the sole 
founding Member of London & Partners. When it was established the 
Mayoral Decision said, “The governance and funding arrangements 
will enable the Mayor to have strategic oversight and an appropriate 
degree of influence over the new promotional company”.32  There is 
not a Mayoral representative on the London & Partners board but the 
Assembly was told that GLA control would be exercised through the 
Mayor’s ability to appoint representatives to the board, annual 
funding agreements and an agreed corporate plan.  Under the grant 
agreement, the GLA has a right to send to board meetings an observer 
who will receive papers in advance and have the right to speak but not 
vote. 

There are questions about whether these arrangements accommodate 
the kinds of checks and balances that adequately address the 
complexity of the relationship between the Mayor and a company 
implementing his policies and spending GLA money.  Although it is 
established as a private company, London and Partners is not a purely 
commercial organisation; it relies on the Mayor for the bulk of its 
funding and there are consequences for the Mayor and GLA from the 
decisions it takes.  For example, the decision of the London and 
Partner board about the Visit London pension scheme has had 
reputational and financial consequences for the Mayor and GLA.   

Recommendation 3 
We recommend that the Mayor ensure that the governance 
arrangements and grant agreement with London and 
Partners be re-examined.  The aim of this should be to 
ensure that there are appropriate checks and balances to 
protect the interests of the GLA while allowing London and 
Partners sufficient freedom to operate efficiently and 
effectively.  We ask that the Mayor report back on this 
process and any proposed changes to the arrangements by 
the end of October 2011. 

 

                                                
31 Tamara Ingram to the ECS Committee, 24 May 2011 
32 Request for Mayoral Decision 658, 17 January 2011 
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Transparency 
Similarly, the way London and Partners has been set up has 
implications for the level of transparency particularly around funding. 
In 2011/12, London and Partners will have responsibility for spending 
11 per cent of the total funding for the Mayor's component of the 
GLA budget.33  Given this, we expect the same degree of transparency 
about that expenditure as we would for the GLA itself and the 
functional bodies.   

Such transparency was not evident during our investigation.  As part 
of our request for information, the Committee asked for copies of 
correspondence between the GLA and London and Partners and the 
other parties involved.  London and Partners provided copies of its 
board minutes but argued it was not legally obliged to do so.34  These 
minutes simply recorded the decision.  The papers considered at those 
meetings or details of the discussion were not provided.  No 
correspondence between the GLA and London and Partners was 
provided other than emails relating to the timing of the meeting 
convened by the Pensions Regulator on 30 March.   

The financial information available about London and Partners is not 
as detailed as for the GLA and other parts of the GLA group.  For 
example, the salaries of GLA directors, Mayoral advisers and any 
declarations of interest are matters of public record.  The same is not 
the case for senior employees of London and Partners.  For example, 
in June 2011, the Mayor approved the decision of the London and 
Partners Board to appoint a chief executive and an executive with 
financial responsibility for financial affairs of the company.35  Neither 
the salaries nor any declarations of interest for the appointments have 
been published.  The Request for a Mayoral Decision states: “there are 
no costs to the GLA arising out of the current appointments as all 
salary costs, allowances and expenses are met by London and 
Partners”.   

Similarly, London and Partners received additional grant funding of £2 
million in 2011/12 for “start up costs” brought forward from budgets 

                                                
33 The £16 million grant to London and Partners is 11 per cent of the total funding 
for the Mayor's component budget (£147.1m) in 2011/12 
34 As a body in receipt of a GLA grant this interpretation is open to question. Under 
section 61(4)(a) of the GLA Act 1999, as amended, the Assembly may require a such 
a body to provide documents which relate to that grant.    
35 Request for a Mayoral Decision 832 London and Partners appointments 



 
 

 

in future years.36  However, there is no mechanism to ensure that how 
that money was spent is open to public scrutiny.   

Conclusion  
The relationships between the Mayor/GLA and other bodies carrying 
out his policies and spending GLA resources are often complex.  The 
Assembly has long argued that there should be clarity and 
transparency about decision-making in these relationships, for 
example, when reporting on the awarding of grants by the LDA in 
2008.37  More recently, in the joint statement to the Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government on the devolution of powers 
to London, the Assembly’s priority was “to see that robust 
transparency and accountability arrangements are embedded in any 
devolution package”.38 

Consistent with this approach, we consider that regardless of whether 
they are private companies or public bodies, organisations carrying out 
work on behalf of the Mayor, and spending funds provided by the 
GLA, should operate within an agreed framework.  This should provide 
clarity and transparency of decision-making for the money which is 
being spent on behalf of Londoners.   

Such a framework exists.  Following a review by the then Chief 
Executive in 2008, the Mayor agreed a group wide Corporate 
Governance Framework Agreement the aim of which is to “address the 
complex relationships between the Mayor and his staff, the Assembly, 
and the Boards of the functional bodies”.39  It “sets out their roles and 
responsibilities and the ways in which they should relate to each 
other”.  The aim is that the framework agreement is supported by 
protocols on issues such as transparency and the publication of 
information.  We consider this agreement should apply in the same 
way to private companies or public bodies wholly or largely funded by 
the GLA, such as London and Partners.     

 

 
                                                
36 Request for a Mayoral Decision 771 GLA budget and strategic plan deliverables 
37 London Development Agency Grants – an Interim Statement of Concerns from the 
London Assembly, 17 March 2008 
38 Joint letter to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government from 
the Mayor, London Assembly and London Councils, 23 July 2010 
39 Request for Mayoral Decision 355 
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Recommendation 4 
We recommend that London and Partners, and any other 
companies or external bodies set up and funded by the 
Mayor from GLA resources, sign the GLA Group Corporate 
Governance Framework and that the requirements for 
transparency and accountability for decision making apply.  
We ask the Mayor to respond to this and the other 
recommendations in this report by the end of October 2011. 

 

 



 
 

 

We welcome the Mayor’s decision to fund a scheme rescue of the Visit 
London pension section of the British Tourist Board pension scheme 
following concerns raised by the Assembly and the work of this 
Committee.  It has secured the benefits of existing and future Visit 
London pensioners and ensured that those London companies left out 
of pocket will now be paid in full. 

However, it is clear that there were failings in the process which led up 
to Visit London’s administration.  The decision to set up a new 
company to take on the functions of Visit London, Think London and 
Study London in 2011/12 ultimately resulted in costs to the GLA of 
£5 million.  These costs - £3 million to rescue the pension scheme and 
£2 million additional start-up costs brought forward from budgets in 
future years - were not anticipated.  Furthermore, the decision-making 
process which resulted in these costs was not sufficiently robust.  It 
failed to demonstrate accountability for decisions or evidence that 
decisions were made on a detailed understanding of the 
consequences.  The obligations and responsibilities that the Mayor 
had to pensioners and creditors only came to light when this 
Committee investigated after Visit London went into administration.  
The Mayor could, and should, have prevented this happening in the 
first place. 

As this report has demonstrated, there are a number of lessons which 
can be learned for the future about the GLA’s role in the transfer of 
functions and staff between bodies that it funds.  Adoption of the 
recommendations in this report will go some way to ensuring that they 
are.  It is now incumbent on the Mayor and the GLA in their response 
to this report to demonstrate that processes will be put in place to 
ensure that the mistakes highlighted in this report are not repeated.   

Conclusion
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Timeline of the key events, correspondence and meetings 
leading up to the administration of Visit London and the 
subsequent GLA fund pension scheme rescue 

 
All the documents referred to in this timeline, and in the main body of 
the report, are available from the Committee’s webpage at 
http://www.london.gov.uk/publication/administration-visit-london   
 
May 2009 
The Mayor publishes Rising to the Challenge: Proposals for the 
Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy for Greater London.  This 
includes the proposal to establish “a board to take a more strategic 
and integrated approach to promoting the city around the world”. 
 
9 July 2009 
Request for Mayoral Decision 386: The Establishment of Promote 
London Council. Chaired by the Mayor the purposes of the Council is 
to “advise the Mayor on all aspects of the promotion of London in 
order to maximise benefits to London’s economy and to inform his 
advice to the LDA, which ultimately will contract these services”. 
 
8 June 2010 
The Promote London Council makes an in principle decision to 
integrate the work of Think London, Visit London, and Study London 
into a single promotional agency for London.  A note to the Promote 
London Council from Anthony Browne, then Mayoral Policy Director 
for economic development, states: “the new agency’s structure is to 
“involve the far-reaching transformation of Visit London”.  
 
October 2010 
Following a due diligence process in the summer of 2010, “A decision 
was taken in October 2010 that the establishment of a new corporate 
entity was the preferred option” [source: letter from Sir Peter Rogers 
to the Committee 16 June 2011] 
 
11 November 2010 
The Chief Executive of Visit London writes to the Mayoral Policy 
Director for Economic Development raising questions about the 
transfer of assets and liabilities to the new agency; the transfer of 
pension liabilities, including the triggering of the section 75 debt and; 
the transfer of employees to the new agency.  
 
18 November 2010 
The GLA’s Executive Director of Communities and Intelligence replies 
on behalf of the Mayoral Policy Director for Economic Development 
stating that “it is proposed [the new company will become a 
participating employer in the BTB scheme]”.    

Appendix 1  Timeline 
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17 January 2011 
Request for Mayoral Decision 658 is published.  This authorises the 
creation of a single agency to promote London from 1 April 2011.  
 
25 January 2011  
The GLA Director of Resources writes to the Secretary of the Trustees 
of the British Tourist Board scheme.  The letter informs the trustees of 
the proposal that London and Partners take over the current operation 
of Visit London, Think London and Study London. It sets out 
proposals for London and Partners to be admitted into the pension 
scheme, enabling employees of Visit London to transfer their pension 
when they transfer to London and Partners and to take on Visit 
London’s liabilities.  The letter explains that final decision would be for 
the Board of London and Partners. 
 
8 February 2011  
The Chairman of the trustees replies.  He raises questions about the 
future funding of the scheme under the proposed new employer, 
London and Partners, notes that the proposed amendment to the 
scheme requires the consent of the other participating employers 
(Visit Britain and Visit Scotland) and the relevant Secretary of State; 
asks to be kept informed of their responses to the proposals; and asks 
for a valuation of the assets and liabilities of Visit London.   
 
16 February 2011  
The GLA Director of Resources replies enclosing the grant agreement 
between the GLA and London and Partners.  The letter expresses the 
view that the trustees will be able to satisfy themselves that sufficient 
funding will be available to cover the costs of the scheme and commits 
to making relevant information available to the trustees’ advisers.  The 
Executive Director states that Visit Britain has received a copy of the 
letter of 25 January and the GLA plans to “enter into formal dialogue 
with them and with Visit Scotland shortly”.  The letter also points out 
the alternative to allowing London and Partners into the scheme 
would be to “allow Visit London to become insolvent” at which point 
“the Scheme would be an unsecure creditor of Visit London”.   
 
19 February 2011  
The Secretary to the Trustees emails the GLA.  He states that the 
estimated section 75 debt that would fall on Visit London if a 
cessation event happened would be £9 million.  He also provides a 
schedule of contributions which shows that Visit London is expected 
to pay £71,520 in addition to its usual contributions over the 20 year 
period from 1 July 2010.   
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2 March 2011  
The Chairman of the trustees replies to the letter of 16 February.  The 
letter raises again the need for the consent of Visit Britain, Visit 
Scotland and the relevant Government department and asks for 
confirmation that a dialogue has commenced.  The substantive point 
made by the Chairman of the Trustees in this letter concerns the 
statutory funding test the trustees are required to apply under pension 
legislation.   
 
4 March 2011  
The GLA sends copies of the letter to the trustees of 25 January to 
Visit Britain and Visit Scotland asking for initial responses by 9 March.  
Both letters are incorrectly addressed; the Trustees note in their 
submission that as a result they were not received until 14 March. 
 
4 March 2011  
The GLA Director of Resources replies to the trustees’ letter of 2 
February.  In the letter, he reasserts the GLA’s view that the funding 
test can be met.   
 
9 March 2011 
The London and Partners Board considers a paper drafted by the 
pension advisers at Wragge & Co on the options for pension provision 
from 1 April for the employees of London & Partners.  The minutes of 
the board meeting record: “a lengthy discussion took place and it was 
agreed to resolve the issue at the next board meeting”. 
 
11 March 2011  
The GLA Director of Resources writes again to the trustees.  The letter 
concludes: “The GLA’s role has come to a close … future 
correspondence will therefore be with L&P”. 
 
17 March 2011  
The London and Partners Board continues its discussion on the 
options for pension provision.  According to the Board’s minutes, it 
resolves: 
 

a) not to pursue the proposal to become a participating employer 
in the British Tourist Board Pension Scheme; 

b) … 
c) to pursue the transfer of the business of Visit London to the 

company without any liabilities in connection with the British 
Tourist Board Pension Scheme; 

d) to offer to meet Visit London at director level as soon as 
possible next week ideally on Monday 21 March. 

 



 

 
37 

18 March 2011  
Danny Lopez, Interim Chief Executive of London and Partners, writes 
to the trustees informing them of the board’s decision.   
 
25 March 2011 
Request for Mayoral Decision 771: GLA budget and strategic plan 
deliverables 2011-12 is published.  This includes “£2.0m for the 
reprofiling of London & Partners’ grant from the GLA … so as to allow 
for the additional start-up resources required.” 
 
28 March 2011  
Tamara Ingram, Chair of Visit London, emails the Mayor on behalf of 
the Visit London Board expressing her concern about London and 
Partners’ decision.  She warns that it could force Visit London into 
insolvency and she asks the Mayor to delay the launch of London and 
Partners until the situation is resolved.   
 
29 March 2011  
The then Chief of Staff to the Mayor, replies to Ms Ingram on the 
Mayor’s behalf.  Sir Simon points to the fact that the Mayor did not 
receive the funding expected for promoting London.  Agreeing to the 
terms of the pension transfer would require London and Partners to 
“make further cuts to staff and the services provided to promote 
London”.  He also points out that the decision was one for the Board 
of London and Partners and “it is not for the Mayor to interfere in 
such decisions”.   
 
29 March 2011 
Pensions Regulator writes to the Mayor to set out his concerns (this 
letter is referred to in the regulator’s letter to the Committee). 
 
30 March 2011  
The Pensions Regulator convenes an all-party meeting attended by 
the Regulator, Visit London, London and Partners and the Greater 
London Authority.  This involves “a series of negotiations as to the 
basis on which the GLA or L&P could prevent the VL portion of the 
Scheme being left without financial support as from 1 April” 
(submission from the trustees).  The trustees report that “the GLA and 
L&P confirmed to Visit London and the Trustees the following day 
that they did not wish to take matters further.   
 
1 April 2011 
Visit London goes into administration.  London and Partners is 
launched. 
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1 April 2011 
Request for Mayoral Decision 807: London & Partners – Grant 
Agreement and 2011-12 Business Plan is published.  This confirms the 
grant funding to London and Partners and sets out the objectives in 
the business plan. 
 
7 April 2011 
The Committee starts its investigation. The then Chair of the ECS 
Committee, Len Duvall AM, writes to the Mayor raising a series of 
questions about the impact of Visit London’s administration. 
 
7 April 2011  
The BTB Pension Trustees write to the members of the Pension 
Scheme advising that the Visit London section of the BTB pension 
scheme is likely to enter the Pension Protection Fund and that 
Members’ benefits will be reduced to reflect the underfunding. 
 
17 May 2011 
The Case Manager at the Pensions Regulator writes to the Committee 
to set out fully its position in respect of the administration of Visit 
London.  It confirms the Regulator has begun an investigation to 
determine whether it would be appropriate to exercise ‘anti avoidance’ 
powers which would enable it, “in certain situations, to require entities 
which are associated with or connected to a sponsoring employer to 
put in place financial support for a scheme or make a cash payment up 
to the scheme's buy-out deficit.”. 
 
24 May 2011 
The Committee holds a public meeting with representatives of 
affected partners and representatives of Visit London, London and 
Partners, the GLA and the BTB Pension Scheme Trustees.  At the end 
of this meeting, the various parties agreed to meet separately with a 
view to finding a resolution and to report back to the Committee 
within one month. 
 
21 June 2011 
At a meeting of the Committee, the Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, 
Growth and Enterprise confirms that an agreement has been reached 
involving the GLA providing a short-term guarantee for the residual 
pension liability and the residual assets from Visit London transferring 
to the GLA.  The net costs of the agreement are estimated to be 
around £3 million to be met from the GLA’s unallocated contingency 
for 2011/12.  The agreement means “the settlement approved by the 
Mayor is sufficient to enable the Trustees to pay full pensions from 
the Scheme, and to ensure that all creditors of Visit London are paid 
out in full.” 
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Recommendation 1 
We recommend that when the GLA is involved in the transfer of 
functions and staff between other bodies, a targeted and 
proportionate assessment of the pension implications should form part 
of the Mayoral decision process.  The Mayoral Decision form should 
record the details of this assessment including what the risks are to 
pension rights and how these would be managed under different 
scenarios.  Where there is a due diligence process to consider options 
to inform a Mayoral decision, there should be an auditable record of 
the outcome. 

Recommendation 2 
We recommend that in his response to this report, the Mayor set out 
what processes he plans to put in place to ensure that in future such 
negotiations: there is appropriate scenario planning; there are 
mechanisms to challenge assumptions and respond to changes; and 
that the undertaking of complex negotiations is carried out as far as 
possible in face-to-face meetings rather than mainly through 
correspondence.  We further recommend that, when private 
companies are set up in the future, there is a clear separation between 
the roles of protecting the interests of the GLA and responsibility for 
setting up the new company. 

Recommendation 3 
We recommend that the Mayor ensure that the governance 
arrangements and grant agreement with London and Partners be re-
examined.  The aim of this should be to ensure that there are 
appropriate checks and balances to protect the interests of the GLA 
while allowing London and Partners sufficient freedom to operate 
efficiently and effectively.  We ask that the Mayor report back on this 
process and any proposed changes to the arrangements by the end of 
October 2011. 

Recommendation 4 
We recommend that London and Partners, and any other companies 
or external bodies set up and funded by the Mayor from GLA 
resources, sign the GLA Group Corporate Governance Framework and 
that the requirements for transparency and accountability for decision 
making apply.  We ask the Mayor to respond to this and the other 
recommendations in this report by the end of October 2011. 

 

Appendix 2  Recommendations 
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How to order 
For further information on this report or to order a copy, please 
contact Ross Jardine, Administration Officer, on 0207 983 4206 or 
email: ross.jardine@london.gov.uk 

See it for free on our website 
You can also view a copy of the report on the GLA website: 
http://www.london.gov.uk/who-runs-london/the-london-
assembly/publications 

Large print, braille or translations 
If you, or someone you know, needs a copy of this report in large print 
or braille, or a copy of the summary and main findings in another 
language, then please call us on: 020 7983 4100 or email: 
assembly.translations@london.gov.uk. 

Chinese 

 

Hindi 

 

Vietnamese 

 

Bengali 

 

Greek 

 

Urdu 

 

Turkish 

 

Arabic 

 

Punjabi 

 

Gujarati 

 
 

 

Appendix 3  Orders and 
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