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MINUTES of a meeting of the Board of Directors held at City Hall The Queen’s Walk London 
on 17 March 2011 at 6pm 
 
 

 
 
PRESENT:  Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Chair) 
   Daniel Lopez 
   Jean-Louis Bravard 
   Kevin Murphy 
   Mike Thompson (by telephone) 
   Grant Hearn 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: Jan Boud  

Stephen Sellers Wragge & Co LLP (by telephone) 
 
1 Notice of Quorum 

The Chair reported that due notice of the meeting had been given and that a 
quorum was present. 

2 Disclosure of Interests 

No declarations of interest were made. 

3 Participation in British Tourist Board Pension Scheme 

The board continued the discussion on options for pensions provision from 1 April 
for the employees of London & Partners which began at the meeting on 9 March. 
Jan Boud presented a further paper drafted by Wragge & Co about the potential 
implications of a decision not to pursue participation in the British Tourist Board 
Scheme. Stephen Sellers spoke to the paper and after careful consideration it was 
RESOLVED 

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

 
(b) to offer all employees access to the Standard Life group personal pension 

scheme provided by Think London on the same terms as apply to Think 
London staff; 

 
(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. 
 

4 Close 

There being no further business the meeting terminated. 
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LONDON & PARTNERS LIMITED 
 

(the “Company”) 
 
 
 

MINUTES of a meeting of the Board of Directors held at City Hall The Queen’s Walk London 
on 9 March 2011 at 2pm 
 
 

 
 
PRESENT:  Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas (Chair) 
   Daniel Lopez 
   Jean-Louis Bravard 
   Kevin Murphy 
   Mike Thompson (participating by telephone) 
   Grant Hearn (participating by telephone) 
    

    
 
IN ATTENDANCE: Jan Boud  

Andrew Cooke (for first part of meeting) 
 
Notice of Quorum 

The Chair reported that due notice of the meeting had been given and that a 
quorum was present. 

Disclosure of Interests 

No declarations of interest were made. 

Corporate Plan 

Andrew Cooke presented the draft corporate plan to the board.  A brief discussion 
took place and it was agreed that the board needed further time to study the plan 
and that the board would provide comments to Andrew Cooke in due course. 

Participation in British Tourist Board Pension scheme 

Jan Boud presented a paper drafted by the pension advisers at Wragge & Co on the 
options for pensions provision from 1 April for the employees of London & Partners. 
A lengthy discussion took place and it was agreed to resolve the issue at the next 
board meeting. 

Close 

There being no further business the meeting terminated. 

 

……………………………………………………….. 

Chair 
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Mayor’s Office  City Hall  
 The Queen’s Walk 
 More London 
 London SE1 2AA  
 Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 
Stephen Soper 
DB Funding {Office of the Pensions Regulator]
Interim Director 
Napier House 
Trafalgar Place 
Brighton 
BN1 4DW Minicom: 020 7983 4458 
 Web:  www.london.gov.uk 

Direct telephone: 07789653898  Email: jan.boud@london.gov.uk 

Dear Mr Soper 
 
 
British Tourist Boards Staff Pension and Life Assurance Scheme (the 
“Scheme”) 
 
 
Thank you for your letter earlier today. I have been asked to reply on behalf 
of the Mayor. 
 
 
L&Ps decision 
 
 
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. 
 
To be clear, the GLA’s role in this matter has simply been to expedite and 
facilitate discussions with both VL and the Scheme trustees on behalf of 
L&P, prior to L&P becoming able to do so of its own accord. The GLA did 
not influence L&P’s decision as to whether or not to participate in the 
Scheme.  
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The L&P board made their decision not to participate in the Scheme after 
taking into account all the relevant circumstances.  As part of their 
deliberations the L&P board considered the letter from the Scheme trustees 
dated 2 March 2011.  In this letter the trustees indicated that before they 
would be able to agree to L&P participating in the Scheme, and thereby 
taking on Visit London’s Scheme liabilities, L&P would need to commit to: 
 
 providing a cash injection to the Scheme in the order of £500,000; 

and 

 funding the Scheme liabilities attributable to former employees of 
Visit London over the life of the four year grant agreement with the 
Mayor, and not as previously agreed with Visit London over a twenty 
year period from April 2010. 

Providing a cash injection of the size requested, and funding the Scheme on 
such a basis cannot be achieved without L&P making further cuts to staff 
and the services provided to promote London in addition to those already 
made. The L&P board was also conscious that the funding of defined 
benefit pension arrangements is unpredictable. 

In particular, the L&P board are very mindful of the fact that L&P may 
become liable to pay a section 75 debt to the Scheme in the event that all of 
the current Visit London Scheme members cease to be employed by L&P, or 
if L&P’s future funding is materially reduced or terminated.   
 
Consequently, in the directors’ view, to participate in the Scheme and to 
take on Visit London’s Scheme liabilities would put them at risk as directors 
if L&P was unable to meet those liabilities in the future. 
 
I hope the above clarifies the roles of the Mayor, the GLA and L&P in 
relation to this matter. 
 
 
Correspondence 
 
By way of further background we will forward by email copies of all the 
relevant correspondence between the Scheme trustees, GLA and VL. 
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Meeting 
 
We agree that it would be helpful to have a meeting tomorrow and have 
agreed to meet with you at 4pm at the London offices of Wragge & Co to 
discuss your concerns and to discuss how the Pensions Regulator believes 
these matters should now be brought to a conclusion. 
 
It would also be helpful if the Pensions Regulator could please expand on 
the comments it has made in respect of scheme abandonment and the use 
of its “anti-avoidance” powers. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Jan Boud 
Mayor’s Principal Legal Adviser 
 
Cc 
 Sir Simon Milton 
Anthony Browne 
Dame Judith Mayhew-Jonas 
Danny Lopez 
Martin Clarke 
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 City Hall 
The Queen’s Walk 
London SE1 2AA 
Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 
Minicom: 020 7983 4458 
Web:  www.london.gov.uk 

 
 
 
 
 
  Boris Johnson 
 M
 G
 C
  The Queen’s Walk 

ayor of London 
reater London Authority 
ity Hall 

ondon SE1 2AA  L

  
 
 7 April 2011  
 
 
 
Dear Mayor, 
 
Visit London 
 
I understand that Visit London Limited went into administration on 1 April 2011 following 
London & Partners’ decision not to take on the pension liabilities of the 39 staff transferring to 
London and Partners who are members of the British Tourist Board (BTB) pension scheme.  
 
The Budget and Performance Committee spoke to the Interim Chief Executive of London & 
Partners on 3 March. He explained that Visit London staff would transfer over to London & 
Partners under TUPE on 1 April. There was no indication of potential risks to the pension rights 
of staff at Visit London nor the ability of Visit London to meet its liabilities on being wound up if 
London and Partners decided not to allow staff transferring staff from Visit London to continue 
to accrue pension rights in the scheme.  
 
It seems possible that this decision could have negative implications for these staff and 
presumably other potential creditors of Visit London. I would be grateful therefore if you could 
provide some further information, including responses to the following specific questions: 
 

 What are the risks to the accrued pension rights of the 39 former Visit London staff within 
the BTB scheme as a result of Visit London going into administration? 

 What assessment was made of the risks to the pension rights of Visit London staff and the 
financial position of Visit London when the decision was made to merge Visit London, 
Think London and Study London?  

 How were the potential consequences taken into account when the decision was made to 
wind up Visit London and establish London & Partners? 

 What factors did the board of London and Partners take into account when making its 
decision about the pension arrangements for transferred staff? Who was present at the 
meeting where the decision was taken, including non-Board members? 

 When did it become clear that London & Partners would not become a participating 
employer in the BTB scheme and when was this communicated to staff of Visit London? 
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I assume this information is readily available and so would be grateful if you could provide it by 
Wednesday 20 April. If this is likely to prove difficult, please could you arrange for me or staff in 
the Scrutiny Team to be contacted 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Len Duvall AM 
Chair of the Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee 

Direct telephone: 020 7983 4368  Email: len.duvall@london.gov.uk 
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From: Danny Lopez  
Sent: 07 April 2011 15:02 
To: 
Subject: FW: London Assembly Budget and Performance Committee 
 
 
Information received from Danny Lopez, Interim Chief Executive of London & Partners: 
 
 

"I can confirm that all staff from Visit London and Think London transferred to London 
& Partners on April 1st. Study London have come on secondment. 

"As you know, London & Partners has a 4 year funding agreement with the Mayor of 
London that will continue to deliver the tourism remit of Visit London, along with the 
remits of Think and Study London. The board of London & Partners concluded that it 
couldn’t pursue the proposal to become a participating employer in the British Tourist 
Board (BTB) Scheme. By entering into the BTB Scheme London & Partners would 
inherit liabilities that go far beyond the period that funding has been provided for. Only 
39 of Visit London’s employees are members of the scheme, whilst the remainder 31 
members of staff had no pension scheme. London & Partners will be offering a 
competitive defined contribution scheme to all staff.  

"As per the above, the decision by the board of L&P doesn’t have an impact on the 
transfer of staff from Visit London and indeed all staff are L&P employees now." 
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From: ylva french [mailto::.                          .]  
Sent: 11 April 2011 12:17 
To: Tim Jarvis 
Subject: Re Len Duvall's letter to Mayor abt VisitLondon pensions 

Dear Tim Jarvis 
  
I have read Len Duvall's letter to the Mayor dated 8th April.  I am not sure 
whether you and Len Duvall are aware that existing pensioners of the British 
Tourist Board scheme who were previously employed by the London Tourist 
Board (or VisitLondon) have been informed that their pensions are at risk. 
A letter dated 7 April from Capita stated that VisitLondon's section of the 
scheme is underfunded and that an approach will be made to transfer this 
section of the scheme to the Pension Protection Fund and that my (and other 
pensioners) exisiting pensions will be reduced to reflect the extent of the 
underfunding. 
I would be very grateful if you could pursue this from your end as I am getting 
no further information from Capita Hartshead, just told that it will come in due 
course.   
I look forward to hearing from you. 
Best wishes 
Ylva French 
  
Ylva French 
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 City Hall 
The Queen’s Walk 
London SE1 2AA 
Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 
Minicom: 020 7983 4458 
Web:  www.london.gov.uk 

 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Rachel Wilson, Associate Director, 
Cork Gully LLP 
 52 Brook Street 

 London  

  W1K 5DS 

 
  
 
 15 April 2011  
 
 
 
Dear Ms Wilson 
 
Visit London 
 
The London Assembly’s Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee is 
investigating the circumstances surrounding, and potential consequences of, the decision by Visit 
London’s directors to seek an administration order. 
 
Could you advise me whether the Visit London brand itself, and databases and other information 
held by the company for the purposes of promoting London as a visitor destination, form part of 
Visit London’s remaining assets?  It would also be helpful if you could indicate, as far as is 
possible, what the likely timescale is for winding up the company and when creditors are likely to 
be advised what funds, if any, they might receive. 
 
If you have any queries about this request, please contact staff in the Assembly’s Scrutiny Team 
( . 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Len Duvall AM 
Chair of the Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee 
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 City Hall 
The Queen’s Walk 
London SE1 2AA 
Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 
Minicom: 020 7983 4458 
Web:  www.london.gov.uk 

 
 
 
 
 
  Sir Peter Rogers 
 C
 L
 P
  197 Blackfriars Road  

 L

hief Executive 
ondon Development Agency 
alestra  

ondon  

  
SE1 8AA 

 
 15 April 2011  
 
Dear Sir Peter, 
 
Visit London 
 
You may be aware that I have written to the Mayor with a series of questions about the decisions 
which led to Visit London going into administration. I enclose a copy of this letter for reference.  
On behalf of the Committee I would like to ask you to set out the London Development Agency’s 
position in relation to Visit London. 
 
The Committee’s interest in the recent developments at Visit London arises from representations 
we have received.  We have been approached by companies which have been advised that their 
outstanding invoices to Visit London are unlikely to be met by the administrators because of a 
lack of assets.  Similarly, we understand that pensioners who are members of the British Tourist 
Board scheme, and who were previously employed by Visit London and its predecessor bodies, 
have been informed that their pensions are now at risk because the scheme was underfunded.  
The Committee is therefore keen to establish the circumstances that led to the collapse of Visit 
London and the role of the public sector bodies which provided funding to it. 
 
There was clearly a close financial relationship between Visit London and the London 
Development Agency (LDA).  According to Visit London’s annual accounts, LDA grant funding 
made up around 70 per cent of Visit London’s annual income.  Its most recent published  
accounts for 2009/10 note discussions with the LDA about the proposed merger of promotional 
bodies into a new single promotion agency for London.  The Directors of Visit London reported at 
that stage that they “do not believe that the uncertainly associated with these discussions poses 
a material risk to our financial position”.  The accounts also report that “Pending the outcome of 
these discussions, the LDA has extended our current grant agreement by a further year, which 
will provide Visit London with £11.7 million of grant funding in 2010/11.”   
 
I also note that under Mayoral Decision 658 (MD658), which set out the proposal to establish a 
new single agency to promote London, the LDA was directed to “allocate up to £400k from its 
2010/11 budget towards the establishment of the new agency including legal advice, HR advice 
and other associated transition costs”.  MD 658 also sets out that the LDA should work with the 
GLA in a joint project team and that the LDA’s Group Director of Business Support & Promotion 
would lead the preparations for the creation of the single agency. 
 
I would be grateful therefore if you could set out for the Committee answers to the following 
questions: 
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Direct telephone: 020 7983 4368  Email: len.duvall@london.gov.uk 
 

 
1. How much grant was paid by the LDA to Visit London in 2010/11?   

 
2. What advice did the LDA give to Visit London about available funding to wind down the 

organisation in preparation for the creation of London and Partners? 
 

3. What role did LDA staff or board members play in the discussions about the formation of 
a new single promotional agency, London and Partners?  What meetings have they 
attended on the creation of a single promotional agency since October 2010? 

 
4. What assessment did the LDA make of the pension liabilities of Visit London when 

preparing for the creation of the new single promotion agency?   
 

5. What information did the LDA provide to the Board of London and Partners in advance of 
the Board’s decision not to take on Visit London’s pension scheme? 

 
6. What information did the LDA provide to the Mayor and GLA officers about the pension 

liabilities at Visit London and the consequences if they were not transferred to the new 
single promotion agency? 

 
7. When were you, or other LDA staff or board members, advised that Visit London risked 

going into administration if London and Partners decided not to pursue the proposal to 
become a participating employer in the British Tourist Board (BTB) Pension Scheme? 

 
8. What consideration, if any, was given to using LDA grant funding to facilitate an orderly 

wind down of Visit London which would not have involved administration and unmet 
liabilities to creditors and members of the occupational pension scheme?  What 
discussions did you have with the Mayor or GLA officers about the consequences of Visit 
London’s administration? 

 
9. What Visit London assets have transferred to London and Partners?  Do these include the 

Visit London brand and information held by the company? 
 
 
Given the uncertainty created by the administration of Visit London, I would be grateful if you 
could provide this information to the Committee by Thursday 28 April. If you have any queries 
about this, please contact me or staff in the Scrutiny Team

. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Len Duvall AM 
Chair of the Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee 
 
 
cc. Boris Johnson, Mayor of London 
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Boris Johnson 
Mayor of London 
City Hall 
The Queens Walk 
London SE1 2AA 
 
23 April 2011 
 
Dear Mayor 
 
I am writing to you on behalf of the members of the Visit London/London Tourist 
Board Pension Action Group.  We represent the pension members who have until 
now been part of the British Tourist Boards’ Staff Pension and Life Assurance 
Scheme. 
 
As a result of Visit London (successor body to London Tourist Board) going into 
administration on 1st April, the trustees of the BTB Scheme informed us by letter on 
8th April that our pensions would be segregated from the main scheme and of “the 
potential commencement of a Pension Protection Fund assessment period in respect 
of that section.” We understand that the Pensions Regulator is reviewing the overall 
situation but it is not certain that the Visit London Pension liability will be accepted by 
the PPF.  
 
We understand from documents available on your website that London & Partners 
was due to take over Visit London with all its assets and liabilities as part of the 
reorganisation.  We also understand that the shortfall of £2.2 million relating to 
pensions was covered by assets and that there was a plan in place to contribute 
£70,000 extra a year over time to the BTB Scheme. We believe that this last minute 
decision to put Visit London into administration has put our future pensions at risk.   
 
The BTB fund is a well run pension scheme to which we have all contributed during 
our working lives – in the service of promoting London.  Our aim is for pension 
members to be reinstated into this scheme through the support of you as Mayor and 
of the Greater London Authority.  You may be aware that when the Wales Tourist 
Board was wound up, the Welsh Assembly took responsibility for their pension 
scheme.  We feel that it is the duty of you as the Mayor of London and of the Greater 
London Authority to do the same. 
 
We urge you to settle this matter by taking action, saving not only money but time 
and worry, and providing an outcome which will be of benefit not only to London 
Tourist Board and Visit London pension members, but also to Londoners.   
 
We would like to receive a reply to this letter and an indication of the action you plan 
to take by 4 May, before we continue our campaign through other means. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Ylva French
Chairman 
 
Copies to John Bigg, Chairman, Budget and Performance Committee, Len Duvall, 
Chairman, Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee 
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Len Duvall OBE AM, Chair of the Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee  
 
  City Hall 
  The Queen’s Walk 
  London SE1 2AA 
Sir Peter Rogers 

  Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 
Chief Executive 

  Minicom: 020 7983 4458 
London Development Agency 

  Web:   www.london.gov.uk 
Palestra 

  
197 Blackfriars Road 

  27 April 2011 
London 

  
SE1 8AA 

 
 
 
Dear Peter   
 
Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee Meeting  
 
I would like to invite you formally to the Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism 
Committee meeting on 24 May 2011.  The meeting will start at 10am in Committee  
Room 5 at City Hall.  The main item of business will be to discuss the Mayor’s role in economic 
development. 
 
If you have any questions about the meeting, please either contact myself or the scrutiny 
officer,    
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Len Duvall OBE AM 
Chair of the Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee 
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Direct telephone: 020 7983 4921 Email: dee.doocey@london.gov.uk 
 

Dee Doocey AM, Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee 
  
   City Hall 
  The Queen’s Walk 
  More London 
  London SE1 2AA 
  Telephone: 020 7983 4000 
  Web: www.london.gov.uk 
  

Boris Johnson  
Mayor of London 
City Hall 
The Queen’s Walk 
London SE1 2AA 
 

4 May 2011  
 

Dear Boris 
 
Visit London 
 
Thank you for your letter to Len Duvall dated 3 May regarding Visit London’s administration. The 
Economy, Culture and Sport Committee has also received correspondence from Visit London’s 
administrators, a number of Visit London creditors and affected members of the British Tourist 
Board pension scheme.  
 
Members consider there are a number of outstanding questions that it would be important for the 
Committee to explore.  As such, we have agreed to discuss the issue at our meeting on 24 May at 
10 am. On behalf of the Committee, I am therefore asking you to attend, or to nominate one of 
your advisers or officials to attend on your behalf.   
 
In advance of the meeting, please provide copies of all GLA and LDA communication relating to 
Visit London’s administration; its pension liability; and London & Partners’ decision not to take it 
on. This should include all correspondence and legal advice between the Mayor/GLA/LDA (and 
lawyers acting on their behalf) and the following parties: London & Partners; DCLG; the trustees 
of the British Tourist Board pension scheme; and the Pensions Regulator.  
 
I would be grateful if you could respond indicating who will attend by Wednesday 11 May, and 
with copies of the requested correspondence by Wednesday 18 May. If this is likely to prove 
difficult, please could you arrange for me or staff in the Scrutiny Team to be contacted (email: 
tim.steer@london.gov.uk; telephone: 020 7983 4250). 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Dee Doocey AM 
Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee  
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Mr Len Duvall AM 
Chair, Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee 
London Assembly 
City Hall 
The Queen’s Walk  
London SE1 2AA 
 
4 May 2011 

Dear Len, 
 
RE: Visit London 
 
Thank you for your letter enquiring about the LDA’s position in relation to Visit London 
(VL). As you are aware, VL was the recipient of LDA grant funding in 2010/11, an 
arrangement that came to an end on 31 March 2011. 
 
Below, I have set out responses to each of your questions: 
 

1. How much grant was paid by the LDA to Visit London in 2010/11? 
 
VL’s grant from the LDA was scheduled to end on 31 March 2010. They were 
awarded a 12 month extension in order for their contract to be co-terminus with 
those for the other promotional bodies. VL were fully aware of this arrangement 
and the reasoning behind it. 

 
During the period of the 2010/11 extension, under the core grant agreement the 
LDA paid a grant of £11,700,000 to VL.  
 
An additional grant of £40,000 was awarded for the design and print of a 
'Welcome to London' publication as part of the Visitor Experience 2012 project. 
 

2. What advice did the LDA give to Visit London about available funding to wind 
down the organisation in preparation for the creation of London and Partners? 
 
Given the uncertainties around the funding for economic development activity, 
the LDA wrote to the Chair of VL in November 2010 to confirm that no 
additional funding would be available beyond the 2010/11 grant extension. No 
request for additional funding was made to the LDA by VL or any other party, as 
such, no further advice was given.  
 

3. What role did LDA staff or board members play in the discussions about the 
formation of a new single promotional agency, London and Partners? What 
meetings have they attended on the creation of a single promotional agency 
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since October 2010? 
 
The Mayor’s Promote London Council reviewed and reported on the 
promotional agencies during 2010. This work was supported in part by the 
International Promotion team at the LDA.  

 
Additionally, the GLA established a joint GLA/LDA project team to lead the 
preparations for the creation of a single promotional agency. This team reported 
to GLA Executive Directors and was led by the LDA Group Director of Business 
Support and Promotion, as set out in MD658. Three other LDA staff were on the 
project team and attended a range of meetings as part of its work. There was 
no LDA Board involvement in these activities, although the Board was provided 
with updates for information.  
 
The LDA Group Director of Business Support and Promotion was later 
seconded to the role of Interim Chief Executive of London & Partners.  
 
 

4. What assessment did the LDA make of the pension liabilities of Visit London 
when preparing for the creation of the new single promotion agency? 
 
None - the LDA was not required to make any assessment of the pension 
liabilities of VL, this was a matter for the VL Board. The grant agreement with 
VL did not include any obligation which would require the LDA to fund any 
residual pension deficits. I understand that the pension scheme in which VL 
were a participating member pre-dates any grants from the LDA to VL. 

 
 

5. What information did the LDA provide to the Board of London and Partners in 
advance of the Board’s decision not to take on Visit London’s pension scheme? 
 
No information was provided by the LDA to the Board of London & Partners. As 
requested in MD658, the LDA allocated funding to a project team, some of 
which was used to fund legal advice.  Any advice was provided directly by 
lawyers to the Board of London & Partners.   
 
 

6. What information did the LDA provide to the Mayor and GLA officers about the 
pension liabilities at Visit London and the consequences if they were not 
transferred to the new single promotion agency? 
 
None - see answer to question 4. The joint project team instructed lawyers to 
contact the trustees of the pension scheme in order to provide advice to the 
Board of London & Partners. Matters relating to pensions were a matter for the 
Board of London & Partners.  
 
 

7. When were you, or other LDA staff or board members, advised that Visit 
London risked going into administration if London and Partners decided not to 
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pursue the proposal to become a participating employer in the British Tourist 
Board (BTB) Pension Scheme? 
 
Following a meeting on 30 March 2011, between London & Partners and the 
pensions regulator, that was attended by LDA officers, it became apparent that 
VL might be placed into administration. By way of information, I was advised by 
the Interim Chief Executive of London & Partners, after the decision had been 
taken.  
 

8. What consideration, if any, was given to using LDA grant funding to facilitate an 
orderly wind down of VL which would not have involved administration and 
unmet liabilities to creditors and members of the occupational pension scheme? 
What discussions did you have with the Mayor or GLA officers about the 
consequences of Visit London’s administration? 
 
Please see my answer to questions 2 and 4. VL were always aware that their 
grant extension was for one year and no request for additional funding was 
made to the LDA. Neither would it have been possible given the LDA’s 
settlement through the spending review.  

 
The decisions that led to London & Partners not entering the BTB pension 
scheme were taken by the Board of London & Partners. London & Partners is 
funded by the GLA and I was not therefore consulted on these decisions. 

 
 
9. What Visit London assets have transferred to London and Partners? Do these 

include the Visit London brand and information held by the company? 
 
I am not aware of any such transfer of assets from VL to London & Partners. 
Any transfer is principally a matter for London & Partners and Visit London’s 
administrators, however the LDA does have an interest in some of VL’s assets 
under the terms of our grant agreement.  

 
I trust that my answers to the Committee’s questions will be helpful to your 
investigation.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
 
Peter Rogers 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
 
cc:  Boris Johnson, Mayor of London 
 Lurene Joseph, Deputy Chief Executive, LDA 
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Direct telephone: 020 7983 4921 Email: dee.doocey@london.gov.uk 
 

Dee Doocey AM, Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee 
  
   City Hall 
  The Queen’s Walk 
  More London 
  London SE1 2AA 
  Telephone: 020 7983 4000 
  Web: www.london.gov.uk 
Mr D Lopez  
Interim Chief Executive 
London & Partners 
2 More London Riverside 
London SE1 2RR 
 

5 May 2011  

Dear Mr Lopez 
 
Visit London 
 
I am writing regarding Visit London’s administration. The Economy, Culture and Sport Committee 
has written to and received responses from the Mayor, the LDA and Visit London’s administrators 
about the decision and the consequences of it. We have also received correspondence from a 
number of Visit London creditors and affected members of the British Tourist Board pension 
scheme.  
 
Members consider there are a number of outstanding questions that it would be important for the 
Committee to explore.  As such, we have agreed to discuss the issue at our meeting on 24 May at 
10 am. On behalf of the Committee, I am therefore asking you to attend. We would also welcome 
the attendance of the Chair of the London & Partners board. 
 
In advance of the meeting, please could you provide the minutes of the London & Partners board 
meetings on 9 and 17 March. I would also request that you provide copies of all London & 
Partners communication relating to Visit London’s administration; its pension liability; and London 
& Partners’ decision not to take it on. This should include all correspondence and legal advice 
between London & Partners (and lawyers acting on its behalf) and the following parties: DCLG; 
the trustees of the British Tourist Board pension scheme; and the Pensions Regulator. 
Correspondence between London & Partners and the GLA/LDA has already been requested from 
the Mayor. 
 
I would be grateful if you could respond indicating who will attend the Committee’s meeting by 
Wednesday 11 May, and with copies of the requested minutes and correspondence by Wednesday 
18 May. If this is likely to prove difficult, please could you arrange for me or staff in the Scrutiny 
Team to be contacted (email: tim.steer@london.gov.uk; telephone: 020 7983 4250). 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Dee Doocey AM 
Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee  
 
cc: Mayor of London 
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Direct telephone: 020 7983 4921 Email: dee.doocey@london.gov.uk 
 

Dee Doocey AM, Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee 
  
   City Hall 
  The Queen’s Walk 
  More London 
  London SE1 2AA 
  Telephone: 020 7983 4000 
  Web: www.london.gov.uk 
  

Mr B Galvin  
Chief Executive 
The Pensions Regulator 
Napier House 
Trafalgar Place 
Brighton BN1 4DW 
 

5 May 2011  
 

Dear Mr Galvin 
 
Visit London 
 
I understand that the Pensions Regulator is examining the pension liability in the Visit London 
section of the British Tourist Board pension scheme following Visit London’s move into 
administration on 1 April.  
 
The London Assembly’s Economy, Culture and Sport Committee has written to and received 
responses on this issue from the Mayor, the LDA and Visit London’s administrators. We have also 
received correspondence from a number of affected members of the British Tourist Board pension 
scheme. A copy of this correspondence is enclosed. 
 
Members consider there are a number of outstanding questions that it would be important for the 
Committee to explore.  As such, we have agreed to discuss the issue at our meeting on 24 May at 
10 am. On behalf of the Committee, I am therefore inviting a representative of the Pensions 
Regulator to attend.  
 
It would also be helpful if in advance of the meeting you could set out the role of the Pensions 
Regulator in this case and what actions it is taking.  
 
I would be grateful if you could respond indicating availability by Friday 13 May. If you would like 
any further information, please feel free to contact me or staff in the London Assembly secretariat 
(email: tim.steer@london.gov.uk; telephone: 020 7983 4250). 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Dee Doocey AM 
Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee  
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From: Dan Wardle  
Sent: 12 May 2011 13:20 
To: Dee Doocey 
Cc:  
Subject: Visit London's Administration 

Dear Ms Doocey, 
 
I have been liaising with  s regarding Visit London – they owed our company, 
Surveylab Limited, £8,640 which was already 2 weeks overdue for payment when they 
entered administration (my original email to  s below). 
 
We have since taken advice from our lawyers and have been told that we have a strong case 
against London & Partners for breach of terms of licence. This is because London & Partners 
have access to our survey data without permission. We are hoping to settle the issue 
amicably (please see letter attached) but still considering our options. 
 
If you can offer any assistance in this matter I would be very grateful. We feel very let down 
by Visit London and its backers (specifically, the LDA and the London Mayor) in (1) not 
paying its creditors on time and choosing administration (while creating a “super” agency to 
carry on where the last left off) and (2) allowing an illegal transfer of assets to take place, 
believing they can carry on as if no‐one was affected. The effort involved in trying to resolve 
this issue has significantly impacted on Surveylab’s productivity but we cannot afford to 
write off such a sum of money. (We don’t have a £15 million pound grant!) 
 
I hope this information helps in calling those responsible to account. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to ask.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Dan Wardle 
 
 
-- 
Dan Wardle 
Director 
Surveylab Limited 
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Surveylab Limited 
Camelia House 

Epsom Road 
Epsom   

 Surrey KT17 1LB 
 

Tel: 
Email: 

 
 

 
 
 

12th May 2011 
 

 
Mr Danny Lopez 
Interim Chief Executive Officer 
London & Partners 
6th Floor 2 More London Riverside 
London  SE1 2RR 
 
Dear Mr Lopez 
 
Visit London Limited (In Administration) 
 
Surveylab Limited was a supplier to Visit London providing online survey services to your 
marketing team (evaluating the performance of advertising campaigns). We are currently a 
creditor awaiting the outcome of the administration process. 
 
Our invoice 626 dated 16th February 2011 is outstanding amounting to £8,640 for work 
conducted in January and February and due for payment on 16th March (copy enclosed). 
Upon checking with Visit London’s accounts department in March we were assured that the 
payment was “on our next payment run”. 
 
We understand that the data provided to Visit London but not paid for is currently being 
used by London & Partners without our authority and in breach of our General Terms & 
Conditions.  Surveylab would be happy to grant London & Partners a licence to use our 
survey data purely for London & Partners’ internal business purposes upon payment of the 
outstanding amount of £8,640 including VAT. 
 
Ideally we hope that we can continue our previous Visit London relationship with London & 
Partners but as a small organisation we cannot afford to write off this debt. Our lawyers 
have advised that we have a strong case against London & Partners for breach of terms of 
licence but we would prefer to resolve this matter amicably. 
 
I would appreciate your comments to help us bring this matter to a satisfactory close 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
John Kemp 
Customer Service Director 
Surveylab Limited 
 
c.c. Ms. Dee Doocey ‐ Chair Economy Culture & Sport Committee, London Assembly 
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BRITISH TOURIST BOARDS’ STAFF PENSION AND LIFE ASSURANCE SCHEME 

LONDON ASSEMBLY ~ PUBLIC MEETING ON 24 MAY 2011 
WRITTEN SUBMISSION OF THE SCHEME’S TRUSTEES 

 

The Trustees are very grateful to the Assembly and its ECS Committee for having invited them to make 
written submissions in advance of the public meeting on Tuesday 24 May.  The Trustees also very much 
appreciate the opportunity afforded to them to be present at that meeting.  The Trustees remain of the 
opinion that a satisfactory outcome to the current matter can be achieved without any member losing any 
benefits, and remain committed – as they always have been – to facilitating this.  In that light, their written 
submissions to the Committee are set out below, by reference to the seven questions asked of them. 

The Chair of Trustees would also like to take this opportunity to remit to the Assembly his deep regret 
that he personally will not be able to attend the meeting on Tuesday 24 May.  He does however hope to 
have the opportunity to meet with members of the ECS Committee prior to next Tuesday or afterwards, 
and trusts in any event that the presence of two of his fellow members of the trustee board – alongside 
the Trustees' actuarial and legal advisers – will be helpful to the Committee in its investigations. 

For good order the Trustees wish to clarify that their views and observations are expressed for the sole 
purpose of assisting the London Assembly and should not be taken outwith the context in which they are 
made.  No communication by the Trustees in this Submission or at the public meeting itself may be relied 
upon by any person or entity to found or maintain any action involving allegations of defamation (whether 
of libel or slander or otherwise howsoever) or any other claim, allegation or complaint of any nature 
whatsoever and whether in tort or otherwise.   

 

Question One 

Were the Trustees not initially satisfied that London & Partners could be admitted into the 
Scheme and, if not, on what basis did they reach this conclusion?  

The Trustees were initially (and continued to remain) satisfied, on the basis of what they knew about the 
proposed funding for the new entity, that L&P could properly be admitted to participation in the Scheme.  
Please see further Question Five below regarding the considerations they made in reaching this position. 

As for whether L&P could properly also be permitted to assume responsibility for VL’s deficit in the 
Scheme, something which would require that debt to be apportioned to L&P and for a statutory funding 
test to be met, the Trustees were never given the opportunity by the GLA / L&P to make an informed 
decision as to whether this test would be met by L&P or, as a consequence, on what basis L&P could be 
permitted to take over responsibility for that deficit.   

In spite of tirelessly seeking engagement with the GLA ever since the first communication from them as 
to the basis on which L&P could participate in the Scheme and assume VL’s responsibilities thereunder, 
this was never forthcoming despite timescales becoming increasingly tight.  In mid-March 2011 both the 
GLA and then L&P made it very clear that they wished no further involvement with the Scheme or the 
Trustees. 

We comment more about the communications that took place as between the GLA (and then L&P) and 
the Trustees in response to Question Four below. 

 

Question Two 

What assessment did the Trustees make of the differences in the long-term viability of London & 
Partners compared with Visit London given that both relied on public funding?  

The Trustees had previously considered that VL, being a publicly-funded body which had existed for 
nearly half a century and that had fulfilled its current role for well over 40 years (many of which were 
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understood to be on the basis of annual grant funding), was viable from a long-term perspective.  It was 
also considered almost unthinkable that such a body could be manoeuvred into a position by 
Government such that it would be unable to meet its pension liabilities, in spite of its status as a company 
limited by guarantee rather than a statutory body.  The news that it was in fact to lose its funding and be 
replaced by L&P was a shock of some magnitude.   

This sentiment was heightened by the Trustees subsequently learning that it had been debated for some 
time by the GLA and VL whether, instead of a new entity being established to promote London tourism, 
VL should continue to be the vehicle with this remit.  This was understood by the Trustees to have been 
VL’s preferred course of action but during Q4 2010 it was confirmed not to be the GLA’s.  The Trustees’ 
understanding is that utilising the same entity would have obviated the vast majority of the pensions 
issues created by VL’s withdrawal from the Scheme, and in particular the cutbacks to members’ benefits 
that necessarily follow when a pension scheme or portion of one goes into the PPF. 

By contrast to the position with VL, the Trustees were aware that funding for L&P had been hard to come 
by and was only envisaged for a four-year period, and only guaranteed for the first of those four years.  
Accordingly this was a material factor in their deliberations when considering whether L&P should be 
admitted to participation in the Scheme and the basis on which it might assume responsibility for VL’s 
past service deficit.  The first did not cause the Trustees any undue concerns (see Question Five below) 
whilst the second is inextricably linked with the question of whether the statutory funding test would be 
met by L&P (see Question Four below). 

 

Question Three 

Did the Trustees change their position on offering London & Partners the option of becoming a 
participating employer in the Scheme; and if so, why?  

No.  The Trustees were at all times prepared to permit L&P to become a participating employer in the 
Scheme (and to take responsibility for VL’s deficit).  This was their position: 

● from the outset, when they were first informed (by letter from the GLA dated 25 January 2011) 
that L&P would be taking over the role of VL; 

● right up until L&P informed the Trustees (by letter dated 18 March 2011) that they did not wish to 
participate in the Scheme;  

● and thereafter, up to and including the meeting with the GLA and L&P on 30 March 2011, at 
which they were informed that this was categorically not an option from L&P’s perspective. 

The only material pre-requisites to such participation were: 

● that it would be in members’ best interests for such participation to occur, which was never the 
subject of any real doubt (in which respect please also see Question Five below); and 

● that, to the extent that it also involved L&P taking responsibility for VL’s existing deficit within the 
Scheme, the statutory funding test (as required by the employer debt legislation) would be met by 
L&P, something about which the Trustees consider they were at no point afforded a proper 
opportunity by the GLA or L&P to form a definitive view. 

Please note in this regard that, where in this Submission and its Appendices we refer to L&P 'assuming 
responsibility for' VL's deficit in the Scheme, we do not mean 'paying it immediately'.   

● The section 75 debt attributable to VL's participation in the Scheme is in the order of £7m.  This is 
in essence the difference between (i) the assets attributable to contributions made by VL and its 
members, and (ii) the cost of securing those benefits in members' own names under insurance 
company buyout policies.  A section 75 debt falls due when an employer leaves a scheme or 
when a scheme winds up; and in line with this, it is effectively calculated on a termination basis. 

● The 'ongoing deficit' in the Scheme attributable to VL is in the region of £500,000.  This in broad 
terms is the difference between (i) VL's assets, as above, and (ii) the assumed cost to a scheme 
itself of providing members' benefits from its own resources, on the assumption that the scheme 
continues operating (and, by definition, investing its assets itself).  The ongoing deficit forms the 
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basis of the 'deficit repair' contributions which pension trustees require from participating 
employers and which, in the case of VL, amounted to some £70,000 per annum. 

When an entity 'assumes responsibility for' the deficit of another employer in a pension scheme, its 
obligations are thereafter (i) to pay its deficit repair contributions and (ii) (but if and only if the section 75 
debt is triggered in circumstances such as those referred to above) to pay that section 75 debt.  
Accordingly, aside from any additional steps to ensure satisfaction of the statutory funding test, the 
ongoing cost to L&P of assuming responsibility for VL's deficit in the Scheme would have simply been 
(i) in the region of £70,000 per annum deficit repair contributions for the next six years, plus (ii) the cost of 
future service benefit accrual for the 39 active members of the Scheme whose employment transferred to 
L&P.  Any additional sums (namely the full section 75 debt) would only have become due from L&P if 
either the entire Scheme had wound up or if L&P had withdrawn from the Scheme without another entity 
in turn assuming responsibility for what was by then its deficit in the Scheme.   

 

Question Four 

What consideration was given to offering London & Partners the same long-term arrangement as 
Visit London to reduce the deficit in the Scheme?  

Subject to any additional requirements necessary to satisfy the statutory funding test, L&P's participation 
in the Scheme would have been on the basis of exactly the same long-term funding arrangements as 
enjoyed by VL.   

In this regard the Trustees would respectfully point out what they consider to be certain inaccuracies in 
the letter dated 3 May 2011 from the Mayor of London to Mr Len Duvall AM.  In particular, in the fourth 
bullet under paragraph 4 of that letter, reference is made to a “belated proposal” from the Trustees to 
overcome the fact that L&P did not in their eyes meet the statutory funding test, as well as to the fact that 
in order to achieve this L&P would have to pay “considerably more into the [Scheme] … than VL had 
been required to do” together with a one-off cash injection.  The Trustees’ categoric position on these two 
assertions, which they firmly believe to be misplaced, is set out in Appendix 1 to this Submission. 

 

Question Five 

How did the Trustees balance the risks of admitting London & Partners into the Scheme 
compared with the effect on members of winding up the Scheme with a deficit?  

The Trustees’ duties are to act in the best (financial) interests of their membership as a whole.  
Accordingly, they considered whether members would be better-off: 

● without L&P participating in the Scheme (or taking responsibility for VL’s deficit), in which case 
the VL portion of it would terminate in an under-funded state (and almost undoubtedly enter the 
PPF); 

● with L&P as a participating employer (and having taken on such responsibility), paying its way on 
a basis that would not result in a deterioration in the financial position of the Scheme (and, in 
particular, the VL portion of it); and 

● with L&P as a participating employer (and having taken on such responsibility), in circumstances 
in which it transpired that the financial position of the Scheme / the VL portion of it would worsen 
as a result of that participation. 

The Trustees concluded on actuarial and legal advice, and after all due consideration, that the third such 
scenario was extremely unlikely, given that the ongoing funding requirement from L&P was well within the 
financial abilities of an entity such as L&P.  That commitment would have been no different to what was 
required at the time from VL (namely the sum of approximately £470,000 per annum), comprising future 
service costs (circa  £400,000 per annum) and an annual  contribution towards the past service deficit 
(£70,000).   
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The Trustees further concluded that, of the remaining scenarios, the second would be demonstrably in 
members’ better interests, allowing as it did the continued accrual of benefits for future service coupled 
with the improvement of the Scheme’s position as far as the past service deficit was concerned.  

 

Question Six 

To what extent was the potential to secure a satisfactory arrangement with London & Partners 
affected by the need to complete the transfer by 1 April?  Would a longer negotiating period have 
increased the chances of an agreement?  

A scheme apportionment arrangement of the kind initially proposed by the GLA, whereby L&P would both 
be admitted to participation in the Scheme and assume responsibility for VL’s deficit, can under the 
employer debt regulations be entered into both before and after the event that causes a statutory debt to 
arise in favour of the pension scheme concerned, namely (here) the placing of VL into administration by 
its directors.  Naturally there is a greater risk on the employers if matters are undertaken post hoc as by 
then the statutory debt will already have arisen (and can be called in if an appropriate scheme 
apportionment arrangement is not agreed), but the legislation explicitly envisages that one can be 
entered into both before and after an employer’s withdrawal from a scheme.  This is relevant to Question 
Seven below. 

The Trustees’ understanding is that the decision not to use VL as the vehicle for future promotion of 
London tourism (see Question Two above) was made in or around October 2010 and communicated to 
VL shortly thereafter.  The Trustees further understand that at various stages during the subsequent 
three months VL urged the GLA to contact them in order to discuss the possible impact on the Scheme.  
Contact from the GLA was not however received until late January 2011; thereafter, in the eyes of the 
Trustees, the pensions aspects of this matter continued to be afforded the same low level of priority by 
the GLA as had hitherto been the case. 

As to timings the view of the Trustees and their advisers, on being informed that a scheme apportionment 
arrangement was proposed regarding VL, was that the timescale was somewhat tight but, with a 
following wind (and a willingness from the various parties involved to negotiate their way to a solution that 
is mutually-acceptable to each of them), achievable.  Thereafter the Trustees took every opportunity to 
engage with the GLA and to seek their substantive proposals for L&P’s participation in the Scheme and 
assumption of VL’s responsibilities thereunder.  This included, in particular, regular requests for more 
dialogue concerning the statutory funding test, and in particular as to the basis on which the GLA already 
felt that it was met by L&P.   

The response, however, was always simply that the GLA believed the test would be met, but with no 
further reasoning ever being provided.  This information, along with the GLA’s substantive proposal for 
L&P’s participation in the Scheme and assumption of responsibility for VL’s deficit, was still awaited 
during March 2011 when first the GLA and then L&P distanced themselves from the idea of a scheme 
apportionment arrangement along with that of L&P becoming a participating employer in the Scheme.  
During this time the Trustees had regularly made it very clear to the GLA that they were concerned at 
how little progress was being made and, in particular, at the continued lack of anything concrete from 
GLA regarding the basis for L&P’s involvement with the Scheme.  They had also stressed on various 
occasions that, because the question of whether the statutory funding test can be met is something about 
which the legislation requires pension scheme trustees (and not any other body) to form a view, the lack 
of engagement from the GLA in this regard was not helping to progress matters. 

It is therefore questionable whether a longer timescale would have allowed the appropriate arrangements 
to be put in place, because: 

● they can be effected post hoc (and could still be implemented now);  
● there was sufficient time, with proper engagement from all parties and timely seeking of third 

party input, to have put them into place between late January and late March 2011; and  
● the GLA’s and then L&P’s withdrawal from negotiations during mid-March 2011 – and the 

subsequent confirmation of the same two weeks later – was absolutely categorical such that, 
without further intervention to bring those parties back to the table, no amount of additional time 
would have (or will) allow agreement to be reached. 
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Digressing slightly but on a related point, the Trustees’ sentiments that the GLA were not sufficiently 
prioritising pensions-related matters are further backed-up by the manner in which it appears to them that 
third party consents (necessary for L&P to become involved with the Scheme) were handled.  In order for 
a scheme apportionment arrangement to be entered into in respect of VL’s deficit, a change to the 
Scheme’s rules would have been necessary.  This in turn requires, under those rules, the consent of the 
other employers in the Scheme (namely Visit Britain and Visit Scotland) as well as the relevant Secretary 
of State.  Whilst such consents could have been obtained post hoc in the same way that a scheme 
apportionment arrangement need not be entered into before a statutory debt is triggered (see above), the 
Trustees did sense – and as time passed became increasingly concerned – that despite constant 
reminders to the GLA, no steps were being taken in either regard. 

It was in fact only on 4 March 2011 (and in spite of those various reminders from the Trustees) that the 
GLA wrote to Visit Britain and Visit Scotland, which in the Trustees’ opinion would not have realistically 
given them sufficient time to seek and obtain legal advice and then make a properly-informed decision as 
to whether to agree to the changes to the Scheme’s rules necessary to allow a scheme apportionment 
arrangement involving VL and L&P to take effect by 1 April.  Furthermore those letters were not received 
until 14 March as a result of being sent to the wrong addresses (and, in one instance, to an address that 
the organisation concerned had vacated some six years previously).   

As far as Secretary of State consent is concerned, which is required for various matters under the 
Scheme’s rules and which the Trustees are aware from experience is difficult to obtain in timely fashion, 
their view is that credence was not (again despite regular reminders) given to this by the GLA until 
11 March 2011; and even then, the Trustees were simply informed by the GLA in its letter of that date 
that “the Mayor will be able to speak to the Secretary of State to expedite matters” if necessary.  And the 
‘icing on the cake’ from the Trustees’ perspective was the closing comment in the GLA’s letter reminding 
them that there were only three working weeks until go-live and expressing their hope that the Trustees 
would work co-operatively with all concerned to deliver a positive outcome. 

 

Question Seven 

What potential, if any, is there now to reopen negotiations with London & Partners and the GLA 
with a view to reaching a mutually-agreeable arrangement, that would enable them to assume 
responsibility for the VL portion of the Scheme and ensure the protection of members' benefits?  

Whilst the VL portion of the Scheme has been accepted into a PPF assessment period, that process will 
come to an end if a ‘scheme rescue’ is possible that will provide members with better benefits from the 
Scheme than the PPF would provide.  The Trustees have always been and remain to this day willing to 
talk to the GLA and L&P about the participation of L&P in the Scheme and the basis on which it might 
assume responsibility on an ongoing basis for VL’s deficit.  Accordingly, with goodwill and engagement 
from both sides of the table, the potential is considerable.   

 

Additional points 

These questions are not intend to be limiting and if there are other relevant points that the 
Trustees would like to make about their discussions with the Mayor and London & Partners, 
please feel free to do so. 

In the same context, albeit not in direct response to any of the questions posed, the Trustees are grateful 
for the opportunity to make certain further observations about how matters have progressed since their 
involvement began back in January.  These observations are set out in Appendix 2 to this Submission.   
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APPENDIX 1 ~ DETAILED RESPONSE TO QUESTION FOUR 

 

By whom was any proposal made, and when 

There was no “belated proposal” from the Trustees to the GLA or L&P.  In fact, the Trustees did not make 
any kind of proposal whatsoever to either such entity regarding the future involvement of L&P with the 
Scheme, and nor would it have been within their remit to do so.  From the outset the idea of a scheme 
apportionment arrangement was mooted as a proposal by the GLA, on behalf of L&P (such that there 
was never any indication of any lack of contiguity between those two entities), to the Trustees.  The 
matter thereafter became categorised, and rightly so, as the GLA / L&P’s proposals to the Trustees 
regarding the latter’s future involvement with the pension Scheme.  The Trustees diligently sought to 
engage with the GLA regarding their proposal and the statutory funding test on various subsequent 
occasions, but never received anything substantive in either regard.  The participation of L&P in the 
Scheme and its assumption of responsibility for VL’s deficit was described by the GLA as their / L&P’s 
proposal right up until L&P’s own letter dated 18 March 2011 withdrawing from the process. 

The idea of a cash injection into the Scheme was indeed suggested by the Trustees on 2 March 2011, to 
assist the GLA with its thinking, as they (the Trustees) currently felt it was unlikely that the funding test 
would be met without an improvement in the employer covenant of L&P (given, in particular, its potentially 
limited lifespan: see Question Two above).  The Trustees’ legal advisers had previously set out their 
thoughts on the funding test in an effort to stimulate dialogue with the GLA and its advisers, but with no 
success.  Other suggestions raised in the Trustees’ letter included cash into escrow, and a non-cash third 
party ‘contingent asset’ in favour of the Scheme, of the kind commonly granted nowadays by private 
sector employers to their pension schemes.   

Thereafter the Trustees sought and continued to seek engagement with the GLA as to whether the 
funding test would be met without additional security being provided (or, if it could not, what kind of 
arrangement might be needed), so that all parties could achieve the stated objective of L&P participating 
in the Scheme and assuming responsibility for VL’s deficit; but all of the foregoing was ultimately to no 
avail as the GLA’s only responses were to the effect that they believed the funding test to be met (without 
further elaboration), following which they and then L&P made it very clear on 11 and 18 March 2011 
respectively that they each wanted no further involvement with the Scheme / its Trustees.   

 

The extent of L&P’s ongoing funding obligations to the Scheme 

There was never any suggestion that L&P would have to pay more into the Scheme on an ongoing basis 
than VL had previously been required to pay.  VL’s annual contributions comprised approximately 
£400,000 in respect of future service benefit accrual and £70,000 in respect of deficit repair.  In their letter 
of 2 March 2011, in order to assist the GLA’s understanding how a cash injection would help ensure the 
security for members’ benefits, the Trustees also indicated the extent to which VL’s ‘section 75 debt’ was 
likely to increase in years to come.  A section 75 debt is the amount required on the wind-up of a pension 
scheme (or part of it) to ensure that all members’ benefits can be bought-out with insurance company 
annuity policies.  It has no direct correlation to the ongoing funding requirements of a pension scheme. 

In spite of it being clear to what situations these additional amounts were relevant, the letter was wrongly 
interpreted by the GLA as referring to an additional annual funding commitment in order for L&P to 
participate in the Scheme (over-and-above the sum of £470,000 of which they would  already have been 
aware from direct discussions with VL).  The fact that the letter just did not say this was pointed out to the 
GLA by the Trustees, their advisers and VL’s advisers at the all-parties meeting convened by the 
Pensions Regulator on 30 March 2011.   

The GLA should properly realise and/or accept their mis-understanding of the statement in question; but 
it seems clear, from their submissions to the Committee, that they still hold that erroneous view.  A proper 
understanding would also have been possible had the GLA sought any actuarial advice regarding any 
aspect of the proposal for L&P to become involved with the Scheme; but it was confirmed by them at the 
meeting on 30 March that they had not taken any such advice and, in fact, had not retained the services 
of any actuarial advisers. 
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APPENDIX 2 ~ ADDITIONAL OBSERVATIONS 

 

The relationship between L&P and the GLA 

The Trustees were first informed of the fact that VL’s remit would pass to L&P with effect from 1 April 
2011 in a letter from the GLA dated 25 January 2011.  That letter proposed the apportionment 
arrangement by which L&P, in addition to participating in the Scheme going forwards, would assume 
responsibility for VL’s deficit within it.  Whilst written by the GLA it was clear in certain respects that L&P 
would take certain steps or make certain arrangements, and that negotiations should be conducted with 
the GLA itself.  Furthermore, whilst duly caveated with a statement about the new agency’s 
independence, the Trustees saw no reason to foresee that any assurances made by the GLA would not 
be honoured by L&P, nor that the two organisations would subsequently and without warning seek to 
distance themselves from the Scheme or in fact from each other.   

All subsequent negotiations were conducted by the Trustees with the GLA on a similar basis.  In addition, 
in their letter of 8 February 2011 the GLA confirmed that L&P would meet the Trustees’ reasonable costs 
in considering the proposal to admit L&P into the Scheme; and in their own letter of 18 March to the 
Trustees, L&P confirmed that its commitment to do so was now at an end.  Noteworthy too is that the 
GLA’s legal advisers on pensions-related matters, who were involved until mid-March this year, are now 
formally retained by L&P.   

 

The extent to which trustee agreement was sought 

The letter from the GLA dated 25 January was caveated with a statement that any involvement with the 
Scheme by L&P would be subject to agreement with the Trustees.  This is fully understandable as the 
terms of any such agreement can be complex, and require time to be negotiated and agreed.  However, 
the Trustees did see this statement as indicating that some proper attempt would be made to reach such 
agreement by either the GLA or L&P prior to the end of March.  In spite of their subsequent efforts to 
engage fully with the GLA (see further points below, and in response to Question Six) no detailed 
dialogue ever took place before the GLA, and then L&P, distanced themselves from the Scheme on 11 
and 18 March respectively. 

 

The likelihood of an up-front payment to the Scheme 

The GLA’s letter also stated that in their view, because the financial position of L&P (with up to four years 
of grant funding available) was now stronger than that of VL (which would have no funding after 
31 March), it would not be appropriate for the Trustees to require additional funding of any pension deficit 
after L&P had begun participating in the Scheme.  In their response dated 8 February 2011 the Trustees 
noted that the statutory funding test, which was a prerequisite of any scheme apportionment 
arrangement, actually required matters to be looked at not on a comparative basis (as between the 
respective strengths of the two employers) but simply by reference to that of the new employer; and that, 
on the basis of the information with which they had currently been provided (and in particular the limited 
lifespan of L&P), it was not clear whether it would in fact be met.  They also invited the GLA’s further 
observations on this point.  Subsequently the Trustees suggested to the GLA (see above) that, amongst 
other things, a cash injection to the Scheme in the order of £500,000 – being the current estimate of VL’s 
share of the ‘ongoing’ (as opposed to ‘buy-out’) deficit in the Scheme – might make it easier for L&P to 
satisfy the funding test. 

In this regard the 25 January letter from the GLA to the Trustees also indicated that no firm decision had 
yet been taken by the parties whether to apply to the Pensions Regulator for clearance to the proposed 
transaction, but that this would be kept under review.  Clearance is a formal assurance from the Pensions 
Regulator that, on the basis of matters as it understands them, it will not use its anti-avoidance powers 
against any parties to a transaction in spite of any potential weakening of the employer covenant that is 
brought about.  It is accepted without question throughout the pensions industry that there is ‘a price for 
clearance’, generally in the form of some kind of mitigation of any adverse impact on the pension 
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Scheme, which might take the form of a cash injection into the Scheme such as that suggested by the 
Trustees.  The Trustees also understand that the possible need for clearance had been mooted in 
correspondence between the GLA and VL during November 2010 when the GLA’s plans for L&P were 
first formally notified to VL. 

As a consequence it cannot, in the Trustees’ eyes, have been outwith the contemplation of the GLA that 
some kind of mitigation or up-front cash payment could at some point need to be made into the Scheme, 
whether as payment for Clearance or otherwise.  The Trustees therefore find it all the more surprising 
that their suggestion of a £500,000 payment to enhance the prospects of the funding test being satisfied 
by L&P met with the reaction that it did.  Furthermore, opportunities to discuss with the GLA other ways 
forward, that might involve the satisfaction of alternative conditions to the statutory funding test, never 
became available to the Trustees due to the GLA’s general reluctance to engage substantively with them 
about the basis for L&P’s future involvement with the Scheme.  

 

GLA then L&P’s withdrawal from the process 

Subsequent exchanges of correspondence followed, including in particular the letter dated 2 March 2011 
from the Trustees to the GLA.  That letter received a reply from the GLA dated 4 March which described 
itself as a “brief initial response”, and discussions between the respective advisers the following week 
confirmed that a substantive proposal would be forthcoming from the GLA in spite of uncertainties about 
the funding test not having been entirely cleared up.   

However, the GLA’s subsequent letter dated 11 March 2011 focused not on the proposal to admit L&P 
into the pension Scheme but almost entirely on the relationship (and in particular lack of connection) 
between L&P and the GLA.  In it, and in spite of all previous assurances (whether explicit or otherwise), 
the GLA distanced itself from the pension Scheme and the negotiations and indicated, without warning 
and much to the Trustees’ surprise, that a substantive response to their 2 March letter could only come 
from L&P.   

On 18 March, still awaiting that substantive proposal, the Trustees received their first and only 
communication from L&P.  Notable for its brevity, it read as follows: 

“I am writing further to the GLA’s letter of 11 March. 

As expected the Board of London & Partners have met to consider the pension provision they intend to 
offer to their employees.  As part of that consideration they decided at a board meeting yesterday not to 
pursue further the proposal to become a participating employer in the [Scheme]. 

It follows that the commitment from the company to meet your reasonable legal fees in considering that 
proposal is now at an end.” 

The Trustees were astounded at this latest turn of events. 

 

Further actions by the Trustees 

When it became clear to them on 11 March 2011 that the GLA wished to have no further involvement 
with the proposal to admit L&P into the Scheme, the Trustees became concerned that the GLA’s 
assurances that VL were fully in-the-loop might not also be borne out.  Accordingly they took the initiative 
to write to VL in respect of the current state of affairs and how things were progressing, and suggesting 
that VL and its directors take legal advice urgently as to their respective positions.  The Trustees also 
wrote to Visit Britain and Visit Scotland who, by this time, it was known were seeking their own 
independent legal advice. 

As a result of their mounting concerns at the ramifications of L&P’s letter of Friday 18 March, the 
Trustees wrote again to VL on 21 March, met with them on 24 March, spoke at length with the Pensions 
Regulator on Friday 25 March, met with VL and the Pensions Regulator in person on 28 March, wrote to 
the Mayor himself on 29 March and participated in the all-parties meeting convened by the Regulator (at 
which VL, L&P and the GLA were also present) on 30 March.  That latter meeting involved a series of 
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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, albeit without L&P going so far as to become a participating 
employer; but the GLA and L&P confirmed to VL and the Trustees the following day that they did not wish 
to take matters further.   

 

The position of L&P and the GLA 

It was made very clear by the Chair of L&P at the 30 March meeting that it was not felt commercially 
viable to assume responsibility for VL’s deficit in the Scheme, and the Trustees understand this to have 
been the main driver behind the decision at their 17 March board meeting not to become involved with 
the Scheme.  L&P’s Chair also then expressed how it would have been ‘madness’ for a limited lifespan 
company such as L&P to assume responsibility for a deficit which would, on its (L&P’s) own wind-down, 
crystallise in lump sum form and drive the company into insolvency (in the same way as would shortly 
happen to VL).  However, why this only became apparent on or shortly before 17 March, and why it had 
escaped the GLA ever since their representations to VL in November 2010 (which they continued to 
repeat to the Trustees right up until March of this year) that L&P would participate in the Scheme and 
assume responsibility for their (VL’s) deficit, continues to puzzle the Trustees. 

Furthermore, at that same meeting, the Interim CEO of L&P expressed the opinion that the former VL 
staff are, or should be, ‘just happy that they have still got jobs’.  Whilst naturally the preservation of one’s 
own employment status is preferable to a redundancy situation, the context in which the Trustees feel 
such comments were made – namely that saving jobs now is inherently and objectively preferable to 
honouring one’s existing pension commitments –only serves to bear out further, in the Trustees’ eyes, the 
low regard in which L&P and the GLA hold the concepts of (i) employers honouring their pension 
obligations and (ii) protecting the security of members’ benefits in occupational pension schemes. 

The sentiments of the GLA, both at that meeting and subsequently in the press, have been to the effect 
that, due to the Government’s comprehensive spending review, no money at all was to be made available 
going forwards for the promotion of London tourism.  They have in addition stated that, whilst the Mayor 
has now been able to procure four years’ funding via separate means, this would be sufficient to fund 
L&P but not the legacy pension deficits of its predecessor agency, an end to which they did not feel able 
to commit vast sums of money.   

The Trustees have considerable sympathy with the GLA’s predicament and agree that it is for the benefit 
of London that some alternative funding has been found: the Mayor’s office is to be applauded for this.  
However, the Trustees do 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.  The ‘moral hazard’ provisions 
of the Pensions Act 2004 were introduced specifically in order to prevent private sector (and other) 
employers treating pension schemes in a less favourable manner than other creditors or commitments or, 
in extremis, ‘washing their hands’ of unaffordable pension deficits and re-emerging in another vehicle, 
free of their pension millstone, yet undertaking essentially the same functions as their predecessor.   

If the VL portion of the Scheme does enter the Pension Protection Fund, it is those same private sector 
employers who will ultimately have to fund VL’s pension obligations through their own levy payments to 
the PPF.  The Trustees feel it is somewhat ironic that this additional liability will arise as a consequence 
of a publicly-funded body’s pension scheme having been left bereft of financial support in a manner 
which, were it to occur in the private sector, whilst arguably not unlawful would certainly be of the ilk that 
could well result in sanctions being imposed by the Pensions Regulator.  The fact that at the same time 
members’ benefits (some built up over many years and even decades, and all earned whilst diligently 
promoting London tourism) will by necessity be cut, perhaps considerably, only serves to heighten the 
Trustees’ sense of injustice at what has come about. 
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BRITISH TOURIST BOARDS’ STAFF PENSION AND LIFE ASSURANCE SCHEME 

LONDON ASSEMBLY ~ PUBLIC MEETING ON 24 MAY 2011 
SUPPLEMENTAL WRITTEN SUBMISSION OF THE SCHEME’S TRUSTEES 

 

This document constitutes a supplemental Submission to the ECS Committee by the Trustees of the BTB 
Staff Pension & Life Assurance Scheme in response to an additional question asked of them since their 
initial, substantive Submission was provided.  It is made on the same basis as, and forms an integral part 
of, that first Submission. 

 

Question Eight 

What options were considered at the all-parties meeting on 30 March 2011 and ultimately rejected 
by London & Partners? 

The meeting, which was chaired by representatives of the Pensions Regulator, was held in order to 
explore the possible solutions that could be achieved vis-à-vis VL and the pension entitlements of its 
current and former staff. 

After each of L&P, VL and the Trustees had set the scene from their respective perspectives, discussions 
turned to possible solutions.  It was made very clear by L&P that: 

● because of the risk of a section 75 debt falling upon their shoulders in four years' time (or earlier, 
if grant funding for L&P is not renewed at a prior anniversary); and  

● due to their (erroneous) understanding of the level of annual contributions L&P would have to 
make to repair VL's existing deficit in the Scheme (see Question Four); 

it (L&P) was simply not prepared to participate in the Scheme, and that this aspect of matters was now 
non-negotiable.  Any way forward that was to be found, would have to be found on this basis. 

There are various procedures under the employer debt legislation that allow a section 75 debt to be 
satisfied other than by a cash payment.  These each require either (i) a guarantor or (ii) an entity 
participating in the scheme to assume responsibility for the former employer's deficit.  As neither of these 
routes was possible, the parties at the meeting focused on the level of one-off cash payment that would 
be needed in order to allow the Trustees to provide members' benefits in full. 

The Trustees' starting point was the £7m section 75 debt.  However, they indicated that they would 
properly be able to accept a lesser sum, in the region of £4.5m, of which some £1m could come from the 
assets VL already had.  (Accordingly, £3.5m would be needed from other sources.)  This amount would, 
the Trustees had been advised by the scheme actuary, bring about the full-funding of the VL portion of 
the Scheme on what is known as a 'self-sufficiency' basis.   

Self-sufficiency funding would allow the VL portion of the Scheme to continue as a frozen arrangement 
with assets still being held by the Trustees and benefits paid from the Scheme itself.  It would most likely 
be accompanied by a move to bond-based investments to lock in to current asset values; it would also be 
of such a magnitude as to give rise to no material risk of the VL portion of the Scheme 'running out of 
money' before the final benefit was paid to its last member.   

The difference between this £4.5m payment and the £7m buyout deficit was essentially, it was explained, 
the premium charged by the insurance market for taking on the risks associated with a buy-out of 
members' benefits.  Payment of that lesser sum, coupled with an agreement to 'compromise' the full 
section 75 debt in return for this £4.5m payment, would entirely exonerate each and all of VL, L&P and 
the GLA from any further obligations to contribute to the Scheme. 

This possible solution was fully considered and debated by the parties to the meeting, and then privately 
by L&P and the GLA, and they subsequently requested further time off-line to give it additional thought.  
However, it was confirmed by L&P to VL and the Trustees the following day that insufficient funds were 
available to make a £3.5m payment to the Scheme and that accordingly there could be no deal. 
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BRITISH TOURIST BOARDS’ STAFF PENSION AND LIFE ASSURANCE SCHEME 

LONDON ASSEMBLY ~ PUBLIC MEETING ON 24 MAY 2011 
SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL WRITTEN SUBMISSION OF THE SCHEME’S TRUSTEES 

 

This document constitutes a second supplemental Submission to the ECS Committee by the Trustees of 
the BTB Staff Pension & Life Assurance Scheme in response to three of the points raised by L&P in their 
own recent letter to the Chair of the Committee.  It is made on the same basis as, and forms an integral 
part of, the Trustees’ overall Submission. 

 

Submission One 

The Trustees’ position on L&P’s statement that it is a separate corporate entity from the GLA that 
is outside the GLA’s control? 

The Trustees agree absolutely with L&P’s summary of the position, and understand it to be accurate from 
both a legal and a practical perspective.  However, the Trustees do 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.   

What the Trustees also find particularly difficult to come to terms with is the apparent buck-passing 
between the GLA and L&P, which commenced with their distancing themselves from each other during 
March of this year and which continues to be evident in their respective submissions to the Committee.  
L&P was created at the behest of, is currently owned by, is funded by, and as its remit to carry out the 
requirements of, the GLA.  In all but legal status the Trustees consider that its staff, as those of VL, 
are/were employees of City Hall.  In the Trustees’ eyes, collectively the GLA and L&P have occasioned a 
situation which has resulted in VL’s insolvency and its portion of the Scheme entering the PPF.  In the 
Trustees’ view, collectively they should take responsibility for this.   

 

Submission Two 

The Trustees’ position on L&P’s assertions that annual deficit repair contributions of only £70,000 
either could not have been a correct figure or would, in the future, have to increase. 

The Trustees find it very surprising that L&P consider themselves better-qualified than the Trustees (and 
therefore the Scheme actuary himself) to assess the likely level of deficit repair contributions due to the 
Scheme.   

L&P’s share of the deficit in the Scheme on an ongoing basis now stands at c.£500,000, as the Trustees 
have consistently said.  It has reduced considerably, as a consequence of market movements alongside 
savings resulting from the move to CPI-based indexation.  This in turn will allow a much shorter recovery 
period than 20 years, with the same level of annual contributions (£70,000).   

L&P mention that the section 75 deficit is increasing and that the deficit repair contributions must do 
likewise.  This is not the case.  A section 75 debt reflects only annuity pricing and has no bearing on 
deficit repair contributions that are calculated, as required by law, on an ongoing basis.   

The position remains, in the Trustees' eyes, quite simply that L&P mis-interpeted (and continue to mis-
interpret) the clear statement that annual deficit recovery payments would be in the sum of £70,000.  
Accordingly it was, and remains, categorically correct that L&P would have been required to contribute 
simply what VL was contributing towards the past service deficit. 
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Submission Three 

The Trustees’ position on L&P’s assertions that, contrary to their submission, they were not at all 
times ready and willing to admit L&P into the Scheme as a participating employer?  

The Trustees have always been willing to allow L&P to become involved with the Scheme and remain so 
to this day.   

Contrary to L&P’s suggestions, the Trustees never made out any kind of case as to why L&P should not 
(or indeed could not) participate in the Scheme, and nor did they ever express concerns as to whether 
L&P as an entity could meet the funding test.  The scheme funding test does not simply relate to an 
employer; instead, it relates both to an employer and to the basis on which it will be (i) contributing to the 
Scheme and (ii) ensuring the security for its members’ benefits.  Accordingly, the Trustees simply 
informed GLA / L&P of their doubts as to whether, on the basis currently proposed for L&P’s participation 
in the Scheme, the funding test would be met.   

In so doing they left the door open for (i) an explanation as to why the test was in fact met on the current 
basis, and/or (ii) an improved proposal from L&P for becoming a participating employer that would have 
allowed the Trustees to conclude that the test was met.  The £500,000 cash injection was very clearly 
only one suggestion by the Trustees as to the kind of improvement to the proposal that would allow them 
to conclude that the test was met, and they mentioned various alternative possibilities at the same time in 
an effort to assist the GLA and to stimulate further thought and discussion. 

The one thing that the Trustees both expected and hoped for but never received from either the GLA or 
L&P was engagement, a counter-proposal, or some attempt to negotiate a compromise position that 
would suit both them and the Trustees.  Had this been forthcoming, and had discussions then progressed 
on the normal basis that one customarily sees in a commercial context, the Trustees see no reason to 
believe that agreement would not have been forthcoming.  Similarly, they see no reason to believe that it 
cannot properly be reached now either, with goodwill and understanding from both sides of the table. 
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Direct telephone: 020 7983 4921 Email: dee.doocey@london.gov.uk 
 

Dee Doocey AM, Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee 
  
   City Hall 
  The Queen’s Walk 
  More London 
  London SE1 2AA 
  Telephone: 020 7983 4000 
  Web: www.london.gov.uk 
Mr D Lopez  
Interim Chief Executive 
London & Partners 
2 More London Riverside 
London SE1 2RR 
 

19 May 2011 Dear Mr Lopez 
 
Visit London 
 
Thank you for your letter of 18 May.  We understand from the Mayor’s office that you and Dame 
Judith Mayhew Jonas will attend the Committee’s meeting on 24 May. 

Unfortunately, the material enclosed with your letter adds little to the Committee’s understanding 
of the reasons underlying the decision by the London and Partners Board and what options were 
available to it.  For the sake of completeness, and to ensure that London and Partners has been 
given every opportunity to make its case, I would like to give you the opportunity to provide more 
information. 

The Committee received last night a submission from the trustees of the British Tourist Board 
pension scheme.  I attach a copy with this letter.  The submission refers to an all-parties meeting 
on 30 March attended by representatives of the Regulator, Visit London, London and Partners 
and the GLA.  We were told this meeting involved a series of negotiations with a view to 
preventing the Visit London portion of the scheme being left without financial support.  

Please could you provide to the Committee your minutes of that meeting including details of who 
attended; what options were discussed; and why agreement was not possible.  You may also wish 
to respond to the trustees’ account of your own comments at that meeting. 

Finally, I would also like to raise another matter ahead of our meeting.  We understand that Grant 
Hearn attended both meetings of the London and Partners’ board on 9 and 17 March 
(participating in the first of these by telephone) and was party to the decision not to participate in 
the British Tourist Board pension scheme.  We understand Mr Hearn was also at this time a board 
member of Visit London.  Please could you provide details of what consideration was given to Mr 
Hearn having a conflict of interest and what factors were taken into account when deciding where 
he should have been party to the decision.   

I would be grateful if you could make this information available to the Committee by the end of 
tomorrow to enable us to take it into account at the meeting on Tuesday.  Please respond by 
email to

Yours sincerely 

 
Dee Doocey AM 
Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee  
cc: Mayor of London 
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Ross Jardine 

From: Tamara.Ingram@greyeu.com

Sent: 01 June 2011 15:04

To: Tim Jarvis

Subject: RE: Notes of conversation

Page 1 of 2GLA approved disclaimer

20/07/2011

Looks great. 
Thank you. 
Tam 
  

From: Tim Jarvis [mailto:Tim.Jarvis@london.gov.uk]  
Sent: 26 May 2011 16:57 
To: Ingram, Tamara (Grey London) 
Subject: Notes of conversation 
  

Tam  

Thanks for your comments earlier. As promised, I have takent the gist of them and put them into a form which 
might be used as a supplementary submission to the Committee's investigation which would, in time, be 
published. Please amend/add/subtract as you see fit.   

"Further comments from Tamara Ingram, Chair of Visit London, May 2011  

The administration of Visit London was avoidable.  The proposal in June 2010 was that the new agency's 
structure would have been a transformation of Visit London which was already constitutionally able to carry out 
all the promotional functions of a single agency that the Mayor would require (see Anthony Browne's note to 
the Promote London Council in June 2010).  There was no clear justification for the subsequent alternative 
decision to set up an entirely new company.  

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.   

As well as triggering liabilities, the decision to create a new company also resulted in a loss of momentum and 
input from the private sector. Visit London was 30 per cent funded by the private sector through membership 
subscriptions; London and Partners is 100 per cent funded by the Mayor and is seeking private investment.  It 
is going through this process from a standing start and will find it difficult to generate similar levels of private 
investment in its first year.     

There was £1.5 million in the reserves of Visit London.  This would have been sufficient to provide a £500k 
cash injection to the pension fund and pay off the creditors.  There appears to have been a misunderstanding 
about the size of the cash injection required but this calls into question the willingness of all parties to tackle 
the detail and reach a resolution.   

The Visit London board discussed the issues with the pension scheme on many occasions in the period 
leading up to its administration and these meetings were regularly attended by representatives from the GLA 
and LDA including Mayoral advisers and the interim Chief Executive of London and Partners.  It is not clear 
why the concerns expressed at these meetings were not taken into account by the GLA/LDA transition team 
developing the plans for the new agency and why the decision to set up an entirely new company was not 
reassessed. 

The Promote London Council was a good idea in that it brought together key people from the private sector to 
have an input into developing plans for the new agency. It was not, and should not have been, a decision-
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making body.  There were not clear checks and balances to test rigorously the proposal to create a new 
company rather than transform Visit London under new leadership as originally proposed.   

Public-private partnerships are generally a positive way of involving the private sector in market interventions 
such as promotion.  There is a strong case, though, from moving away from a model whereby private 
companies are set up simply to disburse public funds to one where the accountability for the proper use of 
public money rightly lies with the relevant public body.  The role of a private sector board in these cases should 
be advisory only so that decisions are taken in ways which reflect the fact that it is not only commercial 
considerations that are relevant when spending public money." 

Let me know what you think.  

Regards  
Tim  

Tim Jarvis 
Scrutiny Team Manager 
LONDONASSEMBLY 
CITY HALL 
THE QUEEN'S WALK 
LONDON 
SE1 2AA 
020 7983 4390  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY  
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Direct telephone: 020 7983 4921 Email: dee.doocey@london.gov.uk 
 

Dee Doocey AM, Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee 
  
   City Hall 
  The Queen’s Walk 
  More London 
  London SE1 2AA 
  Telephone: 020 7983 4000 
  Web: www.london.gov.uk 
   
  ref. 109 
  

Sir Peter Rogers 
Mayoral Advisor – Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise 
Greater London Authority 
City Hall 
London 
SE1 2AA 

 
8 June 2011  

 
 
 
 
 
Dear Peter 
 
London and Partners 
 
Further to last month’s meeting on the consequences of the administration of Visit London, the 
Committee is currently preparing a report which will seek to highlight lessons which might be 
learned for the future.  To inform this report, I would be grateful for any further information that 
you can provide on behalf of the Mayor on the decision to establish a new company to act as the 
single promotion agency for London. 
 
The Assembly, through this committee and the Budget and Performance Committee, has received 
a large amount of information explaining the decision to establish a single promotion agency for 
London.  What is less clear, is the rationale behind the decision to set up a new company rather 
than incorporate Think London and Study London within the existing structure then provided by 
Visit London.   
 
The note of 8 June 2010 to Promote London Council members states that the intention at that 
stage was that the new structure 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 has currently a more restricted remit in practice)”.   
 
Correspondence between Anthony Browne and the then Chief Executive of Visit London in early 
November 2010 confirms that by that date the decision had been made not to transform Visit 
London and instead to set up an entirely new company.  This decision predates the final funding 
settlement from government so presumably was not influenced by financial considerations.  The 
Request for Mayoral Decision 658, which approves the establishment of what became London 
and Partners, refers to other options which were considered, such as co-location, sharing back 
office functions between the three promotional bodies and maintaining the status quo.  It does 
not include as an option the proposal in the note to Promote London Council members in June 
nor does it explain why this option was subsequently discounted.   
 
When asked about this decision at the meeting in May, Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas said that “it 
was thought [to be] in the best interests of good governance and good management structures” 
to form a new company.  I would be grateful if you could provide any further information on this 
decision. Specifically: 
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Direct telephone: 020 7983 4921 Email: dee.doocey@london.gov.uk 
 

 
 On what date was the decision made not to proceed with the proposal of June 2010 to 

transform Visit London to incorporate the functions of Think London and Study London?  
Who made this decision?  If this was a decision of the Promote London Council, please 
provide the advice which informed the decision. 

 
 What were the governance, management or other issues that led to the proposal to 

establish a new company? 
 
 Why was the option to build on the existing structure provided by Visit London not included 

in the Mayoral Decision form? 
 
I would appreciate responses to these queries by 22 June 2011 to enable them to inform the 
Committee’s ongoing work 
.   
If you would like any further information, please feel free to contact me or staff in the London 
Assembly secretariat (email: tim.jarvis@london.gov.uk; telephone: 020 7983 4390).  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dee Doocey AM 
Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee  
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Direct telephone: 020 7983 4921 Email: dee.doocey@london.gov.uk 
 

Dee Doocey AM, Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee 
  
   City Hall 
  The Queen’s Walk 
  More London 
  London SE1 2AA 
  Telephone: 020 7983 4000 
  Web: www.london.gov.uk 
   
  ref. 115 

Sir Peter Rogers 
Mayoral Advisor – Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise 
Greater London Authority 
City Hall 
London 
SE1 2AA 

24 June 2011 
  

Dear Peter 
 
London and Partners 
 
Thank you for your letter of 16 June in response to the Committee’s queries about the decision to 
establish a new company to promote London. 
 
While I understand from your reply that a process of due diligence was undertaken following the 
initial proposal to transform Visit London, and that advice on a range of issues was commissioned, 
the decision-making process itself remains unclear.  You state “a decision was taken in October 
2010 that the establishment of a new corporate entity was the preferred option”. By whom was 
the decision made?  If it was taken by the Promote London Council, can you provide the minutes 
of the relevant meeting including a list of those who attended? If the decision was taken by the 
transition board or an individual member of it, please provide a list of who was on the transition 
board; under what authority the board or an individual were able to make such decisions; and how 
the decision was recorded. 
 
Also, I note that, as part of the due diligence process, Allen and Overy LLP provided advice 
covering “pension issues”.  Can you confirm whether or not this advice warned that winding up 
Visit London would trigger the section 75 debt in its pension scheme unless the new company 
became part of the BTB scheme as was planned? 
 
Finally, it is clear from your letter, and the information previously supplied to the Committee, that 
it was the GLA’s “preferred route” that the new company would become part of the BTB scheme.  
Given that the final decision on this was to be made by the new private company, and therefore 
not one that the GLA could influence, what assessment was made of the risk and consequences of 
the GLA’s preferred route not being followed. 
 
I would appreciate responses to these queries by 8 July 2011.  I am grateful for your ongoing 
assistance with our inquiries.  The Committee plans to publish a report on this issue in due course 
and it is obviously imperative that it reaches its conclusions on a detailed understanding of the 
facts. 
   
If you would like any further information, please feel free to contact me or staff in the London 
Assembly secretariat (email: tim.jarvis@london.gov.uk; telephone: 020 7983 4390).  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Dee Doocey AM 
Chair of the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee  
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Mayor’s Office  City Hall  
 The Queen’s Walk 
 More London 
 London SE1 2AA  
 Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 
 Minicom: 020 7983 4458 
 Web:  www.london.gov.uk 

  

 
Direct telephone: 020 7983 4028 Email: peter.rogers@london.gov.uk 

Dear Dee,  
 
Thank you for your letter of 24 June. 
 
Below I have set out responses to each of your questions, which have been developed 
based on the notes and recollections of those individuals who were involved in the 
transition to new arrangements for the promotion of London and have been available to 
provide comment: 
 

 You state, “A decision was taken in October 2010 that the establishment of a 
new corporate entity was the preferred option”. By whom was the decision 
made? If it was taken by the Promote London Council, can you provide the 
minutes of the relevant meeting including a list of those who attended? If the 
decision was taken by the transition board or an individual member of it, please 
provide a list of who was on the transition board; under what authority the board 
or an individual were able to make such decisions; and how was the decision 
recorded. 

 
I would like to clarify this. Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas had been asked to lead the 
transition. As such, she recommended establishing a new corporate entity rather than 
relying on the transformation of Visit London, judging the risks of the latter route to be 
greater than the former. I understand that she discussed and agreed this position on 
various occasions with members of the transition board and senior members of the GLA 
including Anthony Browne and Sir Simon Milton during the autumn – therefore a 
preferred option had been identified ‘in October’. Ultimately of course all decisions were 
taken by the Mayor as recorded in MD 658, once funding for the organisation had been 
confirmed on 20 December 2010 – without which of course no decisions could be taken 
at all.  
 

 Allen and Overy LLP provided advice covering “pension issues”. Can you confirm 
whether or not this advice warned that winding up Visit London would trigger the 
section 75 debt in its pension scheme unless the new company became part of 
the BTB scheme as was planned? 

Dee Doocey AM 
Chair - Economy, Culture & Sport Committee 
 

 
Our ref: Doocey20.07.11 
 
Date: 20 July 2011  
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Yes, Allen & Overy’s advice certainly warned of these potential outcomes. It was because 
of them that the working assumption was that the new company would become a 
participating employer in the BTB scheme, thus avoiding any trigger of Section 75 debt.  
 

 It is clear from your letter, and the information previously supplied to the 
Committee, that it was the GLA’s “preferred route” that the new company would 
become part of the BTB scheme. Given that the final decision on this was to be 
made by the new private company, and therefore not one that the GLA could 
influence, what assessment was made of the risk and consequences of the GLA’s 
preferred route not being followed. 

 
Allen & Overy’s advice had already set out the risk and consequences. Self-evidently, 
triggering a Section 75 debt leading to Visit London going into administration was an 
outcome the GLA did not want. As you know, the Mayor and I have taken action 
subsequently to resolve this complex matter, which should mean that Visit London’s 
creditors and members of the BTB scheme should not lose out.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sir Peter Rogers 
Mayoral Adviser, Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise 
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