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Subject: Safety and Security in and around the London Stadium

Meeting date: 28 February 2017

Report to: E20 Stadium LLP Board

Report of: Alan Skewis, based on work by E20 Safety Consultant (Chris Allison)

1.2.

1.3.

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

3.2.

3.3.

3.2.

SUMMARY

This report provides the Board with an overview of safety and security inside and
outside the stadium. Chris Allison is attending the meeting to answer questions from
the Board.

The report is provided to inform the monthly E20 Board review of safety and security
matters, including its attitude to increasing capacity above 57,000 for football matches.

The report reflects significant improvement on all 18 recommendations for safety and
security inside the stadium. However, it reflects a significant number of ingress /
egress issues that remain unresolved.

RECOMMENDATIONS
NOTE the Report

AGREE that the capacity for football matches should remain at 57,000. It would be
premature to increase capacity based on the current position on stadium and egress
issues, and the next game being against Chelsea on the evening of the 6 March.

AGREE that E20 should contribute to egress cost where it is legally has to (i.e. where
it has to manage people across the Westfield estate), but not for Westfield restricting
access to stadium event users, or managing their shopping centre on event days.

FOOTBALL MATCH DAY OPERATIONS INSIDE THE STADIUM

Since the challenges faced at the start of the season, significant work has been done
by all parties to resolve the problems and to create a match day experience that is safe
and secure.

Appendix 1 sets out progress on the recommendations of the review in October 2016,
the vast majority of which have been completed (Chris Allison rates 14 Green and 4
Amber).

The major area of ongoing work relates to the whole system of resourcing the
stewarding operation which still needs significant work. It should also be recognised
that the overall number of stewards that are now required has significantly increased
because of a range of factors, including the behaviour of some of the spectators,
security matters and the wide egress footprint that LS185 are responsible for

There is strong evidence of far greater partnership working between West Ham and
LS185 at the tactical level and the barriers to the pre-deployment of police inside the
stadium have been overcome. Some of the challenges at the strategic level are best
shown by a tweet from Karren Brady. In it, she indicated that once the stadium gets an
increase in capacity, she would allow spectators who had been moved because of



3.3.

4.

their behaviour to return to their original seats in what is now a seat kill area. This
would be a retrograde step and LS185 are well aware of the challenge this would
create.

While there has been no major crowd trouble inside the stadium since the Chelsea
match, it is important to ensure that the stewarding and the evidence gathering
operations continue in their current form to target unacceptable behaviour which is still
sadly occurring. While this is only perpetrated by a minority of supporters, any repeat
of the disorderly scenes will result in significant media coverage, much of it replaying
the problems from the start of the season. This is not lost on the LS185/West
Ham/Police partnership who are jointly working to try to prevent such incidents.

EGRESS PLAN

Legal / Planning Positon

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

4.5.

E20 has an obligation to work with the legal and planning parameters. The section
2009 s106 agreement for Westfield requires them to allow access for the general
public to have access on foot at all times across defined Public Access Routes, which
comprises the town centre link bridge, steps and area immediately adjoining the
northern ticket hall which link to the TCLB, the Street (not including the Cow and
Jamie’s passage/routes) and the ground floor of the Mall up to the point where it links
through to the International station.

Under the terms of the s.106, the Public Access Routes can be subject to Permitted
Closures, which means the temporary closure of these routes for reasons of public
safety, maintenance and construction activity. Westfield is obligated to seek the prior
approval of the Council where it intends to temporarily close these routes. The s.106 is
silent on who decides or what constitutes public safety reasons or interests. Stadium
events over 20,000 are argued to be such a case. Alan this is not in the s.106 so it
would be helpful to explain this 20,000 trigger.

This means that E20/LS185 and Westfield have to work together where stadium event
goers cross their estate.

The plans to date have minimised where stadium event goers cross the Westfield
estate to reflect this, but an egress plan is currently unavoidable without crossing
Westfield land at the Norther Ticket Hall or Stratford International Station.

It is proposed that E20 contribute where it is legally has to (where it has to manage
people across the Westfield estate), but not for Westfield blocking access to stadium
event users, or managing their shopping centre on event days.

Current Egress Plan

4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

4.9.

It is accepted by all partners that the current egress plan is over-complicated, resource
intensive and the fact that it is run from two separate command centres has the
potential to build in risk.

The current plan for football sees access to the Westfield estate being blocked near
the Cow and near Jamie’s Italian, meaning that most spectators wishing to enter
Stratford Regional Station on egress are fed into Montfichet Road.

Those on the north side of Montfichet are fed into the Northern Ticket Hall (NTH), while
those on the south side are fed up the “Forever 21” steps and over the Town Centre
Link Bridge.

LS185 are responsible for the egress operation from the stadium to the kerb line at the
Westfield premises and now run this from a command centre EESHEEEEE vrere
all partners, including a Westfield liaison officer, are present.



4.10

4.11.

. Westfield are responsible for the management of spectators on their property and run

their operation from a dedicated egress control room inside their Management Centre.

The current arrangements are estimated by Westfield to cost £30,000 - £40,000 per
event. E20 have been clear with Westfield that E20 will not pay for cost relating to
their management of the estate. A figure of £15,000 payment has been agreed as an
interim E20 contribution to date, but on the clear understanding that this is a short term
arrangement for the initial football matches. E20 believe that now is the time to review
the financial contribution and arrangements options above.

Future Egress Plan Options

412

4.13.

4.14.

4.15.

4.16.

. Considerable work has been done with LS185, Westfield and TfL to develop a new

less complicated and less costly plan. Agreement in principle was obtained for a plan
which would see all football spectators from both sides of Montfichet Road being fed
into the NTH while Westfield customers were diverted up the Forever 21 steps and
over the TCLB.

All parties agreed to work on detailed plans but this became derailed by a requirement
from Westfield that LS185 sign a legal agreement to operate on their property and take
out additional insurances.

E20 believe managing spectators over the ¢.10 metre part of the route between
Montfichet Road and the Northern Ticket Hall is a reasonable request of LS185.
LS185 have, with some justification, resisted taking on wider additional responsibilities
in relation the implementation of contingency plans and would increase the risk to
them in the event of an incident.

After seeking legal advice, LS185 have declined to sign such an agreement but have
agreed to deliver football spectators to the NTH or TCLB in any configuration that is
required.

Following LS185’s decision, an email was sent to all parties setting out what are now
believed to be the three possible options. These are illustrated in the slides on
Appendix 2:-

4.16.1. Option 1: The new plan, as has been discussed, is put into operation. LS185
would manage the football spectators to the kerb line as they currently do and
then Westfield would manage the supporters as they make their way over
Westfield property into the NTH. This plan would also see all Westfield
customers who leave the lower ground floor doors during mass egress being
directed up the Forever 21 steps and over the TCLB. To enable this to occur, a
new barrier plan would be put in place in the NTH. In the event that the NTH
closes, football spectators would be encouraged to go to the east as per the
current dispersal plan. A decision on whether any are allowed over the TCLB
would be a matter for Westfield who would want to have in place the
appropriate resource either to prevent them from doing so or to allow them to
do so but under control.

4.16.2. Option 2: An alternative could be that LS185 combine the two queues of
football supporters further back from the NTH on Montfichet Road, placing
them all in the east bound carriageway. They would then arrive at the NTH as
they currently do and the existing barrier configuration could be used, although
all Westfield customers should go up the Forever 21 steps and over the TCLB
as per the new proposed plan at option 1. This would prevent the problem of
the lower ground floor of Westfield becoming too crowded when the NTH gets
congested. In the event that the NTH closes, football spectators would be
encouraged to go to the east as per the current dispersal plan. A decision on
whether any are allowed over the TCLB would be a matter for Westfield who



would want to have in place the appropriate resource either to prevent them
from doing so or to allow them to do so but under control.

4.16.3. Option 3: The existing plan continues to be used and costs are driven out
wherever possible.

4.17. Westfield has been asked to consider their position and at the time of writing this
report, they are still doing so.

4.18. The approximate costs of each option are set out in the attached plans. This clearly
shows that there is an overall cost saving for E20, especially in moving to option 2.

4.19. For the medium term, work is continuing with TfL on the feasibility of alternative
entrances to Stratford Regional Station in an effort to reduce the demand at the NTH
and TCLB. The two that appear the easiest are:

4.19.1. to open an entrance at Gibbins Road which is off Carpenters Road (see slide in
Appendix 2)

4.19.2. to create an entrance on Montfichet Road opposite 1 Stratford Place by placing
a flat bridge over an unused siding so allowing access to the platform and the
eastern tunnel below (see slide in Appendix 2)

4.20. Because of the scale of the regeneration in the area, it is clear that fundamental
improvements will be required at Stratford Regional Station to cope with the passenger
numbers on both event and non-event days. This has also been discussed with TfL
and work looking at longer term options is underway.

NON FOOTBALL EVENTS

5.1. Sections 3 and 4 of this report focus on the football events, which present the greatest
challenge in terms of spectator behaviour, volumes of visits and conflicts with
shoppers due to the timing of ingress and egress.

5.2. The starting point for the stakeholders for any non-football event over 20,000
spectators has been to replicate the football plan. This would be unnecessary in most
cases.

5.3. Itis important for LS185, Westfield, and LBN Licencing to recognise that other events
will require different arrangements. In particular:

5.3.1. The vast majority of the 16 ParaAthletics Championships days will attract
under 20,000 compliant spectators to week day daytime sessions. Some
sessions could be below 10,000 spectators. The arrangements for these
should be much reduced, or indeed potentially operate without special
arrangements in in place

5.3.2. While over 50,000 spectators per session, the compliant nature of the IAAF
Athletics Championships should reduce the level of stewarding

5.3.3. Egress from the 4 concerts is after 10.30pm, so the interaction with shoppers
will be minimal. Concert ingress, however, is at peak commuter time (5pm-
7pm), so will create similar issues to an evening football event

Appendices:

1. Update on Recommendations from October 2017 Stadium Safety Review
2. Slides showing Options and their Associated Costs




Appendix 1 — Update on Recommendations from Chris Allison’s October 2017 Stadium Safety Review
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Extra Entrance off Montfichet Road avoiding Northern Ticket Hall



Extra Entrance by Covering Overground track at Platform 12b
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STADIUM LLP

Subject: E20 Director Update

Meeting date: 28.2.17

Agenda Item: 3

Report to: E20 Stadium LLP Board

Report of: Alan Skewis, Director of E20 Stadium LLP

1.2

1.3.

4.2.

SUMMARY

This report provides the E20 Stadium LLP Board (“the Board” or E20) with an update
from the Director and E20 team on various work streams. It does not replicate
information contained in other papers on the agenda.

The venue is in a run of three months of successful events without major incident.
Looking ahead, the upcoming fixture against Chelsea, Spurs and Liverpool will
generate challenges, and Board papers recommend remaining at 57,000 capacity for
now.

The number of risks, disputes and unresolved issues remains a concern. The
position with Vodafone is the most significant change since the last meeting.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Board is invited to:
2.1.1. NOTE the report

2.1.2. Note the position on the discretionary fund, and AGREE to delegate up to
£80,000 of spend to be approved by NLI and LLDC representatives for
Power and data for the East Stand digital LEDs

HEALTH AND SAFETY REPORTING

A health and safety summary report by LS185 is attached in Annex 1. This report will
be provided to all future E20 board meetings. There are no RIDDOR incidences
reported in January and 21 medical incidences, 20 of which are minor. The major
incidence is the cardiac arrest at the Manchester United match. There are no
accidents or incidences reported on non-match days throughout the month.

E20 KPIs

E20 proposes to establish and track progress against Key Performance Indicators.
These are outlined at annex 2. They define the key targets E20 needs to meet if it is
achieve its financial and broader community objectives — it will focus attention on the
most important areas. The KPIs can be adjusted based on any Board feedback, and
will be finalised in the upcoming E20 Business Plan. E20 will then report on progress
in this format at each Board meeting.

The first ten E20 KPlIs all depend to a considerable degree upon the performance of
LS185. This highlights the obvious importance of the Operator to E20’s success. To
note that these E20 KPlIs are in addition to, and complement, the existing LS185
KPIs which were established in the Operator Agreement. The existing LS185 KPlIs
tend to be more operational — and less commercial — in focus. As well as retaining



5.
5.1.

their existing KPIs, LS185 will be asked to submit information to assess performance
against E20’s KPlIs.

RISKS

The risk register has been updated. A summary of the risks is set out below.

6. RISKS ARISING FROM STADIUM DEFECTS AND ASSET SURVEYS (RED)

6.1.

There has been improved progress on the identification and resolution of stadium
defects by Balfour Beatty. Fortnightly progress review meetings are being held with
LLDC, Mace and Balfour Beatty to drive closeout of all the remaining defects.

Date

Under Ready to

Lini Closed -
Review Inspect

Raised Open

Disputed

11-01-17 307 209 20 5 40 33

18-01-17 307 209 20

46 27

5
25-01-17 308 221 30 0 33 24
10-02-17 311 234 22 0

35 20

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

The most event critical items remain:

6.2.1. Stadium Lighting/Floodlighting — LS185 have submitted a report on
lighting/floodlighting control system defects, which included their
assessment that there was a significant risk of losing an event if the defect
and system deficiencies were not addressed. The defect remains open, but
CP Northern (Balfour Beatty sub-contractor) are actively engaged in
addressing the issues highlighted.

6.2.2. Public Address System (PAVA) — E20 have approved rectification works to
reoccurring critical faults that appear on the system. The costs are to be
recovered from Balfour Beatty if it is evident the critical faults arise as a
result of a defect. It is hoped that this will close out the defect. The system
will remain vulnerable to failure, as it relies on a single system. LS185 have
been asked to provide options to improve resilience to the PAVA system by
March 2017. These would need to compete for any remaining E20
discretionary funding.

Permissions have been given to LS185 to address future event critical defects that
may arise.

At the January 2017 board a recommendation to agree the principle of agreeing an
excusing event / supplemental agreement with LS815 for the period July 2016 to
April 2017 was noted. The legal form of the agreement, and financial amount
contained within it are being discussed, with E20 resisting LS185 attempts to widen
the excusing events to include deficiencies in the stadium rather than late delivery
and major defects from the transformation works.

The documents will be presented to NLI_ and LLDC (Gerry
Murphy) nominees for approval in due course.

The financial impact could be as much as £800,000. An agreed amount of this will be
sought from Balfour Beatty. The balance cannot meet an NPV test it cannot be drawn
from the E20 Discretionary fund, the amount agreed will be drawn from E20 working
capital.

7. LOGISTICAL MANAGEMENT DURING MAY-SEPTEMBER 2017 (NEW, AMBER)



7.1.

7.2.

Good progress has been made on the logistical integration of stadium events, school
construction and seat moves between May 2017 and September 2017.

E20 are being clear that LS185 should absorb these costs within the Shell and
London 2017 event charges.

8. NAMING RIGHTS (RED, WAS AMBER)

8.1.

A separate paper deals with naming rights.

9. LS185 PERFORMANCE (RED)

9.1.

9.2.

9.3.

94.

The LS185 business plan is a main item on the agenda. This is the focus for the
Board meeting.

The Director retains the view that Vinci are contributing very little added value to
LS185, but are and stifling LS185s ability to manage the stadium. The arrangements
are creating up to £1m per annum duplication and complexity that could be driven out
of the overall stadium business plans. The Director agrees that a divorce from Vinci /
adoption of LS185 by E20 would create some short term disruption. It has been
agreed that the focus for this month’s board should assume the current
arrangements, with more radical plans presented at a later date.

One further recent issue is worthy of note. Concerns have been raised with LS185
over a hire cost supplied “out of the blue” to London 2017. The concerns
reflected 2 i1ssues - the level of costs and communication method. These are similar
concerns to those raised by other event promoters, WHU and LBN in the past.

LS185 had subsequently explained that the figures were “catch all” figures that had to
make large assumptions. This followed repeated requests by LS185 for more precise
details from London 2017 that were not responded to. For example, the figures
assumed each16 ParaAthletics sessions would attract over 50,000 spectators.
Current session sales are running between 1,500 to 25,000.

10. UNSUSTAINABLE EVENT DAY COSTS (RED)

10.1.

The LS185 business plan and report on egress focus on event day costs.

11. E20 FINANCIAL POSITION (RED)

11.1.

11.2.

11.3.
11.4.

The finance paper on the agenda shows a worsening position that is of major
concern to the stadium’s future use. The position underpins recommendations to the
Board to reconsider more radical options regarding future operation and multi-use of
the stadium.

Next month the E20 business plan will be presented to the Board. It is likely to ask
the Board to consider the need for the following in 2017/18:

Working capital contributions, to ensure E20 are a going concern.

An increase in the £14.2m discretionary fund of c.£1m-£2m to fund additional “spend
to save” or critical capital spend items. Annex 3 sets out the current prioritised list of
spend items not covered by stadium works to date. The most pressing issues is the
installation of power and data for the East Stand digital LEDs (to a maximum of
£80,000). The NPV assessment will be positive for this, and there are advantages in
getting the system in place. However, the full assessment is not completed at the
time of this report. It is therefore recommended that a sum of up to £80,000 is
delegated to be approved by nominated LLDC and NLI representatives prior to the
next Board meeting.




11.5. There remain a number of disputed items that are reported as contingent liabilities in
the financial analysis reported to the Board. Closing these out has proven difficult.
E20 staff are seeking to do so before the March 2017 Board meeting. They are:

11.51.a. £871,025 of disputed items with LLDC Transformation identified in
the discretionary fund

11.5.1.b. £251,250 IPTV
11.5.1.c. Any liability relating to the catering and power dispute with LS185

11.6. The Stadium Lifecycle fund. LS185 asset surveys will conclude by March 2017.
Their verbal indications from LS185 are that the lifecycle needs will be c.£2m in
2017/18. This compares to a £0 sum in the Gardner and Theobold report for E20 in
2015.

11.7. The LS185 lifecycle figures will be challenged, and it is E20s intention that E20 resist
any non-essential spends on lifecycle. This could limit spend to essential health and
safety needs and clear contractual obligations. Although the approach will increase
asset quality and contractual and risk, this approach is unavoidable in the current
financial position.

11.8. However, Members are asked to note that any agreed lifecycle plan would need to be
drawn from working capital, be brought forward from the £5m funds ring fenced by
E20 as part of the agreement to allow the Bobby Moore Academy to be built on the
stadium island.

12. BOBBY MOORE ACADEMY SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION (AMBER)
12.1. The secondary school continues to progress well on site, with Saturday working
being agreed to accelerate the programme and reduce conflicts during London 2017.
13. WEST HAM UNITED RELATIONSHIP (AMBER)
13.1. The relationship with WHU remains challenging, with the club’s attitude and approach
to partnership having an impact on their relations with all parties. The meeting with

the Board in January was effective in getting the message across that E20 are willing
to be robust and assert its contractual rights with the club.

13.2. WHU have yet to respond on E20 letter on East Stand mid-tier add diagram

14. DIGITAL SCREEN / EREINIIEGE (AVEER)

14.1.

.y

14.4.

15. STADIUM CAPACITY (AMBER)



15.1. The current capacity for football remains 57,000.

15.2. Agenda item 2 - Chris Allisons’ report on stadium safety and security - addresses the
safety and security aspects of increasing capacity in more detail. A recommendation
in that report is to remain at 57,000 capacity for the current time.

15.3. WHU have stated at the Board meeting and in a letter of the 7" February that they
will trigger legal resolution of the additional capacity through a court procedure.

15.4. E20 have stated to WHU that we do not believe this is the correct procedure. Such a

procedure will be public. E20 Members have confirmed proceed and hold firm against
WHU assertions.

16. GLA REVIEW (AMBER)

16.1. Mayor of London investigation terms of reference have been issued, with work
expected to proceed later this month.









E20 Key Performance | Information to be Summary of past RAG Rating Owner (E20 Actions Consequence of
Indicators (subject to | reported to Board | month’s performance staff member) failure
agreement by the
Board)
1. Ensure safety and  |LS185 monthly No significant safety Green Alan Skewis Continue to closely LS185 KPI failure.
security of venue, Health & Safety or security issues. See monitor via LS185,and  [Major reputational
staff, and public Report. separate Health & drive completion of Chris Jand financial impacts.
Safety report, plus Allison’s safety
agenda item on safety recommendations.
and egress.
2. Drive down West  [Cost per event. Existing matchday Red Martin Gaunt LS185 and E20 business  [LS185 likely to fall
Ham matchday operational costs are plans will establish short of minimum
operational costs to running at target cost savings. revenues, potentially
[Exxxk] per match by c£230k/match, triggering
the start of the 2018- comprising £222k New egress termination (after
19 season [target to LS185 costs and arrangements to be 2020). Concession
be set in business additional £8k E20 introduced in March Agreement is
plan following egress payment to 2017. unsustainable over
decision on LLW] Westfield. long-term.
3. Resolve all Update on progress| Further detailed Amber Martin Gaunt Awaiting clarity on the  [Need for alternative

contractual matters
with LS185 on
favourable terms

on disputed costs in
particular.

scrutiny of disputed
costs and wifi
undertaken and
advice shared with
Members.

linked issue of naming
rights. E20-LLDC-NLI
negotiating team to then
meet with LS185 with
view to resolving.

strategy (e.g.
terminate Vinci
contract).




E20 Key Performance
Indicators (subject to
agreement by the
Board)

6. Asset survey and
lifecycle replacement
plan submitted by
LS185 and fed into
E20 Business Plan by
end March 2017

Information to be
reported to Board

Briefing session
between E20 (inc
Member reps) and
LS185 in mid
March. Qutcomes
reported in E20
Business Plan.

Summary of past
month’s performance

Asset survey and
lifecycle replacement
plan under
preparation by LS185.
Significant financial
pressures anticipated.

RAG Rating

Amber

Owner (E20
staff member)

Actions

Briefing session to be

diarised. Outcomes to be
reflected in E20 Business

Plan.

Consequence of
failure

LS185 in breach of
Operator Agreement.
E20 fails to make
|sufficient provision to
maintain and invest
in the Stadium.

7. Utilities handed
over to LS185 from
[April 2017 — tbc],
and costs minimised

Handover progress.
Forecast/actual vs
business plan
target.

LS185 accepted
principle that utilities
should be handed
over imminently.
Cheaper electricity
rates offered by
existing supplier.

Amber

Martin Gaunt

Formalise handover of
utilities. LS185 to secure
cost effective suppliers.
Appoint benchmarking
expert. LS185 undertake
review of metering and
building management
systems, to drive
efficiencies.

Utilities are managed
inefficiently, resulting
in higher costs for
E20 than necessary.




E20 Key Performance
Indicators (subject to
agreement by the
Board)

Information to be
reported to Board

Summary of past
month’s performance

RAG Rating

Owner (E20
staff member)

Actions

Consequence of
failure

8. 187 conference &
banqueting events
held in 2017, as per
LS185/Delaware
North business plan
target

Number of events
held to date.
Forecast/actual vs
business plan
target.

LS185 business plan
establishes target, to
now be tracked
against. Anecdotal
reports of increasing
number of events.

Amber

9. Handover issues
and defects resolved,
with LS185 accepting
commencement of
full operating period
by [April 2017 - tbc]

Running total of
Operator handover
claim. Status of
Supplemental
Agreement.
Number of defects
outstanding.

Draft E20-Operator
Supplemental
Agreement under
consideration
Operator has
provided ‘handover’
claim of £541k for
period 13 July 2016 —
31 Dec (under
consideration and
challenge). Some
progress by
Transformation in
closing out
Notification of
Defective Work
(NDW).

Amber

Martin Gaunt

E20 to support potential
LS185 request to
Planning Authority to
permit greater use of
parking spaces (an
obstacle to further
events at present).

Failure to animate
stadium on non-
event days and
deliver community
benefits. Delaware
North fail to achieve
minimum revenue
guarantee.

Ongoing review and
challenge of Agreement
and claim. Defects
meetings to drive
progress, in advance of
end of defects liability
period (13 July 2017).

Operator Agreement
remains in place.
But potential for
LS185 to refuse to
deliver contracted
services.




E20 Key Performance | Information to be Summary of past RAG Rating Owner (E20 Actions Consequence of
Indicators (subject to | reported to Board | month’s performance staff member) failure
agreement by the
Board)
10. 75% of Stadium Quarterly LS185 Job| LS185 reported in Dec | Red Martin Gaunt Hold LS185 to accountin |LS185 in breach of
employees are LB & Apprenticeship | 2016 only 25% of driving progress with Operator Agreement
Newham residents Report (inc % local | workforce are LB subcontractors. Continue |Priority Theme.
employment Newham residents. to support LS185 via Stadium fails to
figures). LLDC and LBN deliver local
community teams, and  [community/economic|
Workplace. Challenge benefits.
LS185 on next quarterly
update (March 2017).
11. Secure naming Update on Vodafone response to | Red Alan Skewis Secure deal with Large impact on E20
rights partner, with milestones to an initial terms, and Vodafone. financial projections.
first payment by June [agreed deal. revised proposal \Wifi project delay.
2017 made.
12. Deliver 2017 Actual vs planned | PHD appointed 1* Feb | Amber _ Set up Project Breach of contractual
seating transitions dates to deliver and planning work Governance structure. obligations to LS185,
within available time |(e.g. Move 1 target | underway. Appoint project WHU, UKA.
windows and budget |dates 14 May to 23 managers (likely to be Enact PHD contract
May). Latest Mace). measures.
position against
agreed budget.
13. Event tickets Tickets to be All tickets distributed | Green _ Continued distribution of [Members cannot

successfully secured
and reliably
distributed to
Members (in support
of their strategic
objectives)

supplied as per
Board agreement.

to Members in line
with Board
agreement. West
Ham have not been
successful in re-selling
Executive Box.

tickets. Potentially sell
Exec box ourselves if
West Ham cannot.

invite key
stakeholders, losing
the opportunity to
support their
strategic objectives.




Item 3, Annex 3:

Discretionary Fund Prioritised Potential Spends -

Item Potential Description Recommendation Priority Other Funds could be | Level of Risk of Legal NPV Test (1 No- Yes) Immediate
cost (£) Score Drawn from (and Claim if do not Urgency (could
strength of E20 case proceed (1 1-10 High) it be delayed?)
L/M/H) 1-10
Capital cost increase of 870,000 See separate 31 Jan Approval of 25 Naming Rights Fee (H) | 5 (from LS185 for not | As underpins NR deal No (10)
wifi solution (02 to 700,000 Board paper. £870k is principle at January Working Capital (M) proceeding) (10)
Vodafone) maximum exposure and | Board. LS185 (M)- £150k
actual amount should be | Delegation to justified
less. NLI/LLDC of final
figure
Power to upper tier LED on | 50,000 Board purchased. Supply | Approve 23 LS185 (M) Not in current NR Yes (9) Positive NPV 9—to support
East stand needed given new Highest” spend to Naming Rights (H) package (5) assessed. secondary
location save” priority, so income
budget for funds generation
Seating Rail purchase 40,000 Purchase of seat rails in Approve £10,000 23 - None 8 - £10k 5- £10k 9-£10k
lower tier to essential £10k 4 -£40k 1-£40k 4 -£40k
accommodate Reject above 9 -£40k
movement of fixed £10,000
seating between the L
upper and lower tiers/.
Only essential items to
be agreed, with request
for over £40k and £100k
for greater flexibility
rejected.
Draught Beer to General 105,200 LS185 claim under Defer until May 21 LLDC transformation LS185 could have Yes (8) Already done,
Admission areas review. 2017 (M) claim, but likely to get so
DN installed to meet GA wrapped into retrospective
draught requirements. disputed costs (4) (9)
PAVA System Upgrade to 100,000 Approve from 20 LLDC Transformation Risk of losing game Only through risk of Longer risk
improve resilience Discretionary fund (M - part) and stadium losing a game (6) allowed to run
resilience levels being the higher the
blamed (7) risk of an event
failure (7)
Additional Air Skates £250,000 £250k for Airskates Approve £200,000 19 LLDC transformation Higher risk of not TBD Yes, if want in
improvements to from Relocatable (L/H) meeting WHU (8) for 2017 seat




current seating system

seat budget
£0 from
discretionary fund

Working capital (M)

timeline, none with
PHD (3)

moves (8)

Boleyn Bar Draught beer 80,000 LS1i5 Defer until May 19 LLDC Transformation Potential claim from Yes, LS185 believe will Mainly related
WHU assert needed to 2017 (M - part) WHU regarding increase sales at WHU, | to WHU legal
comply with comparable | If agreed in place for comparable club (6) concerts and non- claim, but if
club. This is an area new football season event days (8) not done now
where they would have but not concerts will miss
the strongest case as is a opportunity for
pub. concert income
Original LS185 estimate uplift(5)
for £40k now £80k

Montfichet Rd 178,000 Replace hired barriers Approve from 19 Westfield (L) Low (2) Yes — Previous board Not for

Improvements with permanent ones Discretionary Fund LBN (M) papers shows payback operations, but
now that the ingress / or Working Capital in less than a year (9) needed to start
egress tested or LBN spend making

revenue
savings (8)

LS185 claim for handover 800,000 Based on LS185 claim of | Approve up to 18 LLDC Transformation Legitimate claim from | No, although no Yes, time

delay £540k to date, with £540,000 Now from (H) FOR % LS185 (7) change could lead to limited and
expectation of further Discretionary fund Working Capital (H) risk of LS185 not needed to
costs by April 2017. LS185 absorb (M) delivering events (2) secure
Large share expected to continued
be recharged to LS185 service
Transformation / (9)

Balfour Beatty.
Lower Tier LED on East 100,000 Defer, 16 LS185 (M) No (1) Yes — 10 if proven that Only once legal
stand but expect to be WHU (M) LS185 can monetise, positon
Highest priority, so showing high clear(5)
budget for funds £000,000s at present

Manual override to TBC LS185 costing to resolve Defer until NPV 16 LLDC Transformation Risk of losing game Only through risk of No, as long as

floodlights an identified risk in known (M) and stadium losing a game (6) accept risk of
losing an event. resilience levels being losing a game

blamed (7) (5)

Asset Survey TBC Other potential items to | Defer until NPV 16 LLDC Transformation LS185 can claim Likely but TBC - Risk of No, awauit
invest in may be known (May 2017) (M) against increased losing a game and surveys by end
identified in LS185 asset maintenance / reducedLS185 event March (5)
survey (due operating costs (7) costs (6)

Security Improvements 100,000 AS identified by LS185 Approve and 15 LLDC Transformation Possible from LS185 NPV test to be done, Yes for highest

report

delegate to E20
Director up to
£100,000 for priority

where not met
specification (M)

(3)

will be a Yes for some

()

priority as
impact security

(8)




items
Defer others until
May 2017

Moderate for
others as can
be managed by
extra hum an
resources (5)

Smart Lighting / Metering 100,000 Possible "spend to save" | Defer until May 14 LLDC Transformation Low (2) Yes (7)?? Moderate (5)
to reduce utilities costs. 2017 (M - part)
Academy Bar Upgrade 100,000 Defer until May 12 None Potential claim from No (3) Only as related
2017 WHU regarding to WHU claim
comparable club (6) (5)
Other Areas draught beer 100,000 Defer until May 12 LLDC Transformation Potential claim from No (3) Only as related
2017 (M) WHU regarding to WHU claim
comparable club (6) (5)
Contributions to Accessto | TBC Contribution to costs to Defer until NPV 12 (likely | TfL(H) No (2) Not known, but likely Not currently
Stratford Station reduce event egress known, but expect to rise CIL/S106 (H) to be high (8) (2)
costs to be high priority once Westfield (L)
details LBN (M)
known)
Stadium deep clean 100,000 Regarded as maximum Reject total figure 8 LLDC Transformation 5 —only if LS85 claim No (1) 3 (stadium
E20 may be willing to Defer on decision on (M - part) operating, with
fund, alongside up to £200k for LS185 (M) limited
contributions from priority areas until Fabric Wrap Budget complaints)
others (but noting thata | May 2017 (L- part)
deep clean of the whole
stadium is quoted at
£1.1m)
London 2017 Community 100,000 Should now not be Reject 6 School (L) London 2017 could No (1) No longer
Track Concealment needed London 2017 (M) but unlikely (2) essential (3)
Additional irrigation pump | 13,000 Additional pump to Reject — LS185 6 LS185 (H) No (2) No, unless lose match No (2)
improve resilience should fund (2)
London 2017 Marquee 90,000 Cost to conceal West Reject 5-19 London 2017 London 2017 could No (1) Seeking to

Sign Concealment

Ham marquee sign, if
necessary. Decision
depends on if liable for
clean stadium

but E20 resisting (2-9)

avoid need. If
do, then very
urgent for
August 2017
(2-9)













Do not proceed | £0 No expenditure Premature rejection of a 4
potentially helpful
incremental improvement

5.

5.1.

5.2.

4.51. Investigating proceeding with Option 3 is still recommended. Any allocation
of funds will initially be allocated from the seating budget, on the basis that
financial savings can be identified to offset the up to £30,000 costs.

CRITICAL SPARES

Aerofilm, suppliers of the airstakes system, have written to LLDC, via Mace,
recommending that 25 air cushion spares be procured to mitigate any slippage of the
2017 transition programmes. The costs are being confirmed and will be verbally
given to the Board.

Given that airskates are such a critical component of the 2017 seating transitions,
coupled with the extremely challenging programme faced during 2017, it is
recommended to take up this option and provide some programme assurance.

6. FUTURE INCREMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

7.

7.1.

7.2.

This type of incremental improvement idea is expected to be the first of a number of
incremental improvements that will need E20 decisions. Any future decision will
need to balance the upfront capital cost against:

6.1.1. The saving in labour (and therefore cost)
6.1.2. The degree to which it de-risks the seat move programme
6.1.3. Affordability from the seating budget (and / or discretionary fund)

m itis
recommended that to be approved, any incremental improvement will need to

demonstrate a positive NPV over 2 years (West, North and South), and 1 year (East).

Given the timescales for making such improvements, it is recommended that LLDC
and NLI representatives are able to approve proposals in between board meetings, if
they meet the criteria above and can therefore be funded from within the 2017/18
seating budget.

RELOCATABLE SEAT PROJECT MANAGEMENT

PHD are mobilised and planning for the 2017 seat moves, so delaying decisions risk
E20 being exposed.

At the last Board it was reported that costs for project managing the seat moves were
to be provided by Mace. A budget of £200,000 for these services was provided by
LLDC and reported to the Board last month. The LLDC estimate was based on:

7.2.1. For the summer period (May —August inclusive) for the pre-planning, actual
transitions and post transition cost verification — 1 Project Manager, 1
Contract Administrator, 0.5 Safety Officer.

7.2.2. For the winter period (say Sept — April) for the pre and post-match
inspections, implementation of continuous improvement measures etc — 0.5
Project Manager, 0.25 Contract Administrator

7.2.3. Day Rates based on the LLDC framework with Mace as a Project Manager
Contract Administration - and a Safety officer—



















2017 Seat Move Sequence












East Stand Infills Reinstalled

When What Tendered Duration Available Duration
29/8- East Stand Reinstallation of Mid Tier (infill) ~ Estimated at 6 days (24 hour
5/9/2017 Infills sections on East Stand working).

I N N N N N N N R

Date 25 Aug 26 Aug 27 Aug 28 Aug 29 Aug 30 Aug 31 Aug 1 Sept 2 Sept
Day in Seat 1 2 3 4 5
Move
Milestone Possible Likely Possible Possible

game game game game

o e e e [oe e e e e ]

Date 3 Sept 4 Sept 5 Sept 6 Sept 7 Sept 8 Sept 9 Sept 10 Sept
Day in Seat 6

Move

Milestone Possible Likely Possible

game game game




Item:

6

Subject: LS185 Business Plan

Meeting Date: 28 February 2017

Report to: E20 Board

Report of: Martin Gaunt, Business Manager, E20 Stadium LLP

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

2.2.

SUMMARY

LS185 has prepared i