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Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee 

 
Informal meeting with business groups, 12 April 2011 

 

Meeting Date 12 April 2011 in meeting room 1.1E, 10.00-12.00 

Present 

Members: Len Duvall AM, Chair, Dee Doocey AM, Deputy Chair, Andrew 
Boff AM, Victoria Borwick AM 
 

Guests: Hannah Holdroyd, London Development Manager, Federation of 
Small Businesses; Michael Rooney, Chief Operating Officer, London First; 
Sara Parker, Director, London, Confederation of British Industry; Bryan 
Cress, Assistant Director, Confederation of British Industry; Peter Bishop, 
Deputy Chief Executive, London Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

 
Introduction 
 
Members of the London Assembly’s Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism 
Committee met representatives of London business organisations to discuss the Mayor’s 
role in economic development and the new public sector structures and funding 
arrangements.  This note summarises the points made during the discussion. 
 
1. LDA settlement and Mayor/LDA spending plans  
 

 Businesses across London were concerned about two potential implications of public 
spending cuts: a decline in the number and value of public sector contracts; and 
increasing costs of council services.  Although these fears had been increasing over 
the last 12 months, the worst fears had not been realised to date. 

 

 The reductions in public sector funding provided an opportunity to rationalise the 
number of public bodies delivering support services to businesses.  There were 
opportunities to prioritise and concentrate on those areas that had been most 
effective.  There is also potential to leverage in private sector investment to support 
some of the functions previously undertaken by the public sector. 

 

 The settlement for economic development needed to be seen in the context of the 
good settlement for London for transport investment; the Tube upgrades, Crossrail 
and Thameslink were important projects for London’s competitiveness and their 
protection in the Comprehensive Spending Review was very positive. 

 
Business support 
 

 There was a lack of detail about what would be replacing Business Link in November 
2011.  The online service to replace it had not yet been clearly defined. 

 

 Business Link has improved in recent years and some services had been useful but it 
was not considered to have been generally successful nor good value for money. 

 



 Businesses most welcomed the opportunity to receive advice from those who had 
successfully set up and run their own businesses and there was a need for more 
mentoring schemes. 

 

 Competefor – the brokerage service that helps businesses to compete for public 
sector contracts in London – was generally considered to be a very successful 
example of good practice and should be continued. 

 

 There may be a role for the GLA in facilitating and promoting support services for 
businesses.  Resources should be focused on supporting those businesses with the 
potential for growth.  Defining growth in this context should cover the needs of very 
small businesses for which any growth will be significant in relative terms. 

 
Skills 
 

 Skills shortages and requirements remain key issues for London businesses.   
 

 The London Skills and Employment Board (LSEB) had attracted some strong business 
representatives but lacked sufficient powers.  The LSEB would need to maintain its 
focus if it is to be usefully folded into the London-wide LEP. 

 

 There was a general consensus that there was a strong case for devolving more 
powers and funding for skills to London but a recognition that this was now unlikely 
to happen. 

 

 There was support for the Mayor’s work on promoting apprenticeships. 
 

 There was evidence of a gradual shifting of perception of apprenticeships and a 
growing recognition across businesses that they should be seen as relevant to a wide 
range of sectors. 

 

 SMEs often lacked the internal resources needed to support apprenticeships and 
would continue to rely on the public sector to provide support. 

 
Promoting London 
 

 All wanted London and Partners to succeed and agreed that it had a crucial role to 
play in promoting London particularly in the run-up to the 2012 Games. 

 

 There was a sense that London and Partners had been pulled together in a short 
time-scale with smaller resources than were available to the predecessor 
organisations.  It would therefore be a challenge to get the organisation up and 
running effectively. 

 

 London and Partners needed to appoint a permanent and strong Chief Executive as 
soon as possible; there would also need to be a strong internal client within the GLA. 

 

 It was welcomed that promoting London for the 2012 Games was a key priority of 
London and Partners though there was some disappointment at the lack of progress 
to date in developing a strategic tourist profile on the back of the Games. 

 

 Think London seemed to have been transferred to London and Partners relatively 
smoothly in contrast to the arrangements with Visit London. 



 

 There was an opportunity to leverage in private sector money to supplement public 
sector investment in London and Partners.  There was a strong case and some 
willingness among businesses to make a financial contribution towards activities to 
promote London as a place to invest.  The logistics of how a levy might work were 
complicated though and would be difficult to deliver.   

 

 The Mayor had an important role to play in lobbying on behalf of London 
internationally and to the UK government.   Key issues identified were the 
immigration cap, though there was recognition that the concession for tier 2 
applicants had helped; restrictions on student visas which threatened to damage the 
extent to which London could attract overseas students; removal of the default 
retirement age; the 50 pence tax rate; and regulation of the financial services 
industry. 

 
2. Local Enterprise Partnerships  
 

 There was a consensus that the role of the proposed London-wide Enterprise 
Partnership was not well defined nor was it clear what new and unique activities it 
would undertake. 

 

 Some remained to be convinced of the value and usefulness of the London-wide 
Enterprise Partnership.  Reservations expressed included: it becoming a talking shop 
because of the lack of available funding especially in the light of the decision not to 
give any of the regional growth fund to London; that it had not been designed for 
London and did not meet London’s needs; and that too much time had been spent 
on decisions such as who would chair the London-wide LEP rather than deciding 
what it should and could do. 

 

 There was some support for Local Enterprise Partnerships in sub-regional corridors 
and recognition that business interests often transcended political and geographical 
boundaries. 

 

 Businesses would come together for issues of mutual interest with or without 
government support. 

 
3. Local Enterprise Zones/Mayoral development areas  
 

 Business leaders were generally supportive of the local flexibility offered by local 
enterprise zones and Mayoral development areas.  They were generally seen as having 
more potential than LEPs.  How an area was branded – i.e. as an enterprise zone or 
Mayoral Development Area - was less important than the policy levers that could be 
put in place to encourage growth. 

 

 There were key roles for local planning and business rate policies designed to 
stimulate growth.  Solutions would vary from place to place and there needed to be 
local flexibility and a bottom-up rather than top-down approach.   

 

 Zones or areas would need to demonstrate additionality rather than encouraging 
existing businesses to move into an area.  

 

 Some reported reservations expressed by businesses in other parts of London that 
east London seemed to be the focus of a number of of new initiatives.  

 



 There was some opposition to the proposal to localise business rates.  It was argued 
that previous experience had resulted in political motivations to increase business 
rates to subsidise low charges to residential properties.   

 


