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1   Apologies for Absence and Chair's Announcements (Item 1) 

 

1.1 Apologies for absence were received from Gareth Bacon MP AM. 

 

1.2 The Chair, then provided an update on some recent Assembly activity, including: the People’s 

Question Time held in Haringey, the City Hall service marking the 75th anniversary of the 

liberation of Auschwitz-Birkenau and the 25th anniversary of the genocide in Bosnia, the 

Education Panel’s recent letter to the Mayor calling on him to address educational inequality 

and its impact on young Londoners, and the publication of the Budget and Performance 

Committee’s response to the Mayor’s Draft Consultation earlier in the month. 
 
 

2   Declarations of Interests (Item 2) 

 

2.1 The Assembly received the report of the Executive Director of Secretariat. 

 

2.2 Resolved: 

 

That the list of offices held by Assembly Members, as set out in the table at Item 3, 

be noted as disclosable pecuniary interests. 
 
 

3   Draft Consolidated Budget 2020-21 (Item 3) 
 

   Report of the Mayor (Item 3a) 

 

3.1 The Assembly received an oral statement from the Mayor on his draft 2020-21 Consolidated 

Budget document. 

 

3.2 A copy of the Mayor’s statement is attached at Appendix 1. 
 
 
   Response by the London Assembly's Budget and Performance 

Committee to the Mayor of London's GLA Group Budget Proposals and 
Precepts 2020-21 Consultation Document (Item 3b) 

 

3.3 The Chairman of the London Assembly’s Budget and Performance Committee, Susan Hall AM, 

presented the Committee’s response to the Mayor of London’s GLA Group Budget Proposals 

and Precepts 2020-21 Consultation Document. 

 

3.4 A copy of the statement by the Chairman of the London Assembly’s Budget and Performance 

Committee is attached at Appendix 2. 
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   Questions to the Mayor on his Draft 2020-21 Consolidated Budget 

Proposals (Item 3c) 

 

3.5 The Chair explained that, in accordance with section 100B(4)(b) of the Local Government Act 

1972, she had agreed to admit to the agenda a supplementary paper in relation to the Mayor’s 

budget proposals as an urgent item of business.  This was on the grounds that it related to the 

police settlement for 2020/21, which had been published after the agenda for the meeting 

and was required to be considered as part of the Mayor’s Draft Consolidated Budget 2020/21. 

 

Assembly Members put questions to the Mayor on each of the seven component budgets set 

out within the draft Consolidated Budget proposals. 

 

3.6 David Bellamy, Chief of Staff, and Martin Clarke, Executive Director of Resources, were also in 

attendance for the duration of the question and answer session. 

 

3.7 The record of the questions put by Members, together with the Mayor’s answers, is attached 

at Appendix 3. 

 

3.8 The Deputy Chairman assumed the Chair from 10.45am to 11.01am for the duration of 

questioning from the Chair, Jennette Arnold OBE AM. 

 

3.9 During the course of the discussion the Mayor undertook to: 

 Commission a report into the outcome of the increased support, in relation to special 

educational needs and disabilities teaching, and share the report with the Assembly; 

 Investigate the provision of funding basic digital skills, through the Adult Education 

Budget, for adult Londoners aged 50 and above; 

 Provide details of the amount of funding allocated to the new rough sleeping initiatives 

in the previous year which came from Government funding and the amount from GLA 

resources; 

 Provide the number of restarted homes in 2018/2019; 

 Provide details of the amount of earmarked reserves to be drawn down to smooth police 

officer numbers in the medium-term; 

 Provide details of the proportion of MOPAC reserves that would be used for updating 

“outdated technology” currently used by police officers; 

 Provide details of when the Metropolitan Police Service Senior Management Board 

would be making a decision on whether to continue with the sale of specific police 

stations and police estates; 

 Write to Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM regarding the future operation of Wimbledon Police 

Station; and 
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 Investigate the possibility of conducting a survey of the impact on air quality on both 

sides of Hammersmith Bridge resulting from closure of the bridge. 
 
 

4   Consideration by the London Assembly of the Mayor of London's Draft 
Consolidated Budget Proposals 2020-21 (Item 4) 

 

4.1 At 12.22pm, the Chair adjourned the meeting until 1.30pm. The meeting reconvened at 

1.33pm. 

 

4.2 The substantive motion before the Assembly was:” To approve the draft Consolidated Budget 

of 2020-21, together with the draft component budgets comprised within it, with or without 

amendment.” 

 

4.3 A formal budget amendment was moved by Susan Hall AM and seconded by Andrew Boff AM 

(and is attached at Appendix 4). 

 

4.4 A formal budget amendment was moved by Caroline Russell AM and seconded by Siân Berry 

AM (and is attached at Appendix 5). 

 

4.5 The Assembly then turned to debate the Mayor’s draft Consolidated Budget 2020-21 and the 

two formal budget amendments. 

 

4.6 Following debate and upon being put to the vote: 

 

 The formal budget amendment proposed by Susan Hall AM was declared lost (with 7 

votes being cast in favour and 15 votes being cast against). 

 

4.7 A named vote was requested under the provisions of Standing Order 6.7 in relation to the 

Budget Amendment in the name of Caroline Russell AM. The votes were cast as follows: 

 

For the amendment: Siân Berry AM; Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM; and Caroline Russell AM.  

 

Against the amendment: Shaun Bailey AM, Andrew Boff AM, Léonie Cooper AM, Tom Copley 

AM, Unmesh Desai AM, Tony Devenish AM, Andrew Dismore AM, Len Duvall AM, Florence 

Eshalomi MP AM, Nicky Gavron AM, Susan Hall AM, David Kurten AM, Joanne McCartney 

AM, Steve O’Connell AM, Keith Prince AM, Dr Onkar Sahota AM, Navin Shah AM, Fiona 

Twycross AM, Tony Arbour AM (Deputy Chairman), and Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair). 

 

 The formal budget amendment proposed by Caroline Russell AM was declared lost 

(with 3 votes being cast in favour and 20 votes being cast against). 

 

4.8 A budget related motion was moved by Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM and seconded by Siân Berry 

AM (and is attached at Appendix 6). 
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4.9 Following debate, a named vote on the budget related motion in the name of               

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM was requested under the provisions of Standing Order 6.7. The 

votes were cast as follows: 

 

For the motion: Siân Berry AM, Andrew Boff AM, Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM, and         

Caroline Russell AM. 

 

Against the motion: Shaun Bailey AM, Léonie Cooper AM, Tom Copley AM, Unmesh Desai 

AM, Andrew Dismore AM, Len Duvall AM, Florence Eshalomi MP AM, Nicky Gavron AM, David 

Kurten AM, Joanne McCartney AM, Keith Prince AM, Dr Onkar Sahota AM, Navin Shah AM, 

Fiona Twycross AM, Tony Arbour AM (Deputy Chairman), and Jennette Arnold OBE AM 

(Chair). 

 

Abstentions: Susan Hall AM and Steve O’Connell AM. 

 

The budget related motion proposed by Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM was declared lost 

(with 4 votes being cast in favour, 16 votes being cast against and 2 abstentions). 

 

4.10 The Chair then moved the substantive motion, namely: “That the Assembly approves the 

draft Consolidated Budget for 2020-21 together with the draft component budgets 

comprised within it without amendment”. 

 

4.11 Upon being put to the vote, the substantive motion was carried (with 12 votes being 

cast in favour and 10 votes being cast against). 

 

4.12 The Chair stated that this concluded the Assembly’s consideration of the draft Consolidated 

Budget for 2020-21. 
 
 

5   Date of Next Meeting (Item 5) 

 

5.1 The next scheduled meeting of the London Assembly was the Plenary meeting which would 

take place at 10.00 am on Thursday 6 February 2020 in the Chamber, City Hall. 
 
 

6   Any Other Business the Chair Considers Urgent (Item 6) 

 

6.1 There were no items of urgent business. 
 
 

7   Close of Meeting  

 

7.1 The meeting ended at 3.19 pm. 
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Chair  Date 
 
Contact Officer: Davena Toyinbo, Principal Committee Manager; Telephone: 0208 039 1285; 

Email: davena.toyinbo@london.gov.uk 



Appendix 1 
 

 

London Assembly Plenary Meeting: Wednesday 29 January 2020 
  

Transcript of Item 3a - Mayor’s Opening Statement 
 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Good morning, Chair and Assembly Members.  I am pleased 

to be with you here today to discuss the budget, ably assisted by my two wings, Martin Clarke 

[Executive Director of Resources, Greater London Authority (GLA)] and David Bellamy [Mayor’s 

Chief of Staff].  I am looking forward to your questions later on. 

 

This budget sets out how I will continue to deliver real results for Londoners at record speed 

with positive changes that make a tangible difference to Londoners’ lives.  This includes using 

the budget to continue to build on our world-leading plans to tackle air pollution and to 

continue to tackle London’s housing crisis. 

 

Vitally, this budget also outlines the action we are taking to keep Londoners safe despite the 

Government’s massive cuts to the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and youth services since 

2010.  As I announced in December [2019], we have decided to increase investment in 

London’s Violence Reduction Unit (VRU), which is leading our public health approach to 

tackling the complex causes of crime.  We are proposing to increase the VRU’s annual core 

budget from £1.8 million to £5 million and this will allow us to invest in more projects and 

programmes to make early interventions in young Londoners’ lives. 

 

We are also proposing to commit additional funding to the MPS.  This is on top of the record 

amount of investment we have already made from City Hall.  The funding confirmed last week 

by the Government for policing in London does not go nearly far enough and fails to make up 

for the number of police officers lost since 2010, even though the capital’s population has 

grown.  In addition, there is still uncertainty about how much money the Government will 

allocate to the MPS in future years. 

 

This means that I am once again left with no choice but to raise council tax in order to help 

tackle violent crime and so today we are announcing that we are proposing to increase council 

tax by 22 pence a week or £11.56 over the year from this April [2020].  This increase will raise 

an additional £15.7 million for policing and crime reduction, which will allow me to fast-track 

funding and bring forward the recruitment of 600 additional police officers into 2020/21 who 

would otherwise not have been recruited until 2021/22.  As Mayor, I will always do what is 

necessary to help to keep our city safe. 

 

Chair, as always, I am grateful for the hard work of the Members of the Budget and 

Performance Committee.  I value feedback and suggestions for this budget from Members of 

the Budget and Performance Committee and from the wider Assembly, too.  I look forward, 

Chair, to answering questions during the course of the morning.  Thank you. 

 
 

Page 1



This page is intentionally left blank

Page 2



 

London Assembly Plenary Meeting: Wednesday 29 January 2020 
  

Transcript of Item 3b - Statement from the Chairman of the Budget and 
Performance Committee 

 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Thank you Chair. I would also like to thank the Mayor for his opening 

remarks. 

 

I must also thank just about everyone involved in the Budget and Performance Committee’s 

work on the budget this year, from my colleagues on the Committee to the Scrutiny and 

Committee teams, particularly Gino [Gino Brand, Scrutiny Manager, GLA], and of course our 

Group office staff who support all of us Members.  On top of the crammed schedule for all our 

meetings, we also had something of a rotating chairmanship this year.  Many thanks to Len 

[Len Duvall AM] for stepping in and of course to Gareth [Gareth Bacon MP AM] for his 

tremendous work chairing the Committee these past four years. 

 

As the new Chairman of the Budget and Performance Committee, my role now is to outline the 

points for consideration that we identified during the scrutiny process that has taken place 

since the end of last year.  Since the financial plans were submitted, the Committee has held 

seven meetings with the functional bodies and with the Mayor before today.  A paper setting 

out recommendations from our budget report is included in the papers for today’s agenda. 

 

The fundamental headline from our assessment of the Mayor’s budget is that we continue to 

have concerns about Transport for London’s (TfL) future.  The latest Crossrail delay is forecast 

to cost between £500 million and £750 million in lost revenue and up to £650 million in extra 

capital investment. 

 

TfL is now also slowing down delivery on capital projects.  This Committee continues to express 

concerns about the TfL capital position, particularly in light of these delays to Crossrail.  It is 

beginning to look likely that it could be opening three years late.  The loss of even more income 

from the Elizabeth line is certain to have an impact on Londoners through lower funds available 

for investment in the wider transport network.  There may be more postponed or cancelled 

projects to follow, particularly if the optimistic revenue projections are not achieved.  The 

Mayor and TfL need to be much clearer about what TfL capital projects are potentially at risk 

over the next four years.  It is important that they signal to the Government and to the public 

the projects that are of high priority. 

 

TfL is not the only GLA body in a tough financial position.  The Mayor’s budget for the MPS 

shows a £1.2 billion budget gap to 2023/24 and a capital plan that does not address the 

additional police officers that the Government has committed. 

 

Housing remains a key issue for many Londoners and the Government has given London an 

unprecedented level of funding to build affordable housing, almost £5 billion.  The Committee 

learned as part of this budget process that £1.7 billion of this funding will not be spent until 
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after 2022 and nearly £400 million will not be spent until after 2028.  Is this the effective 

delivery of housing that Londoners need now? 

 

The Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation (OPDC) has experienced a major 

setback.  It has lost a golden opportunity of £250 million of Government funding to kickstart 

this much needed regeneration project.  It must now go back to the drawing board.  Now the 

Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid has been published, it is clear how flawed the OPDC plan 

was and we would ask the Mayor to review it and to review if it is appropriate for the OPDC to 

continue in its current role. 

 

The Mayor’s budget proposals have several worrying holes.  We are aware that there are 

uncertainties around the future funding of the GLA Group and the vital services it provides for 

London.  2020 will see a Government [Comprehensive] Spending Review (CSR), the Fair 

Funding Review, the Mayoral and London Assembly elections and a reset of business rates, all 

potentially affecting the resources available to the GLA. 

 

The Committee sees the key to robust budgeting as sensible assumptions that are consistently 

applied so that deviations from the budget, when they happen, are easy to understand and to 

remedy.  However, we are very concerned that the Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime 

(MOPAC) budget assumes that we will recruit and pay for an additional 6,000 police officers 

over the next three years.  This is the number the Mayor said he wanted rather than the number 

the Government has actually announced and so they are in the budget but without getting 

additional funding for them.  We have to look at how realistic that is. 

 

The capital plan remains largely unchanged from last year, despite a close to 20% increase in 

police officers.  This is despite the Mayor telling the Committee that MOPAC had already 

paused most of the disposals of assets.  This was later denied by the Deputy Commissioner of 

the MPS to the Police and Crime Committee two days later.  Then the Mayor reconfirmed the 

pause at the Mayor’s Question Time (MQT) on 16 January [2020].  Is he confident that the left 

hand knows what the right hand is doing here?  We need certainty.  The Budget and 

Performance Committee would like to see a sustainable plan with a clear position on the police 

estate. 

 

The Deputy Mayor for Fire and Resilience stated: 

 

“The Brigade’s own investigation into Grenfell Tower laid bare quite a lot of the 

challenges and choices that we do need to address and the need for a fundamental 

transformation across the entire service.” 

 

She was clear about the scale of the transformation required: 

 

“The sort of cultural transformation that the Brigade will require is at a level that has 

never been seen in the Brigade’s history before.” 

 

The new Fire Commissioner also confirmed, “We are planning very considerable and far-

reaching transformation”.  The Committee is supportive of the Commissioner’s ambition but is 
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concerned that the resources for this vital transformation have not been provided for in this 

budget and plan, beyond a vague commitment in the newest iteration. 

 

By making these key omissions in your budget, you are making it very difficult for the Assembly 

to support your budget proposals.  Thank you very much, Chair. 

 

Page 5



This page is intentionally left blank

Page 6



 

 

 

 

London Assembly Plenary: Wednesday, 29 January 2020 
 

Transcript of Item 3c – Questions to the Mayor on his Draft Consolidated Budget 
Proposals 2020/21 

 

 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Now we go into the questions on sections of the budget as published 

and so the first section will be on the Mayor of London’s budget.  I have the lead-off question from 

Assembly Member Hall for the GLA Conservatives Group. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Good morning, Mr Mayor.  This is for you, please.  A significant amount of the public 

relations (PR) featuring you, particularly on the TfL network, now uses your name rather than just your title, 

Mayor of London.  This was not something done by your predecessors.  Is the increased spend on external 

affairs and PR since you took office more to satisfy your desire to achieve the name recognition of Ken 

[Livingstone] or Boris [Johnson] [former Mayors of London]? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  No. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  OK.  That is fair enough.  Are you relaxed about the additional staff in the building and the 

doubling of staffing costs for City Hall? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  One of the things, Chair, we have been very successful at doing since I 

became Mayor is managing to secure funds from central Government for things that our city needs.  For 

example, if you look at the housing budget we have secured from the Government and the previous deals from 

2015 to 2018, we managed to secure a deal up to 2022, which is £4.8 billion, referred to in the opening from 

the Chairman of the Budget and Performance Committee.  Not unreasonably, if you have £4.8 billion to start 

116,000 homes, you need additional staff to make sure the money is spent properly and that there is value for 

money. 

 

By the way, the staff ratio, if you compare City Hall’s Housing and Land department and this allocation of 

money versus the ratio for the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA), it is far less for City Hall than it is for 

the HCA. 

 

Another example of money we have secured from central Government that has required additional staff is the 

adult education [budget] (AEB) devolution.  We now have £311 million to spend in the further education (FE) 

sector in London.  That has also required, clearly, additional staff to make sure that that money is spent 

properly.  Again, the ratio of staff we have compared to what the Department for Education (DfE) used to 

have in relation to that allocation of money is far less, which shows value for money internally and also making 

sure the money is spent properly. 

 

There are other examples of fixed-term posts that we have had to do.  For example, we have the Euro 2020 

coming to London this year, seven games in London, the final and two semi-finals, a last-16 game and three 

group stages.  That will bring huge benefits to our city.  We are in charge of this at City Hall and so we have 

needed people on fixed-term contracts to deal with Euro 2020.  Another example of fixed-term costs -- 
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Susan Hall AM:  No, that is fine.  You have answered my question, thank you, Mr Mayor.  You have said you 

are quite happy with the doubling of staff bills.  Obviously, we do not agree with that from you.  That is fine.  

Thank you, Chair. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Can I have a question from Assembly Member McCartney? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, sorry, just for clarity, there was an incorrect figure from the 

Chairman [of the Budget and Performance Committee].  The staffing numbers have not doubled, which was 

the assertion made in the final speech and peroration. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member McCartney. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Thank you, Mr Mayor.  When your draft budget was published, the Government had 

not yet set the threshold by which council tax can be raised without holding a referendum.  What impact did 

this uncertainty have on your budget? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Huge uncertainty.  It is noteworthy that the Chairman of the Budget and 

Performance Committee was critical of our budget-setting but was very silent in relation to the Government’s 

lacklustre response and presentation of figures. 

 

What it meant was that we did not have the final figures when the budget was prepared.  That is why there is 

the supplement information you have. 

 

However, the real challenge is not simply the delay in us having the information but we do not have figures for 

the following two years.  You can turn the tap on for recruitment but, if you turn it off, it is difficult to turn 

back on again.  For example, we have now been told figures for the 12 months coming after April [2020] but 

we have no idea about the following two years. 

 

There are big challenges.  I will give you one example.  When it comes to the estate for the MPS, do we plan 

for an estate for 32,000 officers, 33,000 officers or 36,000 officers?  When it comes to spending the money we 

have from central Government for the additional 1,369 officers, if that money is exhausted and we have the 

officers in by September [2020], do we then stop recruiting and turn the tap back on again in April [2021]?  

Those are just two examples of some of the challenges we have. 

 

It has not been easy.  I want to thank not just Martin [Clarke] but the entire team for their hard work to make 

sure we had a budget to present today. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Thank you.  Do you share my concerns that council tax will continue to be used to 

plug the gaps in police funding, which should really be from Government grant? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes.  Council tax is extremely regressive.  Those who are the poorest in 

proportionate terms pay far more than those who can afford to pay more.  What we are seeing is another 

example of big holes left by central Government cuts.  Council tax is being asked to fill those holes.  It cannot.  

We are doing our best to fill some of the holes. 

 

I will make this point.  We knew in 2010 that the Government was making massive cuts to the MPS of 

£1 billion.  In the six years after that before I became Mayor, the previous Mayor did not plan prudently to 

raise council tax to fill that hole.  We have calculated that we have lost, roughly speaking, £700 million of 

council tax, which is 2,000 officers, because of the actions of the previous Mayor. 
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Joanne McCartney AM:  Thank you.  That is helpful.  About the uncertainty about future years, is this 

something that perhaps you and the other metro mayors could really lobby the Government about?  It will not 

be an issue just affecting London’s budget. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Absolutely.  I am meeting the Metro Nine (M9) next week and that is one 

of the things we will be discussing.  There are also Police and Crime Commissioners across the country.  All 43 

Police and Crime Commissioners are affected by this.  I can assure you that we will be speaking to colleagues 

across the country and police officers, chief constables and the Commissioner [of Police of the Metropolis] will 

also speak about this.  [Assistant Commissioner] Martin Hewitt, who is in charge of the police chiefs around 

the country, is also alive to this issue as well. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Twycross? 

 

Fiona Twycross AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Mr Mayor, your budget anticipates that the Government will not 

review business rates until after 2021/22.  What will this mean for your budgets beyond the current financial 

year? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I will give you one example.  TfL has no certainty about its funding post-

2021.  Just think about that.  TfL does not know what money it has coming in around the corner and yet the 

Chairman of the Budget and Performance Committee has the cheek to criticise TfL in relation to capital spend.  

That level of uncertainty is not sensible.  If you compare and contrast any major body across the country, they 

would not have that sort of uncertainty.  It is difficult for TfL to plan. 

 

Also, when it comes to the Strategic Investment Fund (SIF), a concern raised at the Budget and Performance 

Committee was the SIF.  The great work going on in London of pooling business rates.  Question: will that 

carry on after 2021?  Not sure. 

 

These are just some examples of the challenges posed by the uncertainty.  We are hoping for the CSR this year, 

the Budget in March and the funding formula referred to by the Chair to answer some of these questions.  In 

the meantime, it is very difficult for us to plan prudently. 

 

Fiona Twycross AM:  Thank you.  This year London is retaining a lower amount of business rates as the pilot 

period comes to an end.  Do you share my disappointment that the Government’s inability to review business 

rates means that we are returning to the old system and London is effectively losing out on over £100 million? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Absolutely.  We are now being allowed to retain 67%, whereas in the last 

two years it was 75% and 100%.  There is a financial loss.  My Chief of Staff has just referred to the financial 

loss, as did you. 

 

The problem is that progress is made but it is one step forward and then another step forward and then it is 

three steps backwards.  The key thing is that we have to work with 32 boroughs.  We now have a really good 

relationship, which is difficult. 

 

The concern is, because of the retention going backwards, do we lose the structures in place and the best 

practice we have going?  We are trying to keep that going and so we are hoping that in this CSR the 
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Government devolves not just back to where we were but devolves other fiscal taxation as well to us so that we 

have more control over our destiny. 

 

Fiona Twycross AM:  Great.  Thank you. 

 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Before I call the next speaker, Mr Mayor, I heard you talk about the 

Chairman of the Budget and Performance Committee having a cheek to say something.  In the context of 

today and the statement that was made, that was not the Assembly Member speaking.  That was the Chairman 

of the Committee speaking on behalf of the Committee and so cheek or personal attributes do not come into 

it.  What you want to say about the Assembly Member in her own role is something that I will monitor but I just 

wanted to put on the record that that statement was made on behalf of the Budget and Performance 

Committee.  Thank you. 

 

Assembly Member Copley? 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Good morning, Mr Mayor.  Moving on to the housing element of your 

budget, how will your budget help to meet the affordable housing needs of Londoners? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  One of the things we managed to do in 2016 was to persuade the 

Government not to be fixated by its definition of what an affordable home was.  You will be aware of the 

previous dodgy definition.  We have managed to persuade the Government to ensure that the monies we 

secured were used for social rent housing, London Living Rent and Shared Ownership. 

 

The deal with the Government is for 116,000 starts by 2022.  The Government has stipulated that 58,000 

should be intermediate housing and the rest will be a combination of social rent and London Living Rent as 

well.  We have managed to, within that framework, agree £1 billion with councils, which will start 14,000 

homes, 11,000 of which will be homes for social rent. 

 

We are making progress.  We have managed to agree deals with not just councils but housing associations - 

big, medium and small ones - and others to get the housing starts going.  This year the target is stretching.  It 

is even more stretching than the last two years.  In the last two years we have managed to break records and 

we are hoping this year to break a record as well. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you very much.  I very much welcome the fact in particular of the Building Council 

Homes for Londoners programme, which in the last year has started more new council homes since the year 

before I was born. 

 

Looking forward to the next settlement from the Government, Housing and Land in conjunction with the G15 

carried out a very detailed technical report into the funding required to deliver the affordable homes that we 

need.  It found that £4.9 billion, which is seven times what we currently have, is going to be required to do 

that. 

 

Have you already started negotiating with the Government about that figure and the funding for the 

Affordable Housing Programme beyond 2022? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes, the Government is aware of the needs of our city.  The pragmatic 

approach we have to the Government is actually that we have an opportunity to deal with the issue of the 

slowdown in the market value properties.  You will know that the cross-subsidy model is not working.  This is 
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an opportunity, rather than there being a slowdown in building homes, for developers to switch to the 

affordable homes you refer to.  We have set out a figure to the Government that we think would be the ask. 

 

Do not forget that the good things about building homes are that (a) they are homes people need and (b) it 

leads to jobs being created.  This is an example of a good, active industrial strategy. 

 

We are lobbying the Government.  I met yesterday with the Minister for London and I was really impressed with 

his knowledge of some of these challenges.  The conversation we had was a good, adult one.  We are going to 

also try to impress upon him the importance of persuading colleagues in Her Majesty’s Government to realise 

that London has many shovel-ready projects, including homes, which we can get going pretty quickly with the 

right support from central Government. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Absolutely.  Two other things that would really help of course would be for the 

Government to finally reform compulsory purchase order (CPO) powers and to give City Hall the right of first 

refusal over sales of public sector land, which is a bit of an anomaly.  The HCA outside London has that power 

in the rest of England but we do not have that in London.  Are conversations continuing with Ministers about 

getting those powers? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Absolutely.  You will be aware of the progress we have made with the 

devolution of the National Health Service (NHS) estate, which is leading to good results.  You will also be 

aware of individual surplus public land we have managed to do well in.  For example, with the former Holloway 

Prison in Islington, we have managed to work with the Council, Peabody and others to get a good deal there. 

 

However, you are right.  There are lots of other surplus public buildings, whether it is former schools, whether 

it is young offender institutions (YOIs), whether it is other things.  We are trying to persuade the Government 

to allow us to get involved in the conversation so that if we do not have first refusal, we can actively signpost 

others who would make sure that the land is used for a benefit that Londoners really need, which is affordable 

housing. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Absolutely.  Finally, moving on to looking at homelessness and rough sleeping, you have 

more than doubled City Hall’s budget on this to £19.2 million a year, which is very welcome, but you have also 

set out a call for £574 million in funding and investment over five years from the Government to eradicate 

rough sleeping in London.  Has it been forthcoming at all with this? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  No. The issue is not simply helping those rough sleepers once they are 

rough sleepers and stopping them right at the cusp of becoming rough sleepers, but it is stopping them 

becoming rough sleepers in the first place in that pipeline.  Although we last year, for example, helped around 

5,000 rough sleepers, 90% of whom are no longer sleeping rough, there is still a pipeline coming through.  

That is why, even though we have doubled the outreach team and are working with twice as many people, 

keeping them off the streets, there is a pipeline coming through and so far no real movement from the 

Government in relation to the support we need. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  OK.  I am out of time.  Thank you, Mr Mayor. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Dr Sahota. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Good morning, Mr Mayor.  What benefits do you expect from the 10% increase in 

your health spending budget? 
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Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  The key thing is around public health.  We want to make big progress in 

relation to public health.  You will be aware of prevention being better than cure.  We are doing a huge amount 

of work in relation to healthy eating, early years, primary school, secondary school.  We are doing a huge 

amount of work in relation to the Child Obesity Task Force and what they are doing.  You will be aware 

separately of the progress we have made in relation to water fountains and other progress.   

 

The Health and Care Vision sets out the priorities there are going forward.  Actually, the good thing is that we 

should not just think about the City Hall budget.  There is an attitude now where the NHS, councils and others 

are thinking about pooling resources and that bodes well for using the finite resources we have in a more 

sensible way. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  That leads to my next question.  Of course, last year we saw your Health Inequalities 

Strategy, which is beginning to deliver results, and also the Health and Care Vision for London.  Initially we 

need the NHS partners and beyond to fund and implement the changes that you propose.  How do you think 

the GLA programme is sufficiently resourced to make this happen? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Look, we can always do with more resources, although we would be 

criticised by either the [Budget and Performance] Committee or the Chairman.  The key thing is to make sure 

that we have the right people to implement the strategy that we have. 

 

One of the things that we have, which is really good, is a London Health Board that now has key players from 

not just the Sustainability and Transformation Plans (STPs) but councils, really importantly, because they have 

often felt not in the room when decisions are made that affect their constituents and their communities.  You 

will be aware, for example, of the King’s Fund six-point criteria that we now have in relation to any big 

decisions being made. 

 

Also, the good news is that we have now health inequalities as an issue in the work the VRU is doing as well.  

As part of the work the NHS is doing, they understand the importance of dealing with violent crime.  There is 

now joined-upness with accident and emergency (A&E) and primary care, working with youth workers, police 

and us to make sure we deal with that issue as well.  There are lots of examples - around obesity, around 

dementia, around violent crime - where there is more joined-upness that was not there before. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Great.  Thank you.  Of course, the GLA has a statutory duty to reduce inequalities.  

Successful GLA programmes such as welfare advice in schools, home insulation and fire safe and well visits are 

tackling the wider determinants of health inequalities, especially among those who are vulnerable and 

disproportionately affected. 

 

Can we see these programmes continuing in the next year? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  The budget that is presented to you today is a budget that makes sure 

that we can still invest in these things.  Clearly, we will have to see what happens with the CSR.  We are keen 

to make sure we follow through.  You will know, for example, the link with poor housing and poor health.  That 

is just one example. 

 

One of the big changes we have made is, because council leaders and councils are now involved in the 

conversations, there is joined-upness.  I will give you another example: social prescribing.  Some doctors are 

being very innovative.  Rather than giving - I am not being flippant - a tablet to cure an illness, they are 

thinking about, if somebody is lonely, diverting them towards an older person’s group or, if somebody has 

issues around poor health, maybe to the gym.  There are other examples of social prescribing such as receiving 
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good advice in relation to overcrowded housing or damp housing.  That can only happen, though, if there are 

services available for doctors to refer to and so we are seeing more of that sort of work across London.  Clearly, 

councils will need more resources to provide these facilities.  Civic society needs more support.  We are doing 

what we can, but they key thing is about having the conversations to see what the opportunities are. 

 

We are optimistic.  If the Government means what it says about more devolution, we can make more progress. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Good.  Finally, of course, at the London Health Board, Richard Watts, Leader of 

Islington Council, got to the real problem.  He said that reducing health inequalities really means reducing 

poverty.  He challenged the employers to pay their employees the London Living Wage. 

 

What more do you think the GLA family can do to ensure that it creates good, healthy jobs for Londoners? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I will give you some examples.  Healthy Workplaces is a scheme we have 

where we encourage employers to provide healthy workplaces.  It is not just in schools. 

 

One of the things we are doing is helping those who receive the Minimum Wage or just above to get free adult 

education from the budget being devolved to us so that they can skill up to receive a Living Wage.  Since I 

have been Mayor, we have more than doubled the number of employers now paying the London Living Wage.  

It is really important that if you do a hard day’s work you get a decent day’s pay. 

 

One of the reasons why we froze TfL fares was to address the issue of the cost of living.  One of the reasons 

why we are keen to invest in council homes, homes where you pay social rent and affordable rent, is to do with 

the issue of poverty you referred to.  You will be aware of the real travesty of food poverty and children going 

hungry during the holidays because there are no free school meals.  One of the reasons we are doing work 

around that is because of the issue of poverty as well.  I could go on. 

 

Across the GLA family, we are trying to address some of the consequences of poverty and some of the causes, 

but what we need is actually a big change from central Government around the benefit system - really 

important - and also for the Government to use some of the levers it has to address this issue as well. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Good.  Thank you, Mr Mayor. 

 

Tony Arbour AM (Deputy Chairman):  Assembly Member Berry. 

 

Siân Berry AM:  Thank you very much.  First of all, Mr Mayor, I want to thank you and the team for what you 

have done and the efforts you have made to send us accurate information during the scrutiny process, despite 

the Government taking its time in giving us final information on what we could spend.  We have struggled, I 

know, and it has been difficult.  Thank you for at least trying with that. 

 

I wanted to ask you some questions about your SIF.  At the Budget and Performance Committee meeting on 

7 January [2020], you outlined some of the spending that has been made from the SIF, which is where you 

have put some of the business rates you have received on top of what was expected in previous years.  We 

heard there was £101.89 million allocated from the Fund but our calculations worked out that that left 

£70.7 million unallocated. 

 

We received a letter this morning, which was received by the Assembly last night, giving more details of the 

projects and what has been spent so far.  That seems to confirm that figure of £70.7 million unallocated from 

the SIF.  Is that the right number as you understand it? 
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Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes, there or thereabouts. 

 

Siân Berry AM:  We asked you why the money has not been spent because most of it was put aside two years 

ago and some last year.  Why is this sitting there? 

 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  The main reason is the huge uncertainties around Brexit and the impact 

that would have.  If we had left in October [2019] with no deal, we would have had to make sure we had the 

support in place in a strategic sense to help going forward.  That was the reason why a decision was taken to 

not spend all of it in that year.  Also, we had no idea what happened going forward in relation to business rates 

and other support from central Government.  You will remember how late in the day - a question referred to 

from a previous questioner - a decision was taken for us not to retain the full amount of business rates.  We do 

have ideas ourselves for how to spend this £70 million, but I did make the offer to you and other colleagues on 

the Budget and Performance Committee to feel free to let us have any other ideas you have. 

 

Actually, there is still a possibility of us leaving the European Union (EU) in December this year [2020] without 

a deal and so I suspect we will not want to spend this money until we know, probably in June or July, what is 

happening.  That is the deadline by which the Government has to ask for an extension.  We have a good idea 

where we want this money to go, but it is not a finished decision yet and so feel free to let us know any other 

ideas you have to allocate this £70 million. 

 

Siân Berry AM:  With respect, we have had an Assembly EU Exit Working Group active and looking at the 

potential impacts of Brexit.  We have come very close to having a no-deal exit on a number of occasions.  It 

would have made sense to get that money out of the door for the things that we could see coming down the 

line and the potential impacts.  We are quite well aware of what was going on.  I have been highlighting some 

of the impacts, potentially, on housing. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Except that had we spent this money in the expectation of a no-deal 

Brexit and - lo and behold - it did not happen, I suspect one or two of you would have criticised us for pre-

emptively using this money for a scenario that did not occur, which is why the sensible thing to do is to keep 

the money there and to make sure it is available should we need it. 

 

Siân Berry AM:  I do not agree with you there.  I am not talking about money specifically spent on Brexit 

itself but on building up the resilience of London.  That is what the SIF money ought to be used for: to make 

us resilient to the kinds of economic shocks that a no-deal Brexit would have caused.  I just do not agree with 

you that not spending it was the right thing to do.  £71 million is a lot of money sitting there being fairly 

useless, effectively shoved down the back of the sofa, which could have gone on helping Londoners. 

 

You will be pleased to know we do have ideas in our budget amendment for spending this money.  I hope you 

will listen and I hope you might make some changes in your final budget this year in terms of building up 

London’s resilience to Brexit and also its resilience and supporting communities generally because that is what 

the money should be spent on.  I hope you are looking forward to seeing our amendment later, Mr Mayor. 

 

I do want to ask a further question about the Young Londoners Fund (YLF).  We are putting an amendment 

forward later on this afternoon from the Green Group that suggests refunding that.  I do not know what your 

plans are for this.  I know you introduced it with some additional business rates that we received the year after 

we proposed creating it, effectively, in our 2017 proposals.  In the more detailed budget lines you get in the 
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budget submission documents for the Communities and Intelligence Directorate, you can see the YLF spending 

dwindling and coming to zero by 2023. 

 

I am collecting information from councils, as I usually do, on youth services.  We can see there are cuts in 

several boroughs.  Seven boroughs are planning an increase, which is an improvement so far that we have seen, 

but there is not in any way a refunding of youth services.  We do, rightly, make a conservative estimate of 

business rates.  What I am asking you now -- 

 

Tony Arbour AM (Deputy Chairman):  Are you rehearsing your amendment or asking him a question? 

 

Siân Berry AM:  I am asking now about the business rates because we, rightly, underestimate the amount of 

business rates we receive.  It would be completely wrong to overestimate them.  Every year we do get in 

slightly more business rates.  I am hoping that when we get the final returns, you are considering that the YLF 

might be getting first dibs on any extra money.  Is that something you are considering? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  It is worth reminding ourselves why councils have to make the decisions 

they make in relation to youth centres.  I was with a council leader last week.  His council has lost 62% of 

monies from central Government over the last nine years. 

 

Siân Berry AM:  Yes, we know how hard-pressed they are. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  You will also be aware, which was not part of your speech/comment and 

you did not mention, that it is not just business rates money.  It is business rates growth money, which is a 

one-off sum of money that I diverted towards the YLF.  Clearly, if the situation occurs where we have 

additional revenues raised, I will consider how best to use them.  However, I have demonstrated and have 

talked on a number of occasions about the importance of dealing with the causes of violent crime and one of 

those is by giving young people constructive things to do, which the YLF allows them to do. 

 

There are other policies we have that also support young people, from the Sport Unites Fund to the VRU and 

other funds we have.  I will continue to make sure we invest in young people where we can. 

 

Siân Berry AM:  Excellent.  I just have one final, rather technical question.  You were discussing with 

Assembly Member Copley the Rough Sleeping [Innovation] Fund.  The Government announced yesterday 

allocations from the Rough Sleeping Initiative and within that was £6.6 million to the GLA.  Again, looking at 

the budget submission documents and the more detailed budget lines, which show the income, there was a 

gap in the income from central Government there.  It seems like the draft budget does not contain, yet, that 

money that was announced yesterday by the Government. 

 

Is that right or did you already know about this and put it in the initial budget? 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Chair, what happened here is that that illustrates the problem.  

Whereas compared to affordable housing, where we got a six-year deal with the Government as discussed, with 

rough sleeping it is very ad hoc and it is very drip-drip.  So far, the Government has been resistant to our 

suggestion that a longer-term strategic plan is needed.  As you said, that was an announcement that came 

yesterday from the Government.  Discussions go on with the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local 

Government (MHCLG) all the time, but we could not put any numbers into public budget documents in any 

case until such time as it was a public announcement.  We will look and see whether we have the information 

now that we need to put that into the documents for the final draft budget, but it really is illustrative of the 

problem we face. 
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Siân Berry AM:  Yes, absolutely.  Councils all over the country having to make an application for an annual 

grant makes no sense when we know the direction of travel with homelessness and that we need to provide 

long-term support.  Thank you. 

 

Tony Arbour AM (Deputy Chairman in the Chair):  Assembly Member Arnold. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Can the Mayor say how his budget and policy changes to the 

AEB will ensure that all Londoners have access to high-quality lifelong education? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  There are two big things that we have done, if I have to remind the Chair.  

We agreed not to change things too much in the first year because of the stability required by the providers.  

The big change last year was giving free courses for those not yet receiving the Living Wage to give them the 

skills to get the Living Wage and also to offer sign language for those who are deaf or with hearing issues. 

 

What we have done this year is two things that address the concerns you have articulated a number of times.  

One is that we have increased the funding for maths and English level one and level two because a big concern 

raised by employers is the lack of basic skills. 

 

The second thing we have done is to increase the support in relation to special educational needs and 

disabilities teaching.  The big concern raised by the providers was that their staff and support staff did not 

have the skills.  We are supporting them to give them the skills, which will really help to make a difference to 

those with special educational needs and disabilities. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM:  Thank you.  I will just start where you finished.  The Education Panel, as you 

know, made that recommendation in a report that you accepted.  Thank you for that.  Can I ask that you 

personally take an interest and follow this through and hopefully ask for a report and then maybe share it?  

This is a group that is growing and is now being seen as one of the most disadvantaged groups.  Their needs 

and skills and their access when appropriate into the workforce must be addressed. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Absolutely.  Can I just reassure you?  TfL, for example, have apprentices 

with special educational needs and disabilities and we encourage them to spend time here for a number of 

weeks.  I know some of them worked with some of our Assembly Members and had a good experience.  The 

point I made is that we have some fantastic apprentices.  We should be thinking - and must be doing - the 

same as TfL is doing but using the whole GLA family to do much more in this area.  We can and we should and 

we will. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM:  Yes.  I will add my commendations to that particular aspect of TfL and its 

commitment to that programme. 

 

You have eight key areas.  The other area was to fund basic digital skills.  I just wanted to flag up to you that 

from some work that Ipsos Mori did in 2017, although it found that 81% of adult Londoners had basic digital 

skills and experience, it also found that, for women, there was a 6% gap compared to that population in terms 

of their experience.  When they talked about older people, they were talking about 50 plus.  Their exposure to 

that experience was reduced.  The lower socioeconomic social grades and within that, we would find people 

working either at the London Living Wage or below. 
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Again, can we receive your assurance that you will be looking at this particular group to say that they are so 

important?  If this AEB cannot help them, I cannot see other budgets that will be used to help narrow the gap 

and to stop their further exclusion from this key sector. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Firstly, Chair, I should really declare an interest.  I am 49 and so I may well 

be in that group that you are referring to in the very near future. 

 

We are already using some of the European Social Fund (ESF) money from Europe to target two of the groups 

you mentioned.  That is women, particularly the long-term unemployed, who need assistance and a bit more of 

a helping hand.  It is what is called the entrenched unemployed.  We are using that money to help them in 

digital skills.  We are also helping black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) Londoners who do not have access 

to the skills for the brilliant jobs being created in London. 

 

The point you have raised in relation to over-50s is one that the AEB can look into and will look into.  One of 

the things you will be aware we are doing is that we have a key performance indicator (KPI) to measure the 

value added.  One of the things we need to be doing is looking at the importance of digital skills, particularly 

for those who in their workplace are not receiving the continuing professional development they need.  The 

AEB will provide a good way of giving those additional skills that will be needed.  That is one of the reasons 

why we chose last year to give free support to those receiving the Minimum Wage, not quite the Living Wage, 

and some of those skills are digital, which gives them the skills to get a pay rise in their workplace. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM:  Thank you, Mayor.  I just want to finish by, through you, thanking Deputy Mayor 

Pipe [Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills Jules Pipe CBE] and his team and the really 

courteous and co-operative way that they have worked with the Assembly’s Education Panel on this particular 

area.  It is new to us and, in fact, we are the only devolved body with the AEB.  I was with others at a meeting 

and the rest of the country will be looking to see what we do with this budget.  I am sure, when you meet with 

your M9, this is one of the things that they will be saying, “What are you doing with your AEB?”  Thank you. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Thank you. 

 

Tony Arbour AM (Deputy Chairman in the Chair):  Assembly Member Duvall. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Mr Mayor, since you have been here at City Hall, you have rightly given a lot of support and 

have been a great advocate for businesses in London.  This budget that you are about to present to us is 

against the background of Brexit and uncertainty as well as getting through change, because that is essentially 

what will occur. 

 

What will your economic development programme’s support for businesses do in this coming year to help in 

those transitional periods? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Thank you for your question.  It is a really important question.  One of the 

statutory duties upon the Mayor is to support and promote economic development and one of the reasons why 

I supported the previous Mayor’s investment in London & Partners (L&P) was because it was a good example 

of using - forgive me for using this language - the ‘London brand’ as a way of supporting businesses here and 

doing even better with exports and also bringing investment in.  Every £1 that is spent in L&P is bringing in 

£15.  Think about, if you are a small business, having access to export markets and getting into one of the 

Mayor’s International Business Programmes.  Think about, if you are a small business or a medium business, 

having access to an angel investor or a venture capitalist because of the support of City Hall.  The reality is that 

the office of Mayor has huge convening power and so that really helps businesses in London. 
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There are other examples of the value added we have done in relation to skills.  One of the things we have to 

do is skill up Londoners for the jobs being created.  There is no point having the world’s best companies in 

London if Londoners cannot access the jobs.  That leads to a them-and-us attitude. It is really important. 

 

The third part of the story is in relation to the work that Rajesh [Rajesh Agrawal, Deputy Mayor for Business] in 

particular has done around the Growth Hub.  This is a really good example and the London Growth Hub is 

fantastic.  Those who have not been on it, please go on it.  It gives advice to you as a small business or a 

medium business.  Also, there is now physical advice being given.  We have a number of physical Growth Hubs 

across London because the feedback was, “This is great, but we would not mind some face-to-face advice as 

well”.  That is really important. 

 

The final part I would say is this, Chair, through you, which is very important.  One of the reasons why our city 

has been so successful economically is immigration and, in the context of this week, EU migrants.  Do not 

underestimate the importance to our economy of EU Londoners in construction, in life sciences, in hospitality, 

in a whole host of industries.  They are crucial to us doing well as a city.  That is why it is really important that 

we welcome those who are here and, frankly, encourage them to stay. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Thank you for that.  Can I just raise another issue.  The Prime Minister would describe me as 

a doomster or a gloomster or whatever, but in terms of predicting issues in this period of transition and post-

Brexit proper, there is the issue of rising costs in London and Londoners’ cost of living, one thing that has not 

been counteracted by those who say that one of the consequences of Brexit is prices going higher.  How best 

will we in City Hall monitor the impact on Londoners’ cost of living of the extra cost of being part of London 

and the South East that many in other parts of the UK do not actually have to bear? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  There are simple examples.  If the pound goes down, it has an impact on 

imports, not just food but other imports as well, and so we will keep a careful eye on that at GLA Economics.  

Also, we have a very good way of monitoring how well businesses are doing through simple things like 

analysing the number of people who use a Tube station at a certain time of day.  For example, we can tell, in 

advance of many economists, if things are about to slow down because the number of people going to Canary 

Wharf Station at 8.00am and 9.00am is lower now than it was X weeks ago.  We have sophisticated ways to 

feel the pulse of the London economy. 

 

In relation to the cost of living, that is a big concern we have.  You will be aware - and we have discussed this - 

that many Londoners who are in their early 30s have a huge amount to offer but decide to leave London 

because they want to start a family and want to move from a flat to a home.  They may move to other parts of 

the country or leave the country altogether.  Those who talk about this being a ‘brain drain’ have a fair point 

because we need these talented 30-somethings to stay in our city and start their families here because they are 

crucial for our economic progress. 

 

That is a big concern I have and is one of the reasons why I am freezing TfL fares, building genuinely 

affordable homes and council homes and encouraging employers to pay the Living Wage.  There is more we 

can do, but you are right that we have to be alive to that because we cannot afford to have a situation where 

(a) people do not want to come to London and (b) those who are here think about leaving because of the cost 

of living. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Cooper. 
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Léonie Cooper AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Good morning, Mr Mayor.  You have previously told me that the 

water fountains, which you just mentioned earlier, had saved 22,000 half-litre plastic water bottles from being 

used.  That is per fountain.  That is the equivalent of over half a million bottles in the first 20 months of the 

use of the installed fountains.  How many more plastic bottles will be saved by the investment in this budget? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Crikey.  Martin needs to get his calculator out because that is one of those 

maths questions that in a previous life I could have done.  We can work out the figures in relation to all the 

water fountains we have so far, the Zoological Society of London (ZSL) ones and also the Thames Water ones.  

This is a good example, by the way, of the staff we employ doing great work to get these water fountains off 

the ground.  Do not forget that these are savings in perpetuity and so we can work out the amount of money 

we have saved.  For example, just the ZSL fountains have dispensed the equivalent of 500,000 half-litre plastic 

bottles in the first 20 months.  Just the first nine Thames Water fountains, if you do the calculation, have 

dispensed 25,997 litres, the equivalent of 52,000 half-litre single-use plastic bottles, up to 8 January [2020].  

You can do the calculations. 

 

This is a good example of us walking the walk in relation to our obligations because of the climate emergency. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Yes.  Each bottle includes the need to use fossil fuels as well as unnecessary water. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Also, you did not refer to the fantastic refill project we have going.  There 

are now more than 3,500 refill points across London where, rather than buying a new bottle or a new non-

recyclable product, you can use the same bottle you have and fill it up for free. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  And it is free, which is something that Londoners always appreciate.  Moving away from 

plastic bottles and leaving them just to one side, how else is your budget going to enable London to move 

towards your challenging target of 65% of household waste being recycled by 2030? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  You will be aware of the work we are doing with the councils because we 

do not have responsibility for this.  The Recovery and Resolution Plans (RRPs) that they have devised are plans 

that will lead towards more recycling.  We have had a previous discussion in relation to the frustration about 

the lack of progress made in London around recycling.  The recycling we do as a city and as a region is the 

worst in the country.  We have to deal with that. 

 

One of the challenges, by the way, is the number of people living in flats and the access they have to recycling.  

We have to work with the councils to make sure the contracts they have are good contracts.  Some of those 

contracts do not to an end for some time.  We are in negotiations and discussions with councils about how 

they can get the best deal for their residents.  It is real concern that we have and we will continue to work with 

the councils to make sure that they continue to pursue contracts that lead to more recycling. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  That is an interesting point because Birmingham has some of the same challenges as us 

with a mobile population and lots of flatted blocks. 

 

One of my concerns is about the will in some of the councils.  I am ashamed to say that Wandsworth, which is 

one of the boroughs I represent, has the sixth-worst record on recycling in the country and has just produced a 

very good Environment and Sustainability Strategy that does not mention separate food waste collections.  I 

have just seen this month that Barnet is now talking about possibly charging people to have their garden waste 

collected. 
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Do you have the powers and the funding and how are you going to encourage that political will amongst those 

councils? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  We will talk to the councils you have referred to.  You mentioned a couple 

of bad examples.  There are lots of good examples of councils making progress because of discussions with us 

from Havering to Hackney.  We should not tarnish all the councils with a bad brush.  Some of them really want 

to do well.  Bexley is another good example.  We are working with a coalition of the willing. 

 

Actually, one of the good things that we can do is get council A to talk to council B to reassure them that it 

can be done.  Rather than it appearing to be a top-down approach from City Hall, if a council can say to a 

fellow council, “Listen, we have done it and this is how we did it”, that can be quite a good way of persuading 

them. 

 

By the way, Londoners want it and so it is a vote-winner.  We are hoping to persuade councils that they need 

to really raise their game where possible to improve recycling rates. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Certainly Londoners are part of that coalition of the willing.  Thank you very much, 

Mr Mayor.  Thank you, Chair. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Boff. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Mr Mayor, how much of the funds allocated to new rough sleeping initiatives last year 

were from the Government and how many were from your resources? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  We have that figure.  While the Chief of Staff is finding that, I am happy to 

answer another question, if you like. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  I just wanted to know what incentive the Government has to give you more money when 

you have done so badly with the record-breaking amount of money you have received for housing over the 

past few years. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Dealing with both of those issues, rough sleeping and housing, we are 

helping more rough sleepers each year than ever before and so I am not sure on what basis you say we are -- 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  In terms of your housing budget. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  On housing, we have met every target agreed with the Government.  You 

will be aware that in the year before I became Mayor, roughly speaking, there were 7,000 housing starts.  In 

the first year we had a target agreed.  The target, I think, was 12,500 and we met that.  The second-year target 

was 14,000.  We got to 14,600.  This year, we are well on target to meet the ever-stretching target of 17,000.  

We are meeting all the targets set by the Government.  We are more stretched than ever before and I am 

optimistic that the Government will see London playing its part in addressing the needs of the country in 

relation to both housing and rough sleeping, too.  We have an answer to your question about rough sleeping. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Thank you. 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  If you look at the GLA budget submission of 29 November 

[2019], the table under paragraph 3.16 sets out the externally funded programmes in the Housing and Land 

Directorate.  Rough sleeping and other support is overwhelmingly Government funding.  Sorry, this is page 12.  
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The 2019/20 budget was £7.74 million as it stood when that was put together with a budget proposal of 

£579,000 and then in future years £216,000 and then increasing a bit in later years. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  OK.  I could take up a lot of time asking you where that is in these sheets of paper in front 

of me.  Perhaps you could write to me -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Page 12. 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Yes.  It is not in the Group documents that are before the 

Assembly now.  It is in the more detailed submission on the GLA budget. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Could you send me that, please? 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Yes, I am happy to. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Thank you.  Getting back to your performance with regard to affordable housing, you 

have not done as well as your predecessor had and yet you have had more resources than your predecessor. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  That is not true.  Housing was devolved to City Hall in 2012 and we have, 

in the last two years, started more affordable homes than ever before since these powers were devolved to City 

Hall. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  I hate to use the word ‘disingenuous’, but the Mayor has had control of the budget since 

2008 through the HCA.  He has had control. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  The HCA is employed by the Government, not by the Mayor.  The powers 

were devolved to London in 2012/13. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Who chaired that HCA London board that made the decisions? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  It was the HCA and Homes England and the responsibilities were 

transferred to the GLA in 2012/13. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Who chaired the board that made the decisions? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  The personnel were Government staff.  In 2012/13, they were transferred 

over to City Hall and City Hall was devolved that function. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Who chaired the HCA London board, Mr Mayor, from 2008? 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Chair, I am struggling a little with that one.  It is a long way 

before our time in office.  It is not really a question on the budget. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Yes, and it is not my job to answer questions, but it was the Mayor of London who took 

those decisions.  Of course, back in 2009/10, 15,629 homes were built and, in 2010/11, 16,351, both of which 

would have beaten your record. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I am really grateful, Chair, because what the questioner gives me a chance 

to talk about is the fantastic investment from the last Labour Government. 
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What happened was that the fantastic last Labour Government invested huge amounts in genuinely affordable 

homes through the HCA.  What happened was that in 2012/13 the first tranche of this horrible Conservative 

Government’s money began coming in, but it was a massive cut, twinned with the devolution to City Hall.  We 

had the double whammy of a Conservative Government cutting money to central London and also a 

Conservative Mayor being in charge of house starts in London, which led to a dip in housing starts on 

genuinely affordable homes and also a dodgy definition [of affordable housing]. 

 

When you fast-forward to 2016/17 when we negotiated a deal with the same not-very-good Conservative 

Government, what we have seen is a better definition of what a genuinely affordable home is and records 

broken in relation to genuinely affordable starts in London.  I am grateful for the chance to set that out, Chair. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Thank you.  I always like to give you an opportunity to talk.  Talking of dodgy definitions, 

how many of those 12,555 homes that just scraped you into the target for 2017/18 were restarts and how 

many restarts were there in 2018/19? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  We have those figures, but you will be aware, Chair, that the entire 

116,000 is considered as one figure and so, if there was a restart in between the years, that would still count as 

only one of the 116,000.  Of the 116,000, 58,000 are intermediate homes but the definition is one that leads 

to more genuinely affordable homes.  If there is any concern about a restart between year one and year two, it 

still counts as one start in the entire six-year programme. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  The restarts last year: how many were there? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I do not have those figures to hand in the budget report, but we can send 

those to you. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Thank you very much.  Thank you, Chair. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Devenish. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Good morning, Mr Mayor.  Your budget seems to lack a step change on the climate 

emergency since last year.  What more can you do to embed the environment throughout your budget, please? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I am not sure, Chair, if that is a criticism of the additional £2.1 million or 

welcoming the additional £2.1 million investment in the environment. 

 

Some examples of what that money is going to be used for - and I look forward to the support of the budget - 

are tackling air quality, helping to establish London as a National Park City, helping us move towards zero 

carbon and zero waste and also addressing the issue of severe weather and climate change impacts.  I am 

happy to go through those if you want. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  No, that is fine, thank you. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Fine.  If I just address -- 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Can I ask you what happened to all the trees that you promised to plant? 
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Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I was quite clear in my manifesto that we were going to increase hugely 

the amount of trees being planted and I am really pleased to have the opportunity to say that in the first three 

years with me as the Mayor, we planted more trees than in the last eight years with Boris Johnson as Mayor.  

We have now, I am pleased to tell the Assembly Member, planted more than 200,000 trees since I became 

Mayor, which is more than in the previous eight years.  Over the course of the next few months, we will get up 

to 280,000 trees.  This budget is a good example of us investing not just in trees but, really importantly, in the 

environment. 

 

Rather than being somebody who denies climate change is taking place, I am somebody who believes there is a 

climate emergency.  I am going to take bold steps to address that. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Do you recall how many trees you promised to plant in your last manifesto, Mr Mayor? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes, we did not give a number.  We said we were going to increase the 

amount of -- 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Yes, you said 2 million. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  You did.  You said 2 million in the document. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, let us be quite clear.  What is being said by the Leader of the 

Conservative Group whispering into the ear of Assembly Member Devenish is that my manifesto said that I 

would plant 2 million trees.  That is incorrect and I am really happy if somebody has access to the internet to 

check what my manifesto said.  My manifesto did not say that we would plant 2 million trees.  The manifesto 

made a clear promise, which we have more than exceeded, but also in three years we have managed to plant 

far more trees than the previous Mayor managed in eight years. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  You have failed on trees and so is this city under your administration -- I think I will 

leave it on the Labour Group laughter, Chair.  He has failed on the environment.  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Kurten, raise the tone. 

 

David Kurten AM:  I do not know if I can do that. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Go on.  Try.  Go on.  Just raise the tone. 

 

David Kurten AM:  Mr Mayor, alluding to one of your previous answers, which I do not particularly agree 

with, one of the things that businesses will have to do in the next decade is to wean themselves off their 

dependency on cheap foreign labour, which has led to the rapid mass immigration that we have in the capital.  

That is why we need an Australian-style points system, which is coming in.  We need also a cap and a salary 

threshold with that. 

 

Where this relates to you, Mr Mayor, is that you are in charge of the AEB and so how are you going to make 

sure that your control of the AEB is going to lead to a skilling up of British citizens living in London? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I do not want to unpack all of that question.  I am just going to deal with 

the bits that are tasteful.  There are Londoners who currently do not have access to the brilliant jobs being 

created in our city because of lack of skills and a number of other reasons.  We have to make sure we give 

them the aspiration and ambition and also the skills required to do the brilliant jobs created in London. 
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Also, we have the ability in London to use a challenge as an opportunity.  The challenge is how we address the 

climate emergency, but it is an opportunity to create jobs in the future, for example, green jobs. 

 

I will give you one example.  You and I have talked in the past about black taxis and the importance of them 

playing their part.  More than 3,000 electric taxis now in London were built in factories in the UK in the 

Midlands.  That is a good example of jobs being created while also dealing with the climate emergency.  There 

are other examples we can do in relation to FinTech [Financial Technology] or we can do in relation to other 

things in London. 

 

You are right.  The AEB being devolved to London allows us to make sure we can target the help to where it is 

needed.  The Chair referred to, for example, BAME communities and she referred to women, the long-term 

unemployed and also those Londoners who have special educational needs and who are disabled.  Having 

control of the AEB can help us make sure these people are skilled up to do the jobs that are being created in 

London. 

 

 

David Kurten AM:  Great.  Mr Mayor, you mentioned children with special needs and you mentioned BAME 

communities, but one of the groups we know about that has poor educational attainment and is suffering is 

working-class white boys.  What are you specifically going to do for that group of people, who really need 

investment because they have lagged behind in terms of educational opportunities? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Your first question was about adult education and you have now pivoted 

towards boys.  I will go to boys if you want.  I am not in charge of the education budget in relation to primary 

schools and secondary schools, but you are right to highlight that there are too many white working-class 

London boys who are not fulfilling their potential. 

 

It is really important that primary schools, particularly in those parts of London that are deprived, have good 

teachers.  One of the concerns we have is the difficulties schools in London have recruiting teachers because of 

the high cost of living and other challenges in London.  I have worked with schools to help them recruit 

teachers in London.  Assembly Member McCartney has done lots of work in relation to making sure we recruit 

and retain and also get good head teachers as well. 

 

You are right.  Schools should be the ladder by which children from ordinary backgrounds, white working class, 

can have their potential fulfilled.  When you look at the General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) 

results of white working-class boys, they are not good enough.  If you look at those white working-class boys 

who go to university, it is not good enough.  It is very important that throughout the education system much 

more is being done to help those young people.  You have referred to one group that could do with some 

additional help. 

 

David Kurten AM:  Thanks for your answer, Mr Mayor.  You are talking about primary and secondary schools, 

which is important to say but is not really what you have control over. 

 

You have control over the AEB.  How much of that in percentage terms are you going to spend to fund 

apprenticeships, particularly higher and degree-level apprenticeships, which will give people a real leg up and 

skill them up to do the jobs that need to be done in London? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  There is the Apprenticeship Levy.  We are in discussions with the 

Government about the Apprenticeship Levy to try to make sure we can keep more of what London puts in.  
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What happens at the moment is that quite a lot of the Apprenticeship Levy from London businesses leaves 

London.  A lot of the smaller employers in particular in London want to take on apprentices but cannot 

because of the difficulties involved.  We are in discussions with the Government about seeing whether big 

employers can work with smaller employers to deal with the admin side so that smaller employers can take on 

apprentices.  We have, separately, the Mayor’s Construction Academy, which is encouraging Londoners to be 

apprentices in the building trade, and there are, separately, apprentices we are encouraging employers to do. 

 

As far as the FE budget is concerned, those are individual allocations to different providers.  What we will do 

after the first two years, once we have given them stability, is talk to the providers about what they can do in 

relation to working with employers to have more apprentices across our city. 

 

One of the things we have to do is to get rid of the snobbery that there is against vocational training.  There is 

too much snobbery and pressure to go towards university without realising the huge benefits there are to 

vocational training as well. 

 

David Kurten AM:  OK.  Thank you, Mr Mayor.   

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Thank you very much, Assembly Member Kurten.  Now we move to the 

next section, which is the London Assembly component of the budget.  Are there any questions on that?  No. 

 

Then we move to the next section, MOPAC, and we have Assembly Member Whittle with his question. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Good morning, Mr Mayor. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Good morning. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  On this section of the budget, I have a couple of quite specific queries relating to 

paragraph 4.2, which is about MOPAC’s earmarked reserves.  There are just two points, really, which I would 

like clarification on. 

 

There is a point at which you say there will be “other earmarked reserves to be drawn down include those used 

to smooth police officer numbers in the medium-term”.  How much would that be and what exactly does that 

“smoothing police numbers” mean, practically? 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  There are two things, Chair, that are going on there.  First - and 

we talked about this last year - is the Government’s intention to change business rates growth in order that 

those receipts come in at a later date than now.  Now we get them as estimates in terms of when the taxes are 

actually paid.  The Government is proposing that they come in later and that will mean a two-year cash flow 

change.  Last year the Mayor set aside £118.6 million from business rates in order that we could bridge that 

and continue to fund the 1,000 extra police officers that the Mayor has funded.  That is the main thing. 

 

Then the other aspect of it is that there is a reserve for police officer smoothing.  When we have found any 

underspends in the MPS’s budget, we have kept those aside knowing some of the medium-term financial 

challenges facing the MPS in order to use that to keep officer numbers up.  I do not have a precise figure on 

that, but I am sure we can get that if you want it. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  I do not have much time left.  You mentioned as well here that certain parts of the 

reserves will be used for updating “outdated technology”.  Something that has come to our attention at the 

Police and Crime Committee an awful lot is the way in which the lack of this forensic technology, particularly in 
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relation to sexual offences and phones now, which figure so largely, is actually halting action and charges 

cannot be brought.  This is hugely important.  What component of this new technology will actually be for 

those sorts of programmes?  This is a huge priority. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  If we do not have the figure, we can write to you.  Just to reassure you 

about that, I visited one of the police buildings recently and this is now being rolled out in relation to the 

ability of police to put a phone into a device, far quicker than waiting weeks and weeks to get the information.  

We can write to you with the exact figure we have. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Yes, thank you.  Is there a figure that you have? 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Sorry, we did provide additional funding in previous budgets to 

allow more to be done in this space.  The other thing that we have been doing is working with the police 

community and, when the Government has talked about the uplift of officers, ensuring that they are fully 

funded.  We have been making the point very clearly that you need to think about officer salaries and you 

need to think about equipment but you also need to think about supporting services.  It is no use having those 

additional officers if then the forensic services, as your example, are not there behind them to help them 

process the people they arrest.  That is being built into the formula and we are expecting the Government to 

be honouring that in terms of the allocation decisions it makes. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  This is one of your main priorities - violence against women, rape, and so on - and this is 

a huge obstacle at the moment. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes, it is. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  OK.  Assembly Member Desai. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Good morning, Mr Mayor.  Mr Mayor, I have two sets of questions.  

The first set is around police funding and the second set is around funding the public health approach to youth 

violence and particularly the VRU. 

 

To start off with the questions around police funding, Mr Mayor, it is welcome to see that last week the 

Government’s police funding settlement showed that it has finally started to listen to calls from the Assembly, 

from you and from the Commissioner [of Police of the Metropolis] and has increased the funding provided for 

the force.  However, the announcement does not come close to unravelling the £1 billion worth of cuts to the 

MPS over the last decade. 

 

What more do we need, Mr Mayor, to see from the Government if the MPS is to get back to full health? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  What we need is a complete reversal of the cuts that have been made.  

With the officers we are going to receive, we will still have fewer officers than we had before the cuts came 

into place.  We need a huge increase in investment in police and also - the point alluded to by 

Assembly Member Whittle - the back-office stuff they need like forensics as well.  All we received last week, 

although I welcome it, is funding for the 1,369 officers.  We think that over the next two years we need to take 

that up to 6,000 with support as well. 
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Also, we need from the Government support for the things that stop people getting involved in crime in the 

first place: youth services, after-school clubs.  Constructive things for young people to do are really important 

as well. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Mr Mayor, just following on from that, can I specifically ask you about the National and 

International Capital City (NICC) grant?  While we welcome the extra money for officers, it is notable that in 

the settlement the MPS has again been significantly underfunded through the NICC.  We had 

Sir Stephen House [QPM, Deputy Commissioner, MPS] before the Policing [and Crime] Committee on 

9 January [2020] when it was announced that the police settlement for NICC was £185.3 million.  The Home 

Office accepted that it underfunds NICC and that London should in fact receive around £350 million for this. 

 

What are the particular challenges with the underfunding of NICC and can you assure us that you are going to 

be holding negotiations with the Government to resolve the underfunding of this grant over the course of the 

next year? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  The shortfall in the monies we should receive in the NICC is £160 million, if 

you look at the difference, and there was no increase in that in the announcement last week. 

 

We will carry on lobbying the Government on the importance of the NICC money.  You will know the 

challenges of being a capital city and a global city in relation to the sporting events we have, in relation to the 

diplomatic visits we have, in relation to the protests and demonstrations we have, and so on.  The Government 

recognises the principle, which is why we have a NICC grant, but it is not funding us the amount we need.  It is 

really important that it funds us for the amount we need.  That is why we will carry on lobbying the 

Government - clearly, the Assembly can assist us - in relation to persuading the Government that it is the right 

thing to do. 

 

It is actually the fair thing to do.  Our comparator, with respect, is not Manchester, Liverpool or Sheffield.  Our 

comparator is New York, which has a smaller population, more police officers and more support as well, even 

though it is not a capital city. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  It is worth pointing out that the independent civil servant whose name escapes me for 

the time being -- 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Richard Mottram [GCB, Chair, NICC Executive Panel, Home 

Office]? 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  -- yes, also accepted that the MPS is underfunded. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Correct. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  If I can say so, Mr Mayor, in this area of police funding, certainly that does not have 

widespread recognition in that the MPS does work that is national and international.  The public do not seem 

to be aware that the MPS is so grotesquely underfunded when it does such vital work.  Perhaps in terms of our 

campaigning work, we might want to give attention to publicising this aspect of the MPS’s work and then the 

funding from the Government. 

 

Just moving on, thinking long term, will you be lobbying the Government to bring forward a multiyear police 

funding settlement, as called for by the Police Federation, that will allow the MPS to effectively plan for the 
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long term and that it provides assurance that the cuts we experienced over the last decade are to be fully 

reversed? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes.  What we need is a proper three-year, at least, programme.  

Assembly Member Whittle referred to the challenges of smoothing.  That is because we are never really sure 

what is going to happen around the corner.  The Government needs to give us a long-term settlement so that 

we can plan properly. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Mr Mayor, I have just one more question.  In your opening statement to this Assembly, 

you said that you had no choice but to increase council tax, including the police precept.  There has been 

criticism, certainly from what I have seen on social media, from some well-meaning people who are criticising 

you for doing this. 

 

Why is it necessary for you to increase the council tax and the police precept?  What would happen if you do 

not and what benefits does it bring to Londoners?  You alluded to one or two sets of figures in your opening 

statement, but it is important to address this issue very directly. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Sure.  Over the last four years, since I have been Mayor, each year I have 

increased the council tax police precept to the maximum I can go and that is because of the preceding six years 

and the cuts we have had.  We have lost from our budget already £833 million because of central Government 

cuts.  Because of my policies over the last four years, I forget the exact figure but we have put back into the 

budget around £280 million of money we would not otherwise have had.  We have to do that because we have 

so few police officers.  I will give you a compare-and-contrast. 

 

In 2010, for every 1,000 Londoners, we used to have 4.1 police officers.  Now, for every 1,000 Londoners, we 

have 3 police officers.  When people say they do not see a police officer, it is probably true because we have 

fewer police officers.  They are under-resourced and overstretched.  I do not apologise for investing in 

London’s security and safety and it is really important that we do that. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Thank you.  Just moving on to my next set of questions, I have a couple of questions 

here on the VRU.  How crucial is funding to the VRU and to Rescue and Response in addressing youth 

violence? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Firstly, it is worth putting on record that the Government is supporting us 

for a second year in a row with the VRU.  In the first year, it gave London’s VRU £7 million - 2019/20 - and it 

has agreed to give £7 million for 2020/21.  I want to thank the Government for that recognition of the work of 

the VRU. 

 

The VRU is a way we can implement the public health approach, which is to deal with crime as you would an 

illness: deal with the infection, stop it spreading and stop future infections occurring in the first place.  That 

will enable us to do things like after-school clubs, work with schools to avoid exclusions, and have youth 

workers in A&Es and trauma centres.  In addition to the Government money, City Hall is investing millions of 

pounds in it as well, I think £7 million in 2020/21, on top of the £5 million we did last year.  The core budget 

of the VRU goes up, which is really important going forward. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Mr Mayor, I want to ask about performance indicators.  In September 2018 you said: 

 

“I want to be honest with Londoners that the work of the VRU will not deliver results overnight.  The 

causes of violent crime are many years in the making and the solutions will take time.” 
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We know, as you have said, that the VRU will not deliver results overnight.  However, can you tell us how the 

VRU’s performance will be measured?  What positive changes in youth violence has the work of the VRU 

achieved?  Will this information be readily available to Londoners? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes, they are really good points.  We have a number of indicators to see 

whether the VRU is going to be a success.  One is that we want to see a reduction in hospital admissions of 

those who have received a knife injury [aged] under 25.  We want to see a reduction in knife injuries to those 

aged under 25.  We want to see a reduction in all non-domestic homicides, especially where the victims are 

below 25. 

 

There are a number of other things that we will also do.  We will set out a strategic needs assessment, which 

deals with the drivers of serious youth violence, and also a response strategy as well. 

 

We have a number of indicators and we will be able to see the success or otherwise of the VRU and will also be 

able to adapt our policies to make sure we scale up those things doing well and stop funding those things not 

doing as well. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Thank you, Mr Mayor.  I have one question but I will write to you about the Rescue and 

Response work. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Sure. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Thank you, Chair. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Pidgeon. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Thank you very much.  Mr Mayor, the Assembly has been told by you twice in 

the last three weeks - on 7 January and on 16 January [2020] - that the MPS’s sale of police stations has been 

“paused”, to use your words.  Yet on 9 January, in answer to my questions we were informed by the Deputy 

Commissioner that the MPS would be pushing to proceed with all the planned sales of police stations in the 

capital. 

 

We have some idea from the Government of how many additional officers you are going to be able to recruit in 

the next financial year and so when will clarity be given on the future of police stations that have closed but 

are yet to be sold? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Let me just clarify, Chair.  There is a pause in relation to the sale of all of 

the estate that was previously planned.  Some of the estate that is clearly not fit for purpose can still proceed 

because, even if the police force were to go up to 37,000, some of these - because of location, because they 

are in really poor condition - are not fit for purpose. 

 

We will have a decision.  It will go from the MPS senior management board to the Deputy Mayor [for Policing 

and Crime].  I can give you the exact date.  I can write to you and give you the exact date. 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  It is imminent, yes. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  It is in the near future, but I can give you the exact date offline.  It goes 

from the management board to MOPAC -- 
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Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  To the Deputy Mayor? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes. 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Really, that is a reflection of the outcome of the review and 

whether the review says, “Let us just pause on everything and check”.  That review is not complete and we still 

have uncertainty about future officer numbers.  However, as the Mayor said, there are some buildings that the 

MPS has concluded that, yes, under no circumstances would they be a productive part of the estate. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, I understand that, and for the capital investment we have talked about 

that there may be certain buildings you want to sell off, but the Deputy Commissioner was absolutely clear 

they had completed their review and they wanted everything that had been planned for sale to go ahead.  Will 

this decision be made before the May elections?  It is really important for Londoners to understand the 

decisions that ultimately you and your Deputy Mayor [for Policing and Crime] will be making. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes.  We are not going to delay announcing that part of the estate is no 

longer required.  We are not going to delay that because of the election because we need the revenues in. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  There will be a decision before the May election on the sale? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes.  I would be surprised if there was not a decision much sooner than 

that.  If you work backwards and assume that purdah is around 23 March [2020], I would be very surprised if 

there was not a decision before then.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  That is really helpful.  Then, when deciding on the future of police 

stations, will you and your Deputy Mayor be considering closely the outcome of the judicial review relating to 

Wimbledon Police Station and ensure that it remains open for the police and public to use? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Wimbledon Police Station is the Merton 24/7 front counter that is 

available.  The commitment was for each borough to have one police station building that was open 24 hours a 

day, seven days a week, and my understanding is Wimbledon is the one for Merton.  What I can do is write to 

you in relation to that particular police station, but there are no plans in relation to the discussion we have just 

had about those buildings no longer fit for purpose.  Wimbledon is not one of those. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  Well, I am pleased to hear that. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Why do I not write to you to give you -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That would be helpful.  You have previously looked at one 24/7 police counter 

in every borough.  With more officers and so on, are you looking to increase that going forward? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  To increase …? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  The number of 24/7 police counters. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  No.  Actually, with the investment we have given the police in mobile 

appliances, it is now possible for police officers to do far more work remotely and go the hubs, because they 

now have the tablets instead of them each having a desktop, as it used to be.  What we are doing is making 
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sure there are police buildings available for police officers to use for the stuff they need do - it could be 

forensics; it could be whatever it is - but there is no need for there to be more front office counters.  Actually, 

more and more members of the public are reporting crime either digitally or on the phone.  The counters that 

are still open are not used much.  Some of the counters have seven crimes reported in a day.  There are no 

plans to increase front office counters.  There could well be more police buildings but that would be for police 

officers and not public-facing.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  Lovely.  Thank you very much indeed. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Bailey. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Good morning, Mr Mayor. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Good morning. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  To what extent would your decision to cut £38 million in your first budget from the police 

staffing budget impacted on how much you have had to spend now to get our numbers uplifted in police 

number? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I do not accept the premise of the question, but it has had no impact on 

my budget today. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  It has had no impact at all?  Of course it has because it has set us back.  That guaranteed 

we were behind, further behind, where we would be now if you had not cut the funding then. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  No.  The reason why, Chair, we are further behind is that in the six years 

before I became Mayor, the previous Mayor chose not to increase the council tax police precept.  In fact, in the 

four years before I became Mayor, he cut it.  We have calculated that meant London lost more than 

£700 million of council tax revenues and we have calculated we have 2,000 fewer police officers.  That is what 

has been a challenge for us is catching up with the combination of central Government cuts - thousands of 

officers because of the billion-pound cuts - but also 2,000 officers fewer because of cuts from --  

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Mr Mayor -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  -- because of council tax not being raised. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Mr Mayor, you made the decision to cut that £38 million, which then left us behind the 

numbers we would have been at now.  As we all know, it takes time to recruit officers.  You cut that money.  

What decisions have you made now to speed us back up because you missed an opportunity because you 

missed an opportunity to keep our numbers moving in the right direction? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Sure.  Chair, it shows a basic lack of understanding of the police budget.  

In 2017/18, which is the year alluded to, I raised council tax police precept to the maximum allowed, which 

meant we raised £25.3 million additional, but also the business rates that year were £2.5 million.  As a 

consequence of my policies in 2017/18, we are had £27.8 million additional for the police budget.  In 

2018/19, £140.1 million additional.  In 2019/20, £232.2 million additional and this year, £270.9 million 

additional. 
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Shaun Bailey AM:  Mr Mayor, thank you for that, but the fact is you did cut the budget then for policing 

numbers and I am asking: has that had a material impact on how much you have had to invest now to try to 

catch us back up? 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Which year are you talking about? 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  His very first budget, 2017/18. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Boris Johnson’s [former Mayor of London] budget?    

 

Keith Prince AM:  No. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  No, the Mayor -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Excuse me.  Assembly Member Bailey, can you give your question again 

and be clear about the year you are talking about? 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  In your 2017/18 budget you cut £38 million from the police staffing budget, which 

guaranteed we would lose some of our recruitment to policing.  I am asking you today how much extra you 

have had to put in now to make up for the cut that you made in 2017/18 to your budget.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, I am none the wiser.  I have answered the question twice already. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Maybe that is where the problem lies.  You should not be none the wiser.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, I do not -- 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  You cut the budget that paid the police’s salary, so we had less police.  It is quite obvious. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, what the questioner does not seem to understand, and I am happy 

to explain again, is that in 2017/18 I increased the police budget by £27.8 million.  I also increased it further in 

2018/19 and increased it further again in 2019/20 -- 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Mr Mayor -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  -- so the question appears to be: what is the consequence of a decision 

made in 2017/18 -- 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  No, Mr Mayor, that is not the question.  Did you or did you not cut £38 million from the 

police staffing budget in your 2017/18 budget?  Yes or no? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I made no cuts to the council tax and business rates’ input to the police 

budget -- 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  That is not what I am asking. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  We increased the police budget. 
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Shaun Bailey AM:  That is not what I am asking.  I asked you a simple question.  Yes or no is the answer.  

Please let us have it.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, I did not cut the police budget in 2017/18. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  You cut £38 million from the police staffing budget in 2017/18, yes or no? 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  I have heard an answer from the Mayor so let us move on.  He said no.  

Can I have a following question? 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  That is -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  No, I am not able, without information in front of me, to deal with 

correct statements.  You asked a question; you got an answer.  Do you have another question? 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  But surely the Mayor should give an accurate answer to such a serious question. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Do you have another question for the Mayor? 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Thank you, Chair, no. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Assembly Member O’Connell. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  Thank you.  Morning, Mr Mayor and others.  I want to return to the subject of the 

VRU, following earlier questions.  We do have a crisis of violence in this town. On Monday night, you will be 

aware, in Croydon, we lost a 16-year-old young man, Louis Johnson, who indeed was engaged with the 

services.  On the question of the VRU, picking up from an earlier point around KPIs - and you gave us some 

detail around the, shall I say, aspirational KPIs that you will be looking for - when may we see those 

measurements and how the VRU is performing?   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Thank you, Chair, thanks for the question and thanks for the comments 

about the 16-year-old boy who lost his life in East Croydon Station.  Those figures should be available -- we 

have agreed with the Government to provide them to the Government at relevant intervals and I will make sure 

they are publicly available as well.  There is no reason why those should not be publicly available.  As soon as 

we have them, I will make sure they are available.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  OK.  We will continue looking for them through the Police and Crime Committee as 

well.  You also touched upon funding earlier and it is pleasing that the Government has continued its £7 million 

funding towards the VRU in addition to your funding.  I see within your budget you commented on increased 

core funding of £5 million in years to come.  What I see is that is in the budget for four years hence.  It 

continues for four years.  I am interested in how long you are intending to sustain the VRU for because I 

believe when it was launched, 18 months ago now - there is no quick fix, I get that - we were looking at results 

hopefully over a couple of years.  Tell me a little bit about your thinking around sustainability and how long 

you intend to support and invest in the project. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Ideally, Chair, we would want to have no need for a VRU because we have 

dealt with the issue of violent crime.  The evidence is that it is unlikely that we will be able to reduce violent 

crime to the levels we want to in the very near future. 
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Steve O’Connell AM:  Yes. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  That is why we in City Hall think that for the foreseeable future we want to 

invest in a VRU.  I would make this point, that the Government deserves credit, because last year they only 

agreed to fund the VRU for one year, the so-called surge approach, and that had to be out by March in 

2019/20.  To give them credit, they have invested for another year.  We would like to persuade them to give 

us the certainty of funding because if you imagine you are somebody receiving a grant, you employ not for 

one year, you employ for a longer period.  Or a young person receiving a facility.  We are trying to encourage 

longer-term funding for some of these organisations and facilities.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  OK.  Thank you.  This, of course, is talking about the public health approach.  The 

other side to the approach is the more traditional side around, perhaps, the Violent Crime Task Force (VCTF), 

which you introduced last year.  I may have missed it; I do not see any notes around the sustainability or 

funding on the Task Force, Mr Mayor.  Can you respond to that, please? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes.  Thank you.  The VCTF was funded from City Hall as well.  It is an 

operational decision by the Commissioner [of Police of the Metropolis].  Again, for the foreseeable future, that 

will carry on.  I do not have the exact figure, but from memory, it was £50 million.  It is within the MPS budget.  

That will carry on, but actually it is being complemented from the announcement from Commander 

Jane Connors last week of 100 experienced officers, not part of the VCTF but targeting habitual knife carriers 

as well.  I would like to reassure the Assembly Member that I have received no information from the 

Commissioner or her team that that work is not still very important, but what is happening is also a 

mainstreaming of some of the functions of the VCTF to other police officers.  You will see more examples of 

the work that the VCTF is doing by the mainstream police as well. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  It is just a comment, really; the mainstreaming is important.  When we Assembly 

Members on the [Police and Crime] Committee went out with the Task Force, at that stage they were being 

brought in from other parts of the organisation.  Mainstreaming is important.  Thank you, Chair.  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Prince. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Thank you.  Can I refresh your memory, Mr Mayor?  This is a question that was asked by 

our good friend Assembly Member [Caroline] Pidgeon on 18 January 2017:  

 

“How do you plan to reconcile your strategic objective of 32,000 police officers when your proposed 

budget for the Metropolitan Police Service contains a £38 million cut [which I believe is what my 

colleague Assembly Member Bailey was referring to] through recognising current police numbers, 

meaning there is no budget to pay for officer numbers above the current level of around 31,200?” 

 

I can also jog your memory, Mr Mayor, that in your response you said that the cut would allow police numbers 

to be as high as 31,300.  Clearly you did make the cut of £38 million, Mr Mayor, and clearly in your answer you 

recognised that there was a cut of £38 million. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Was there a question? 

 

Keith Prince AM:  The question was, “Can I refresh your memory?” to which he said yes. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  OK.  Is your memory refreshed and do you want to retract your previous 

answer to the question from Assembly Member Bailey? 
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Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Absolutely not, because I think what the question gives me a chance to do 

is to remind the Assembly that since 2017/18 we have had even further and deeper cuts from central 

Government.  In fact, we have now reached £833 million worth of cuts from central Government.   

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  No, no -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  In 2017, it was only £600 million. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Mr Mayor, stop there.  No, this was quite specific.  Even I am on this.  It 

is about a specific time; it is about a specific area -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Thank you, Chair. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  -- and we now have on record evidence because of questions asked.  If 

you have no other questions, we will move on. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  No.  Thank you, Chair.  Very helpful. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Hall. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Mr Mayor, you are constantly blaming the Government.  You refer to 

them as “the horrible Government”.  You have here a serious crime emergency in London.  Let me give you an 

example because you love giving examples.  If you run a household and your boiler breaks down and you do 

not have the money there and then, you look at all of your expenditure to see where you can make savings so 

that you find the money for that emergency.  That is exactly what you should be doing in your budget.  The 

truth is you do not take responsibility for anything, and as Mayor you are in charge of the police here and you 

should be taking responsibility.  Since you do not, I sincerely hope you read our budget amendment.  It shows 

you where you can make savings and where you can put money into making London safe.  Thank you, Chair. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Duvall. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Chair, I was waiting for the question -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  No, there was no question. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  -- but I will move on.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  They have given up.  They have given up. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Mr Mayor, taking responsibility and taking responsibility, but in terms of what you inherited 

as you arrived here - I was earlier listening to the issues of sustainability - the police numbers that you 

inherited were fixes and fixes and fixes.  That was what we had, and we were still in a period, in your first year, 

of dealing with Government cuts, them saying, “You fund at this level and no more”.  Staffing budgets are not 

frontline policing budgets and at that time we had no capacity to train because Bernard Hogan-Howe [QPM, 

former Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis] had told and reported that the police and crime issue was 

heading on a downward trajectory.  Is that correct in terms of your assessment as you arrived in and what you 

inherited at that time? 

 

Page 35



 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  It is, Chair.  What is clear to me - and this is me being generous - is that 

Members of the Conservative Group have selective amnesia.  I will make sure that over the next 98 days I 

remind Londoners of what these lot have forgotten.   

 

Len Duvall AM:  Also, Mr Mayor, if I can, I will just come on to another question around some of the mixed 

messages.  I am unclear what they are because Members of that Conservative Group sometimes say, “Do not 

put more money into policing”.  Would you believe it, I have been following a certain Member and I almost 

want to do a hashtag group for him after his latest offering this morning of blowing Shaun’s [Shaun Bailey AM] 

trumpet because it was such a trauma for him in his earlier life.  The issue is, Mr Mayor, can you not afford to 

invest both in policing, police numbers and public health?  It is not an either/or.   

 

Also, what we are not hearing today is the question of the impact of some of that infrastructure that was lost 

from local government and the cuts that have been imposed on that, whether it is youth service, whether it is 

youth custody issues or everything that goes with it.  That has had an impact on tackling some of the violence 

in our communities that we face today. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Absolutely.  If I was responsible for the boiler breaking down, I am not sure 

if I would be the right person to sort the boiler out.  What this demonstrates is a complete wilful 

misrepresentation of the last years or understanding of how it is all linked.  Assembly Member Duvall is right: 

you cannot make massive cuts in local authority budgets, so they are forced to have to close down youth 

centres -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  We are not interested really in whether Assembly Member Duvall is right 

or wrong.  I would like an answer to his question.  Now, I am not clear what the specific question was.   

 

Len Duvall AM:  There was a specific question about the impact of local government cuts on violent crime. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Your commentary is fine, but I want an answer to a question. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, to be fair -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  No, I do not want Assembly Members’ views emphasised by you.  

Londoners want to hear your views.  You are their Mayor.   

 

Now we are going to move on because I have no further speakers in that section.  Let us move on to the 

London Fire Commissioner.  Assembly Member Berry, you have 56 seconds.  I suggest you put a yes or no 

question. 

 

Siân Berry AM:  Assembly Member Russell. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  I will do it.  Mr Mayor, you have dedicated all the non-police increase in council tax 

precept to the London Fire Brigade (LFB).  The Budget and Performance Committee recommended that the 

LFB should develop a performance framework that sets standards to meet the Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of 

Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (HMICFRS) recommendations and take into consideration the 

recommendations from the Grenfell Tower Inquiry, Phase 1.  Will you ensure this happens so that we can be 

sure the investment is working? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Thank you for the question.  I have asked the new [Fire] Commissioner to 

undertake a transformation programme in relation to what is required to deal both with phase 1 of the Inquiry 
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and the HMI report, but also keep an eye on Phase 2 as well.  You will be aware that phase 2 began this week.  

We will make sure that the Assembly is kept up to date with all those developments. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Fabulous.  Under a minute.  Let us go to Assembly Member Dismore.  

Thank you. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Mr Mayor, the Grenfell Tower Inquiry and the HMICFRS investigation both set out 

areas of urgent and far-reaching reform needed in the LFB.  It is important that you ensure the right 

transformation funding is in place.  For example, the HMICFRS report identified training in incident command 

and emergency blue-light driving as key issues to be addressed urgently.  The Fire, Resilience and Emergency 

Planning (FREP) Committee will be looking at this in detail tomorrow but it is clear that the privatised training 

contract with Babcock signed off by the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA) Chair 

Brian Coleman just before the 2012 election is expensive and has many shortcomings.  Will you ensure the LFB 

has the necessary resources to build the required training packages and assurance arrangements - including, if 

necessary, the renegotiation of the Babcock contract, so as to ensure the public and firefighters are kept safe? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, it is an important point.  If I am allowed to agree with the assertion 

in the question raised by Assembly Member Dismore, you will be aware that we - unlike previous Mayors, who 

cut budgets to the LFB - have invested, and so there is £2.3 million in the budget for training.  We will keep an 

eye on any recommendation from the Fire Commissioner to the points raised by Assembly Member Dismore. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Thank you for that.  While there remain hundreds of buildings in London with 

aluminium composite material (ACM) or other unsafe cladding - we are talking not just about tower blocks 

here - the LFB faces considerable uncertainty in demand as a result of this.  They are having to carry out 

weekly checks on interim security measures at all buildings where stay put has been suspended, for example 

with Waking Watch, which is currently around 250 buildings across the capital.   

 

There is still no national guidance about stay put from the National Fire Chiefs’ Council, whose expert steering 

group only met for the first time in December [2019], two and a half years after Grenfell, to agree the scope of 

an evidence review into stay put and evacuation.  Kit Malthouse MP, the Fire Minister, said that the Home 

Office will only begin the tendering process for the first package of research required next month.  The 

outcomes of that research will inform operational research later in the year, so it is unlikely there will be any 

official guidance for some time to come.  Meanwhile, the LFB also faces a more demanding operational 

response given concerns over stay-put and simultaneous evacuation.   

 

Do you agree that this state of affairs is pretty worrying, will you ensure the LFB is resourced to deal with it, 

and will you put pressure on the Government to get on with this and produce some clear guidance? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  We continue to put pressure on the Government to get on with it, as you 

would say.  I met with members of the Grenfell Tower community last week, bereaved families and survivors, 

and they are really distressed, not just in relation to what is happening with the Inquiry and their families but 

also the fact that there are still buildings across the city and the country that are unsafe.  These are building 

safety failures which mean the original procedures that the Fire Service had been trained to implement cannot 

now be done because they have to think about evacuation at the same time as, for example, putting out fires. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  One of the problems is with the funds from the Government to effect remediation.  

There are probably about 110 or 120 private sector towers in London and only about half of those have 
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approached the fund so far for assistance.  That really does need looking at.  What can you do to try to 

encourage the private sector to get on with remediation? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  We are putting pressure on them to get on with the remediation and then, 

later on, deal with the issue of who pays.  It is important that the buildings are made safe as soon as possible.  I 

make this point.  You mentioned the Waking Watch.  Currently, leaseholders are often having to pay for that, 

which is a real problem for them.  We are saying to the Government, “Step in to help the work be done, and 

then later on have the discussion about who reimburses who for the remediation work being done”.  In the 

meantime you have buildings that are clearly unsafe, and the temporary measures are more expensive in the 

long term.  It makes more sense to get this done as soon as possible, and then later on deal with the issue of 

who pays. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  In relation to social housing, the Government has obviously made clear it is only going 

to pay for ACM cladding on tall buildings.  The cost of other fire precaution works that need to be done - for 

example, fire doors, which have been found to be defective quite widely - is going to fall on the housing 

revenue accounts of the various local authorities concerned, which will impact on all tenants and leaseholders 

across that particular borough.  That will also have, therefore, a knock-on effect on other repairs and 

refurbishments.  Do you think that is fair? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  It is not.  Can I just share with the Assembly that already some of those 

housing associations who had committed to start building more affordable homes are getting a bit concerned 

because they are worried they may have to divert that money for new homes towards doing the remediation 

work you referred to.  That is why it is really important for the Government to step in and help sort this out. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Again, the Government have still failed to act even on the Lakanal House inquest 

recommendation about retrofitting of sprinklers.  Do you think the Government needs to get on with looking 

at fire suppression systems retrospectively being fitted? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Absolutely, and I would remind the Assembly the Lakanal House fire 

occurred 10 years ago. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  The last point I would like to put to you, Mr Mayor, is that this morning in the 

Grenfell Inquiry, phase 2, the building contractors asked for immunity from prosecution for anything that they 

say at the Inquiry.  Do you think that is fair? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Going from the conversations I have had with survivors and bereaved 

families, they would find it outrageous that anybody who is culpable and liable should escape that.  It is really 

important that justice happens. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Thank you for that.  Certainly I would share that sentiment, that people ought to 

come clean with what they have been up to and give the survivors and relatives some comfort that they will 

actually get to the bottom of the story, no matter how many years it takes.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Thank you for sharing that.  OK, we move on to the next section, which 

is TfL, and we have Assembly Member Shah. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Mr Mayor, this is on the Spending Review.  You said, and I quote:  
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“I will be lobbying the Government for a decent settlement in the Spending Review, not just to pay for 

future investment in infrastructure from the Sutton tram to the Bakerloo Line Extension to Crossrail 2 

and other major projects we need, but to support us in relation to revenue spend as well for Transport 

for London.” 

 

In that context, can you outline what investment projects you will be looking for the Government to support 

and what revenue support would you like to have? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Thank you.  You can break down the capital ask in relation to the CSR into 

three broad areas.   

 

One is we have to carry on investing in the infrastructure we already have.  It is used quite intensively by north 

of 11 million people every day in relation to journeys taken, so we need support to keep that going.   

 

Secondly, we need support in relation to our road network.  You will be aware that although Londoners pay the 

vehicle excise duty, it goes out of London.  It does not come back to London.  We have been subsidising road 

maintenance using public transport fares.  That cannot be right.  We need support in relation to our roads, 

really important, the maintenance of critical road infrastructure. 

 

The third thing is what you alluded to, which is new infrastructure going forward, whether that is Crossrail 2, 

whether that is signalling around the Piccadilly line or whether that is the southern extension to the Bakerloo 

line.  We need to carry on getting that support as well.  Our city’s population is growing.  If you see the growth 

in our population in the last 20 years, it is going to go up even more over the next 10 years as well.  There is 

nothing wrong per se with growth, but we have to plan for that growth.  Also, investing in transport 

infrastructure can lead to us building the homes we need and also create the jobs we need as well.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  Yes, Mr Mayor, I agree with the need for investment.  Sticking to the Spending Review, the 

Chancellor [of the Exchequer] is drawing up new spending rules for his Budget in March and from that it seems 

that he is going to refocus investment away from southeast London and towards other parts of the UK.  

Mr Mayor, what effect do you think it will have in terms of moving investment away from London to the 

infrastructure and transport of capital? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  First, let me say I am not against increased investment in other parts of the 

country.  Other parts of the country clearly need more investment, particularly in infrastructure as well, but it 

should not be at the expense of London.  It is possible - and there is clearly money there, from some of the 

election pledges made - to invest both in London and the southeast, but also other parts of the country as 

well.  It is not a zero-sum game.  If you look at the report done by the National Infrastructure Commission, the 

National Infrastructure Commission recognise that investing in infrastructure in London benefits the nation and 

is a national investment.  We have to persuade the Government that they should invest in London as well, but 

it is really important it should not be at the expense of other parts of the country.  Nor should other parts of 

the country be at the expense of London.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  Yes, Mr Mayor, I agree.  Like you said, London is facing and undergoing - and will undergo 

for many years to come - a major scale of development, which is what we need for housing, economic growth 

and so on.  For that, we need investment so that transport is fit for purpose.   

 

Moving on to the last point, when Mr [Boris] Johnson [MP] became Mayor he led a bonfire of transport 

projects, cancelling the Thames Gateway Bridge, the Docklands Light Railway Extension to Dagenham Dock, 
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and the Cross River Tram.  Instead, he put money toward his vanity projects such as the new Routemasters for 

London.  Should Londoners be extremely concerned and alarmed that he will launch a new bonfire of projects 

in London? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I hope not.  I had a very good meeting yesterday with the Minister for 

London.  I am looking forward to seeing the Chancellor soon.  I would be more alarmed if I lived in Sheffield 

and Manchester about an empty cable car being built from one to the other, or a Garden Bridge in Leeds.  It is 

important for us to persuade the Government that they should not be cancelling projects in London, they 

should be starting new ones.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  OK, Thank you.  Assembly Member Prince. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Mr Mayor, as we come to the end of your term, can we look at what 

you did say in your manifesto?  Under transport you said, and I am reading from it, “TfL will explore the 

generation of new income streams”.  Could you tell me, Mr Mayor, in the last four years that you have been 

Mayor, what new income generation streams has TfL done? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I can give you some examples straight away.  In relation to the housing we 

are doing in London, we do not seem to be selling off the freehold land TfL has.  We are keeping the freehold 

and building record numbers of genuinely affordable homes in London.  The target is for 11,000 starts, I think, 

by 2021, half of them being affordable.  That will be an income stream coming into TfL which is really 

important to build upon.   

 

Another income stream is the Night Tube and Night Overground.  It is really important that we have those 

going.  It is bringing in huge benefits to not just TfL but to the London economy.  We will carry on with the 

commercial deals we have.  Often the commercial wing of TfL is speaking to colleagues around the world to 

see how we can be assisting them with the technology we have with pay-as-you-go and contactless, but also 

other technologies as well.  We have an innovation team within TfL.  For example, we have in London the 

piloting of some of the driverless cars, in Greenwich.  We are doing some work there which provides 

opportunities going forward, particularly to the disruptive technology sectors -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Mr Mayor, if I can just ask you to constrain yourself to what income streams we actually 

have, not the pie in the sky stuff. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  They are all income streams.   

 

Keith Prince AM:  I accept the Night Tube is what we have, but what do we have?  You are talking about 

stuff that is in the future.  I am talking about -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  No, there are -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:   -- it is quite clear, the generation of new income.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Well, actually -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Can I help you, Mr Mayor?  You did, in your manifesto, refer to the land and that is 

something that we will see in the future, but what you said is that you will be establishing a trading arm that 
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can run bus and other local transport services and sell its expertise at home and abroad.  Can I ask you, 

Mr Mayor, where is that trading arm and how many bus services and local transport services, which you 

promised in your manifesto, is TfL actually running at the moment? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, I have very handily been given by the Chief of Staff the commercial 

consulting and international operations pages -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  No, I said -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  It is important that I set the record straight, do you not think, Chair?  I 

have been asked a question about revenues -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Calm down, Mr Mayor, calm down.  This is only -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  -- and it is right and proper that I should explain.  What the Commercial 

Consulting and International Operations Team are doing at TfL is leveraging our globally recognised expertise 

and establishing ourselves as a leading consultancy in transport solutions, delivering a profitable revenue 

stream and self-financing growth and thereby maximising the benefit of our organisation and London.  We are 

entering the market with like-minded partners and across the three workstreams of advisory services, 

intellectual property, and operating and maintenance services, the forecast is we will provide development 

opportunities for our talented people and generate tens of millions of pounds of net revenue during the 

Business Plan. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I did ask you, Mr Mayor -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  £45 million -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  -- to constrain yourself to the money we are actually getting.  I did ask you earlier to 

constrain yourself to the actual money that we are getting.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I did also specifically ask you, Mr Mayor, about what bus routes TfL are currently running, 

as per your manifesto and what other local services TfL are currently running. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Let us get this right.  We are -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  The clue is in the word ‘current’ -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  When a question is asked -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  -- not pie in the sky. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  When a question is asked about an area and I answer, the question then 

moves on to a different area because he does not like good news.  The only people talking down London and 

wishing us ill are Conservatives -- 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  It is you. 
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Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I was asked a question about revenue streams; I was answering the 

question -- 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Current. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  -- and because it was a good answer, I am interrupted and stopped -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  No, I accept it. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  -- and asked to move on to a different area. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I am asking you to --  

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I am glad you accept it.   

 

Keith Prince AM:  Current -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I am glad -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I accepted the Night Tube. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I am glad you accept good news.  That is good to see. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I accepted the Night Tube, but what bus companies are you running?  What routes are 

TfL -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Well -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I will keep it very clear and easy for you, Mr Mayor -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Let me deal with this.  Let me deal with this.   

 

Keith Prince AM:  -- which I know you like to do.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Let me deal with it. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  A very simple question: which bus routes are TfL currently running, as per your mayoral 

promise in your manifesto?  Which bus routes are TfL running directly under their trading arm? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I am glad you welcome the good news in relation to revenues brought in 

since I became Mayor. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Of course. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Sorry? 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Of course. 
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Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Of course you welcome them.  Fantastic.  That is on the record.  In relation 

to bus services, we provide, roughly speaking, 700 bus services or bus numbers across London with the various 

companies we work with.  The good news is that since I have become Mayor we have introduced increased 

services in outer London, and we have managed to do that -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  No, Mr Mayor, you are not answering the question.  The question is very simple because I 

have learnt by experience that you are a very clever man so I have to keep the questions very simple.  A very 

simple question: what bus companies are TfL directly running?  Which bus services are TfL - you can give me 

the bus numbers - directly running through their trading arm?  The promise was establishing a trading arm that 

can run bus and other local transport services.  Which bus service is TfL currently running, Mr Mayor?  Your 

Chief of Staff can give you the answer. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I think he was just saying that you calling me a clever man was not an 

indictment of your candidate. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  There are no candidates --  

 

Keith Prince AM:  Chair, childish, childish. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Mr Mayor, I am just going to ask you to park that to the side.  There are 

no candidates in this room at the moment.  You are the Mayor and you are here to get questions on your 

budget.  Now, I can understand the question.  I even know the answer -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Yes, we all know the answer. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  -- and I have not sat on the Transport Committee for donkey’s years.  

TfL do not run any bus services.  Can we just have an answer? 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  So -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  That was the question.  Do TfL run any bus service directly? 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  From the Mayor, please. 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Are you saying overseas?  So that we are clear, to keep it a very 

simple question -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Sorry, Chief of Staff, no, the question stands to the Mayor.  As I say, 

everybody knows the answer. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, the question was in relation to overseas and the Chief of Staff has 

the -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  No, it was not. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  No, he has gone on.  He has moved on.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Has he? 
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Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Yes.  I have moved him on.  There is just a short question.  Do TfL 

directly run any bus services in London?  Bus routes? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  No, just answer. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  The last time I checked, Dial-a-Ride was a TfL service. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  What was that he said?  What did he say? 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Dial-a-Ride. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Dial-a-Ride? 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  You have your answer. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Sorry, Chair, did you say --  

 

Tony Devenish AM:  -- in four years. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  You heard the Assembly Member’s question. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  That is not run by the trading arm, Mr Mayor.  Very clever.   

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  The trading arm is overseas.  The Chair -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Good try.   

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  -- asked about this country. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  It is not run by the trading arm.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, can I explain?  The trading arm is for services provided overseas.  We 

do not need a trading arm for services provided in London.   

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  OK.  That is it.   

 

Keith Prince AM:  Can I actually -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Another question? 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I will just finish, actually.   

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Susan [Susan Hall AM], help him out.  He is just floundering.  It is 

embarrassing.   

 

Keith Prince AM:  No, Mr Mayor -- 

 

Page 44



 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  No, no -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I will just finish. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  No, please.  We are nearing the end and so far he has been good. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I will just finish on this.  Mr Mayor, do you think it -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I would ask Shaun [Shaun Bailey AM] but he is useless as well. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Do you think it is really helpful when you use childish playground language like you have 

done in relation to a possible other candidate in the room?  More importantly, Mr Mayor, you say you need so 

much from the Government and you do, and the Government do work with you.  You had a very good 

meeting, I believe, yesterday with the Minister for London.  You go around then referring to the horrible 

Government.  Do you think this childish playground language really helps London and really helps you to get 

the money that you need from this Government, Mr Mayor, bearing in mind also that they have stumped up all 

the extra cash needed for Crossrail? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I am gathering, Chair, the Assembly Member has moved on from the 

commercial activities -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  To language. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  -- to the trading arm -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  It just does not fall into this section, so I am going to -- 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Well, quite. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  We are not here about language.  Do you have a question about TfL or 

have you finished? 

 

Keith Prince AM:  That is fine.  I have moved on.  That is fine. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Assembly Member Devenish, we are on TfL. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Mr Mayor, during your meeting with the Minister for London yesterday, did you discuss 

Hammersmith Bridge, please? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  No, we did not.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  You did not?  Do you think that it would be advisable for you to raise this with the 

Minister?  Clearly neither the Labour Council at Hammersmith and Fulham nor TfL have to date solved the 

issue.  We have had nine months of misery for residents both sides of the bridge.  We have a clean air 

catastrophe both sides of the bridge.  We would like to accelerate progress, please.  Could you please raise it 

with the Government if you need their help? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Chair, can I just reassure residents of that part of London and others 

affected by the closure of Hammersmith Bridge that the Deputy Mayor [for Transport] is in constant contact 
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with both the councils but also central Government?  We are aware of the huge inconvenience caused to local 

residents and I am really pleased that Assembly Member Devenish raised it.  It is not a criticism; the meeting we 

had yesterday was on strategic issues in relation to going forward.  It is not a criticism of the meeting with him.  

I can reassure you that is something we are dealing with and we hope to make an announcement shortly in this 

area in relation to progress made.  I understand the huge inconvenience caused with the bridge being closed. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Thank you.  Will that announcement include a survey of the air quality on both sides of 

the bridge, please? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I would be happy to look into that.  You mean the impact of the closure 

on air quality? 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Yes, please.  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Assembly Member Dismore. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Thank you, Chair.  Can I bring to your attention, Mr Mayor, two projects that my 

constituents have been campaigning on for over 20 years?  The first is a pedestrian/cycle crossing at Stirling 

Corner.  Those who were here during Boris Johnson’s era will know that he repeatedly reneged on his promise 

to cycle around it to prove that it was safe when it was not.  Can I therefore thank you for actually acting on 

that and that the pedestrian/cycling crossing will shortly be in place.  The other project that local people had 

campaigned on for well over 20 years is step-free access at Mill Hill East Tube station, and again can I thank 

you for delivering on that because that will again be operational very soon. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Thank you very much.  Can I thank you for your campaigning on both 

those issues.  The legacy you will leave are those important changes to your part of London, which will make a 

huge difference for many, many years to come.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Thank you. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  OK, thank you very much.  Do Members have any questions on the 

London Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC)?  You do, Mr Boff? 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Yes.  Mr Mayor, when will it wash its face? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Not for the foreseeable future will we not be subsidising the LLDC.  You 

will be aware from previous conversations we have had we are hoping in the next few years to give the councils 

back control over the various parts of areas in their own boroughs.  We still look to opportunities to increase 

revenue streams but at the moment, for the foreseeable future there will be a subsidy from City Hall. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  It is not quite the promise that we were promised when we were given the Olympics and 

set it up.  We were told that it was going to pay for itself in no time at all.  By 2016 it would no longer cost us 

any money.  It has been a white elephant, really, has it not? 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  There are two issues here.  There is the cost that you see in the 

budget of LLDC, both in terms of the maintenance of the park and the facilities therein, and obviously the 

capital investment in the regeneration growth in the area, for example East Bank.  The other aspect is that as 

the area regenerates and more buildings are created, that leads to significant increases in council tax and 

business rates.  While there will be, inevitably, ongoing costs associated with the Olympic Park, if you are going 
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to look at the LLDC in the profit and loss sense, you cannot just look at it in terms of its budget and its own 

account; you have to look at the successful outcome of the regeneration and the economic growth in terms of 

all the extra businesses at places like Here East, the universities, their impact and the money from business 

rates and council tax, which will flow back to the Mayor. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Mr Bellamy, you have brought nothing novel to the table, but thank you anyway for your 

answer. 

 

David Bellamy (Mayor’s Chief of Staff):  Pleasure. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  That is the LLDC.  Let us then go on to the last area, the OPDC.  

Assembly Member Hall, you have a question? 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Thank you.  Mr Mayor, you said at the Budget and Performance Committee on 7 January 

[2020] that you had confidence in the Chair and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of OPDC.  Do you stand by that 

comment? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  The Interim CEO, yes.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  OK.  Now that the OPDC has published the details of its HIF bid, which suggests that they 

claimed Cargiant supported them well beyond the point at which their support was withdrawn, do you think 

that it is acceptable that such a bid was ever submitted? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I am not sure I agree with the summary of the HIF but what I am clear 

about is that because of the circumstances changing, particularly with the increase in value of the industrial 

land, because of Cargiant not being keen on the development and the cost there would have been of the 

compulsory purchase order (CPO), the right decision was taken to withdraw from pursuing that and to begin 

discussions with the Government about what assistance they can give in relation to alternatives to the previous 

plan.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  You are not aware then of the details of the OPDC’s HIF bid? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I was, and there is a timeline that sets out the beginning of the 

conversation, negotiations, previous agreements, and willingness from Cargiant is not being alleged 

throughout.  Also, Cargiant is a thriving business and has been for some time, and with their unwillingness it 

does not make sense for OPDC to pursue a CPO, bearing in mind the massive increase in value of industrial 

land. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  What discussions have you had with the OPDC since the HIF bid was withdrawn? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  One of the things that is causing a problem is the Government’s review of 

High Speed 2 (HS2).  You will be aware that when or if HS2 happens and Old Oak Common Station is built, 

that will probably be the biggest new surface station in the country in decades.  That is a huge opportunity.  If 

the Government decides not to pursue HS2, that is a different consequence for OPDC.  OPDC are currently 

talking to those landowners, whether it is HS2, whether it is Network Rail or whether it is those in Park Royal, 

to go forward, and are working on a plan on both bases. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Are you not upset that with the HIF bid, they have had to walk away from £250 million of 

seed funding? 
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Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I would have been criticised, rightly so, had we pursued a course of action 

that was very expensive and not sensible, simply so we could cash the cheque written by Government.  I would 

rather say to the Government, “Listen, the strings attached to this cheque are not worth the price that we are 

chasing.  Let’s go to a plan B and let’s work out other ways that you could help us pursue the development of 

Old Oak Common”.  It is a 30-year project, but we should not be spending huge sums of money on a project 

that could be done a lot cheaper. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Were any of your staff aware of the bid that they put in, with all the attachments to that 

bid?  Did anybody check from your office that it was all sound when the bid went in? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  I think we are confusing the bid for the HIF money with the interim report 

in relation to the draft London Plan.  What happened was there was a review undertaken when I first became 

Mayor.  The team at OPDC worked extremely hard to persuade the Government to give us support financially 

through HIF.  That took a number of years.  At the same time -- 

 

Susan Hall AM:  It is the bid.  I just am interested what your thoughts are.  There was a complete change and 

it was announced on 13 December [2019], the day after the general election -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Hall, you are out of time. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Perhaps you will write to me about when you knew about this, Mr Mayor. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Shah. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Mr Mayor, leaving aside the complex issue about Cargiant’s site, can you confirm that there 

is the capacity overall in terms of OPDC to be able to deliver the very vision which it set out to deliver, 25,500 

homes as well as about 65,000 jobs, on this, Europe’s biggest regeneration site? 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes, but do not forget OPDC will need to flex up and flex down over the 

next 20 or 30 years.  At this stage, the size of OPDC and its budget is quite small.  If HS2 does happen, as we 

hope, Old Oak Common does happen, and the Government does give the support that it will need to scale up 

and flex, OPDC could become much bigger.  Over the course of time -- 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Sure.  No, I appreciate that.  Over the course of time, things can and will happen.  But the 

point is, in terms of capacity, we have been told that from the other land packages available there is still scope 

to develop the scale of development that has been envisaged. 

 

Sadiq Khan (Mayor of London):  Yes.  Absolutely.  Our focus in the short term is working with Park Royal, 

working on schemes in and around Willesden Junction, which is already there.  I think 5,000 homes have been 

granted permission and are going full steam ahead.  We should not think that simply because of the Cargiant 

land issue, and also because of the delay in HS2, this will not happen and there is no huge optimism and 

potential.  There is. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Thank you very much. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Mr Mayor, and thank you to your advisors. 
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Introduction 
 
As the Mayor sets out the fourth and final budget of his term, London faces a number of 
significant challenges. A creaking, crowded transport system; a lack of suitable housing for both 
first-time buyers and families, and the pressures of an ever-evolving population. But while these 
are its challenges, London also faces an emergency – a violent crime emergency. Since the Mayor 
took office in 2016, knife crime and robbery are up 39% and 73% respectively, and 2019 saw the 
highest number of murders in our city for more than a decade. 
 
Against such a backdrop, we naturally welcome the Government’s announcement that London is 
to receive funding for over 1,300 additional police officers this coming year – as part of a 
commitment to deliver over 20,000 more officers nationally over the next three years. 
 
Before he took office, the Mayor said keeping Londoners safe was his “top priority”. We believe 
he has broken that promise, and has ultimately failed to grasp the scale of the violent crime 
emergency facing London. Many of the Mayor’s key approaches and decisions taken over the 
course of his term have not properly reflected London’s priorities, favouring the machinery of 
City Hall over the needs of Londoners. 
 
Therefore, through finding assorted savings at City Hall and across the Greater London Authority 
bodies, we are proposing the establishment of a £104 million ‘Violent Crime Emergency Fund’ by 
the Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime. This fund can be used at the Mayor’s discretion to 
bring London’s violent crime emergency to an end, and could be used to pay for anything from 

 
1 This report is made up of two Parts, A and B.  The text in Part A does not form part of the formal budget 

amendments, which are set out in Part B. 
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additional police officers – over 1,500 more – to crime prevention schemes or community support 
programmes. 
 
Violent crime is the most serious crisis facing London in a generation, and our amendment to the 
Mayor’s budget gives him a simple choice; tackle the violent crime emergency, or continue 
putting Londoners second. 
 
 
 
Precepts 
 
Given the urgent need to address the violent crime emergency, we do not object to the Mayor’s 
decision to increase the policing element of the precept by £10  – raising (an additional) £45.1 
million for policing in London. 
 
However, we do not think it is right that the Mayor has, year on year, increased the non-policing 
element of the precept, while costs at City Hall have soared. Though as last year the Mayor is 
proposing directing this funding to the London Fire Commissioner’s budget, we are proposing to 
reverse the 1.99% increase the Mayor has proposed and instead cut the non-policing precept by 
1.96% – offsetting the lost revenue by making savings elsewhere in GLA budgets. This way, the 
fire and rescue service will receive the funding it anticipates, and Londoners will receive a small 
decrease to the Mayor’s precept charge. 
 
 
 
Savings Proposals – GLA Mayor 
 
 
Culture Budget 
 
Culture spending under the current Mayor has soared, from £13.2 million in 2016/17 to £21.7 
million proposed for 2020-21 – and two years ago reached a record spend of nearly £25 million. 
 
As with external affairs spending, we think Londoners value feeling safe in their homes and 
communities over some of the questionable cultural programmes the Mayor’s funding has paid 
for. London already has a world-class and diverse cultural scene – the benefit derived from 
‘Bicycle Ballet’ and ‘We’re all Bats’ events is, in our view, extremely limited. 
 
Therefore, as with the external affairs budget we propose a reduction in the non-staffing element 
of the culture budget, down to £3.8 million from the £6.8 million proposed for 2020-21. The £3 
million saved can then be directed to the Violent Crime Emergency Fund. 
 
 
External Affairs 
 
External affairs spending has increased notably since the Mayor entered office, from around £7 
million in 2016-17 to over £10 million proposed in 2020-21 
 
We are unconvinced that Londoners value marketing and PR from their Mayor over genuine 
action on tackling the big issues facing our city – particularly violent crime. 
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Therefore, we propose a reversal of the non-staffing external affairs increase which has occurred 
since the Mayor took office – reducing the cost from £6.5 million to £4 million – and diverting 
the £2.5 million saved to the Violent Crime Emergency Fund. 
 
 
GLA Staff 
 
Staffing figures at the GLA have increased significantly during the Mayor’s term. When he first 
took office, the organisation’s ‘establishment figure’ of full-time equivalent posts was 897. By 
September 2019 this figure had reached 1,282 and the Mayor’s budget proposes adding a further 
20 posts – a 45% increase over the course of his term. Though we recognise that the Mayor has 
some additional devolved responsibilities, such as Adult Education, we believe that this vast 
increase in numbers is disproportionate to the new powers he has. 
 
The overall staff budget at the GLA has increased significantly from the Mayor’s first year, to a 
proposed £65.5 million for 2020-21. We do not believe Londoners have received value for money 
for this increase. We therefore propose reducing the staffing budget closer to the level it was 
when the Mayor first entered office – to £42 million – thereby recognising the additional staff 
required for delivering the Adult Education programme. It is important to emphasise that the GLA 
also maintains a high number of vacancies – at the time of writing over 150 – and that any 
necessary redundancy payments resulting from this change would be covered by reserves. 
 
The resulting £23.5 million saving can therefore be directed to the Violent Crime Emergency 
Fund. 
 
 
Union Street 
 
Due to the increased staff numbers, the GLA currently rents additional office space in the London 
Fire Brigade’s premises in Union Street – at a cost of £1.5 million in 2020. A knock-on effect of 
reducing staff numbers would be that this space would no longer be required – saving the GLA 
the cost of rent, and allowing the LFB to make greater commercial use of the space. 
 
 
London & Partners 
 
London & Partners is the Mayor of London's ‘official promotional agency.’ The London Assembly 
have longstanding concerns about the large annual GLA contribution to London & Partners, and 
indeed whether a city of London’s international calibre requires such significant investment to 
promote its businesses and tourism opportunities. London & Partners was also originally intended 
to move towards self-sufficiency, requiring less taxpayers’ money over time – but this is now 
being described as “quite difficult” by the GLA. 
 
At a time when London is facing a violent crime emergency, spending over £13.1 million on a 
promotional agency simply cannot be justified. Therefore, we propose to completely remove the 
GLA contribution to London & Partners and use £9.5 million of this saving to fund our proposed 
cut in the non-policing precept – with the remaining sum redirected to the Violent Crime 
Emergency Fund. 
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Savings Proposals – GLA Assembly 
 
 
London Travelwatch 
 
Though maintaining a certain level of its funding is a statutory requirement, we believe that 
London Travelwatch is superfluous to the needs of the GLA, and that its functions can be 
transferred to both the Transport Committee and Transport Focus. 
 
Therefore, we propose significantly reducing its funding, and would allocate the £1 million saved 
to the Violent Crime Emergency Fund. 
 
 
 
Savings Proposals – Transport for London 
 
 
Facility Time 
 
Facility time is time allocated to employees by an employer to undertake trade union activities. 
Though the annual cost to TfL of financing this has increased from £4.9 million in 2016/17 to 
£7.9 million in 2018/192. 
 
Moreover, this figure is significantly out of proportion with other large organisations which 
receive public funds. For example, at £8.63 million the entire Civil Service facility time cost is 
slightly higher than TfL’s, but the Civil Service has sixteen times more employees. 
 
In a time of such strained finances for TfL this spend cannot be justified, and we therefore 
propose reducing this figure back to the 2016/17 level and allocating the £3 million saving to 
the Violent Crime Emergency Fund. 
 
 
‘Junk Food’ Ban 
 
The Mayor’s ban on advertising for high fat, salt or sugar on the TfL network was formally 
introduced in February 2019, having been initially proposed in May 2018. The Mayor has 
previously estimated that the current level of revenue generated by this type of advertising is £13 
million per year4. 
 
Tackling obesity, particularly in children, is of course an important issue, but we believe this ban 
is ineffective virtue signalling by the Mayor at the taxpayers’ expense. We remain unconvinced 
that this ban can produce the results that the Mayor hopes for and believe it has been poorly 
implemented. Therefore, we propose revoking the ban on this advertising, and freeing up the 
additional revenue this will bring. 
 
 
 
 

 
2 http://content.tfl.gov.uk/tfl-annual-report-and-statement-of-accounts-2018-19.pdf 
3 https://www.civilserviceworld.com/articles/news/civil-service-pays-%C2%A386m-union-officials-hmrc-biggest-
spender 
4 https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2018/2347#a-134036 
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Nominee Passes  
 
Consistent with budget amendments in previous years, we continue to object to TfL nominee 
passes as a point of principle. Though we generally support TfL staff making use of the network 
themselves, this perk allows TfL employees to offer free and non-taxable travel to people in their 
household. 
 
In their latest business plan, TfL forecast they will end 2019-20 with a deficit of over £300 million. 
This is despite the Mayor bailing them out with nearly £1 billion every year of retained business 
rates – money which could otherwise be spent on other services for the benefit of Londoners. In 
light of TfL’s dire financial situation, it is simply not justifiable for their staff to enjoy such a 
generous perk. 
 
In calculating the revenue this perk loses TfL, we make the conservative assumption that the 
average journey undertaken by commuters is between zones 1 and 3, and that only half of those 
with a nominee pass would buy a travelcard or undertake a similar proportion of journeys if this 
perk were removed. Based on the current number of nominee passes (52,3645) and the cost of a 
zone 1-3 travelcard (£1,696), we estimate that TfL lose approximately £44.4 million of revenue 
as a result of the nominee passes scheme. Therefore, we propose scrapping it in its entirety and 
using the additional £44.4 million of income to support the Violent Crime Emergency Fund. 
 
 
 
TfL Performance-Related Pay 
 
TfL operate a discretionary ‘Performance Award’ performance-related pay scheme, which in 2019 
paid out a total of £11.8 million to middle and senior management. Though we appreciate many 
TfL staff are hard-working, given the organisation’s wider problems and aforementioned deficits 
and subsidies, such a generous performance scheme cannot be justified – particularly for those 
paid significant salaries. 
 
The operation of the Performance Award scheme is determined by TfL’s Remuneration 
Committee’ and approved by the Board. We therefore propose removing from TfL’s retained 
business rates subsidy the amount equivalent to the Performance Award spend in 2019 for those 
on Pay Band 4 and above (£8.4 million), and recommending to the Remuneration Committee 
that the scheme is amended to reflect its removal from said Pay Bands. The saving in retained 
business rates will be transferred to the Violent Crime Emergency Fund. 
  

 
5 https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2019/20213 
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Total Proposals & Savings 
 

Proposal Base from Mayor’s 2020-

21 Budget / GLA Finance 

GLA Conservatives 

Amendment 

   

GLA Mayor   

Culture Budget – non-staff £6,800,000 - £3,000,000 

External Affairs – non-staff £6,500,000 - £2,500,000 

GLA Staff £65,500,000 - £23,500,000 

Union Street Rent £1,500,000 - £1,500,000 

London & Partners £13,100,000 - £13,100,000 

   

GLA Assembly   

London Travelwatch £1,100,000 - £1,000,000 

   

Transport for London   

Facility Time £7,900,000 - £3,000,000 

‘Junk Food’ Ban N/A - £13,000,000 

Nominee Passes N/A - £44,400,000 

Performance-Related Pay  £11,800,000 - 8,400,000 

   

Total Savings/Revenue  £113,400,000 

   

MOPAC   

Violent Crime Emergency Fund  £ 103,904,883 

   

Precepts   

Non-policing Precept £244,851,493 - £9,495,117 
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PART B: Proposal to approve, with amendments, the Draft Consolidated Budget for 

the 2020-21 financial year for the Greater London Authority and the Functional 

Bodies 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

FORMAL BUDGET AMENDMENT  

1. The Mayor’s draft consolidated budget (together with the component budgets comprised within 

it) for 2020-21 be amended by the sum(s) shown in column number 3 of the table for each 

constituent body, as set out and in accordance with the attached Schedule.   

(These sums are the calculations under sections 85(4) to (8) of the Greater London Authority 

Act 1999 (as amended) (‘The GLA Act’) which give rise to each of the amounts mentioned in 

recommendations 2 and 3 below.) 

2. The calculations referred to in recommendation 1 above, give rise to a component council tax 

requirement for 2020-21 for each constituent body as follows: 

Constituent body Component council tax 

requirement 

Greater London Authority: Mayor of London £58,103,988 

Greater London Authority: London Assembly £2,634,129 

Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime  £770,257,185 

London Fire Commissioner £168,614,895 

Transport for London  £6,003,364 

London Legacy Development Corporation £0 

Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation £0 

 

3. The component council tax requirements shown in recommendation 2 above, give rise to a 

consolidated council tax requirement for the Authority for 2020-21 (shown at Line 99 in the 

attached Schedule) of £1,005,613,561. 

 

BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS 

3. [WHERE APPLICABLE, INSERT ANY OTHER BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS REQUIRED] 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 

NOTES: 

 Assembly’s powers of budget amendment 

a. The Mayor is required to set a consolidated and component council tax requirement and it is this 
amount which the Assembly has the power to amend. The council tax requirement equates to the 
amount which will be allocated to the Mayor, the Assembly and for each functional body from the 
Mayor’s council tax precept. These individual functional body requirements are consolidated to form 
the consolidated council tax requirement for the GLA Group.   

 
b. A simple majority of votes cast by Assembly Members is required to approve any amendment to 

recommendations (1) to (3) above concerning the Draft Consolidated Budget; abstentions are not 
counted. 

 
c. To approve the Draft Consolidated Budget, without amendment, only a simple majority of votes cast 

is required.  Again, abstentions are not counted. 
 
d. Lines 4 (GLA Mayor), 18 (Assembly), 32 (MOPAC), 46 (LFC), 60 (TfL), 74 (LLDC) and 88 (OPDC) 

within the expenditure estimates are used to allocate any revenue account deficit being met from 
reserves relating to a prior financial year. This is nominally allocated to the GLA in line with 
accounting practice as the precepting authority but in principle the deficit can be attributed to any 
component budget. At this stage, a collection fund deficit in respect of retained business rates is 
not anticipated and therefore no figure has been included in the GLA (Mayoral) component budget 
(line 4). The forecast net collection fund surplus reported by billing authorities for council tax in 
respect of 2019-20 is treated as an income item (see section e below).  

 
e. The income estimates calculated under section 85 5(a) of the GLA Act are presented in five parts 

within the statutory calculations: 
 

 - Income not in respect of Government grants, business rates retention or the council tax 
precept. This includes fare revenues; congestion charging income; the Crossrail Business rate 
supplement; and all other income not received from central government, through the council 
tax precept or for retained business rates. (line 6 for the Mayor, line 20 for the Assembly, line 
34 for MOPAC, line 48 for LFC , line 62  for TfL, line 76 for the LLDC and line 90 for the 
OPDC); 

 
 - Income in respect of specific and special government grants. This includes those grants which 

are not regarded as general grants and are nominally paid for specific purposes and must 
generally be applied and allocated to the relevant functional body. This includes Home Office 
specific grants for MOPAC including counter-terrorism funding and other grants paid for 
specific purposes to the GLA and the other functional bodies (line 7 for the Mayor, line 21 for 
the Assembly, line 35 for MOPAC, line 49 for LFC, line 63  for TfL, line 77 for the LLDC and line 
91 for the OPDC);  

 
- Income in respect of general government grants. This includes for MOPAC only its general 
Home Office grant comprising the core Home Office police, National and International Capital 
Cities, council tax legacy support and principal police formula component funding streams (line 
8 for the Mayor, line 22 for the Assembly, line 36 for MOPAC, line 50 for LFC, line 64 for TfL, 
line 78 for the LLDC and line 92 for OPDC). The Home Office policing and principal police 
formula grant reported within line 36 can only be applied to the MOPAC component budget; 
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- Income in respect of retained business rates including estimated related section 31 grant 
income payable by the Secretary of State under the Local Government Act 2003 (line 9 for the 
Mayor, line 23 for the Assembly, line 37 for MOPAC, line 51 for LFC, line 65 for TfL, line 79 for 
the LLDC and line 93 for OPDC); and 
 
- The GLA’s estimated share of any aggregate forecast net collection fund surplus at 31 March 
2020 reported by the 33 London billing authorities in respect of either council tax and/or 
retained business rates. These surpluses are nominally allocated to the GLA Mayoral component 
reflecting its responsibility for the administration of these funding sources but in principle they 
can be attributed to any component budget. For the draft budget this figure reflects the GLA 
forecast share of the forecast net collection fund surplus for 2019-20 of £12.2 million in respect 
of council tax only (line 10 for the Mayor, line 24 for the Assembly, line 38 for MOPAC, line 52 
for LFC, line 66 for TfL, and line 80 for the LLDC). This figure will be updated in the final draft 
budget to reflect the actual forecasts supplied by billing authorities by the end of January 2020. 

  
f. A subtotal for income items before the use of reserves (line 11 for the Mayor, line 25 for the 

Assembly, line 39 for MOPAC, line 53 for LFC, line 67 for TfL, line 81 for the LLDC and line 95 for 
the OPDC) is included in the proforma and must also be amended to reflect the sum of any 
amendments made to the income items listed in paragraph d above.  

 
g. The proposed use of reserves to meet expenditure is recorded in lines 12 (Mayor), 26 (Assembly), 

40 (MOPAC), 54 (LFC), 68 (TfL), 82 (LLDC) and 96 (OPDC). The overall income total including the 
use of reserves and the sum of the income items from paragraph e is recorded in lines 13 (Mayor), 
27 (Assembly), 41 (MOPAC), 55 (LFC), 69 (TfL), 83 (LLDC) and 97 (OPDC) – and again this must 
also be amended to reflect the sum of any amendments made to the income items described in 
paragraphs d and e above.  

 
 Council tax base and GLA share of billing authority collection fund surpluses or deficits 
h. For the purposes of the draft budget calculations the council tax requirements are calculated using 

the 2019-20 approved council taxbases for the 33 London billing authorities uprated by 2 per cent – 
3,062,940.87 Band D equivalent properties for non-police services and 3,055,000.14 for police 
services (i.e. excluding the taxbase for the City of London). The Mayor’s final draft budget will 
incorporate the effect of the approved billing authority council taxbases and the GLA’s forecast 
share of retained business rates income for 2020-21 alongside the forecast collection fund surpluses 
or deficits in respect of retained business rates and council tax for 2019-20 which are recoverable in 
2020-21 through an adjustment to the instalments payable to the GLA by billing authorities. 

 
 Compliance with council tax “excessiveness principles” set by the Secretary of State 
i. A Band D council tax for non police services in the City of London (the unadjusted basic amount of 

council tax applying in the City) which is 2%, or more than 2%, greater than its unadjusted relevant 
basic amount of council tax for 2019-20 would be regarded as “excessive” under the draft council 
tax excessiveness principles published by the Secretary of State in December 2019. The Secretary of 
State has yet to formally publish draft council tax excessiveness principles for the adjusted basic 
amount of council tax. However, MHCLG officials have indicated to the GLA that an increase of 
more than £11.56 in the adjusted relevant basic amount will be deemed excessive.  

 
j. A Band D council tax for non-police services in the City of London (the unadjusted basic amount of 

council tax applying in the City) which exceeds £79.94 and/ or a total council tax elsewhere (the 
adjusted basic amount applying in the 32 London boroughs) which exceeds £332.07 would be 
regarded as “excessive” under the council tax excessiveness principles to be published by the 
Secretary of State.  This is because a higher Band D amount in either case will result in an increase 
at or above the thresholds set by the Secretary of State in the principles, in which case the increase 
is regarded as “excessive,” thereby triggering (in either or both cases as applicable) the requirement 
to hold a council tax referendum of local government electors across the whole of Greater London 
(excluding electors in the City of London if only the adjusted precept is excessive). 
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k. Assembly Groups should therefore seek advice should they wish to propose amendments which have 

the effect of increasing the precept compared to the figures proposed by the Mayor of £79.94 (the 
unadjusted amount of council tax in the City) and £332.07 (the adjusted amount in the 32 
boroughs), as it is possible that the amendment could breach the assumed excessiveness principles 
depending on the apportionment of any additional council tax precept income raised between police 
and non police services.  

 
l. If an amendment resulting in an “excessive” council tax is passed at the 24 February meeting at 

which the final draft budget is  to be considered, the Assembly will also be required to approve an 
alternative default or ‘substitute’ budget that is compliant with the excessiveness principles and 
which would become the budget should any resulting referendum not be passed – in effect one 
consistent with an unadjusted council tax of £79.94 (in the area of the Common Council of the City 
of London) and/or an adjusted council tax of £332.07 (in the 32 London Boroughs) depending on 
which (or both) is/are “excessive”.  Part 3 of the Mayor’s draft budget provides advice to Assembly 
members on council tax referendum issues. 
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SCHEDULE 
Part 1: Greater London Authority: Mayor of London (“Mayor”) draft component budget  
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
Proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

1 £1,721,935,692 £1,678,335,692 estimated expenditure of the Mayor for the year calculated 
in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

2 £1,000,000 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the Mayor under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

3 £18,200,000 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of the Mayor under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

4 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
the Mayor under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act reflecting the 
collection fund deficit for retained business rates  

5 £1,741,135,692 £1,697,535,692 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the Mayor (lines (1) + (2) + (3) + (4) 
above) 

6 -£262,932,000 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act 

7 -£311,000,000 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s special & specific government 
grant income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

8 £0 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

9 -£962,005,568 -£927,900,685 estimate of the Mayor’s income in respect of retained 
business rates  including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

10 -£12,200,000 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s share of any net council tax 
collection fund surplus for the 33 London billing authorities 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

11 -£1,548,137,568 -£1,514,032,685 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (6) + (7) + (8) + (9) + (10)) 

12 -£125,399,019 -£ estimate of Mayor’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in line 5 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

13 -£1,673,536,587 -£1,639,431,704 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the Mayor (lines (11) + (12) 
above) 

14 £67,599,105 £58,103,988 the component council tax requirement for the Mayor 
(being the amount by which the aggregate at (5) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (13) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for the Mayor for 2020-21 (line 14 col 3) is 
£58,103,988

Page 59



 12 

Part 2: Greater London Authority: London Assembly (“Assembly”) draft component budget  
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

15 £8,415,000 £7,415,000 estimated expenditure of the Assembly  for the year calculated 
in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

16 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the Assembly under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

17 £150,000 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the Assembly under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

18 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
Assembly under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

19 £8,565,000 £7,565,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the Assembly (lines (15) + (16) + (17) + (18) 
above) 

20 £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act  

21 £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

22 £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

23 -£5,930,871 -£4,930,871 estimate of the Assembly’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act  

24 £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s share of any net council tax 
collection fund surplus for the 33 London billing authorities 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

25 -£5,930,871 -£4,930,871 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (line (20) + (21) + (22) + (23)+ (24)) 

26 £0 -£ estimate of Assembly’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts 
in lines 19 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

27 -£5,930,871 -£4,930,871 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the Assembly (lines (25) + (26) 
above) 

28 £2,634,129 £ the component council tax requirement for the Assembly 
(being the amount by which the aggregate at (19) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (27) above calculated in accordance 
with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for the Assembly for 2020-21 (line 28 col 3) is 
£2,634,129  
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Part 3: Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (“MOPAC”) draft component budget  
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

29 £3,854,681,399 £3,958,586,282 estimated expenditure of the MOPAC calculated in accordance 
with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

30 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the MOPAC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

31 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the MOPAC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

32 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
MOPAC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

33 £3,854,681,399 £3,958,586,282 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the MOPAC (lines (29) + (30) +(31) + (32) 
above) 

34 -£270,000,000 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

35 -£619,018,714 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

36 -£2,048,523,435 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s income in respect of general 
government grants (including revenue support grant, core 
Home Office police grant and principal police formula grant) 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

37 -£94,976,065 -£198,880,948 estimate of the MOPAC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

38 £0 -£ estimate of MOPAC’s share of any net council tax collection 
fund surplus for the 33 London billing authorities calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

39 -£3,032,518,214 -£3,136,423,097 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (34) + (35) + (36) + (37) +(38)) 

40 -£51,906,000 -£ estimate of MOPAC’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts 
in line 33 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

41 -£3,084,424,214 -£3,188,329,097 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the MOPAC (lines (39) + (40) above) 

42 £770,257,185 £ the component council tax requirement for MOPAC (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (33) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (41) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for the MOPAC for 2020-21 (line 42 col 3) is 
£770,257,185 
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Part 4: London Fire Commissioner (“LFC”) draft component budget  
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
Proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

43 £485,996,000 £ estimated expenditure of LFC for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

44 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for LFC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

45 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of LFC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

46 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of LFC 
under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

47 £485,996,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for LFC (lines (43) + (44) + (45) + (46) above) 

48 -£39,793,000 -£ estimate of LFC’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

49 -£33,228,000 -£ estimate of LFC’s special & specific government grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

50 £0 -£ estimate of LFC’s income in respect of general government 
grants (revenue support grant) calculated in accordance with 
s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

51 -£230,685,105 -£ estimate of LFC’s income in respect of retained business 
rates including related section 31 grant income calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

52 £0 -£ estimate of LFC’s share of any net council tax collection fund 
surplus for the 33 London billing authorities calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

53 -£303,706,105 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (48) + (49) + (50) + (51) + 
(52)) 

54 -£13,675,000 -£ estimate of LFC’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
line 47 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

55 -£317,381,105 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for LFC (lines (53) + (54) above) 

56 £168,614,895 £ the component council tax requirement for LFC (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (47) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (55) above calculated in accordance with 
section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for LFC for 2020-21 (line 56 col 3) is 
£168,614,895 
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Part 5: Transport for London (“TfL”) draft component budget  
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

57 £7,161,545,364 £7,150,145,364 estimated expenditure of TfL for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

58 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for TfL under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

59 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of TfL under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

60 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
TfL under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

61 £7,161,545,364 £7,150,145,364 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the TfL (lines (57) + (58) + (59) + (60) 
above) 

62 -£6,182,289,000 -£6,239,689,000 estimate of TfL’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

63 -£5,040,000 -£ estimate of TfL’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act 

64 £0 -£ estimate of TfL’s income in respect of general government 
grants (revenue support grant and the GLA Transport 
General Grant) calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

65 -£968,213,000 -£899,413,000 estimate of TfL’s income in respect of retained business 
rates including related section 31 grant income calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

66 £0 -£ estimate of TfL’s share of any net council tax collection fund 
surplus for the 33 London billing authorities calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

67 -£7,155,542,000 -£7,144,142,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act for TfL (lines (62) + (63) + (64) + 
(65) + (66) above) 

68 £0 -£ estimate of TfL’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
line 61 above under s85(5) (b) of the GLA Act 

69 -£7,155,542,000 -£7,144,142,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act (lines (67) + (68)) 

70 £6,003,364 £ the component council tax requirement for TfL (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (61) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (69) above calculated in accordance with 
section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for TfL for 2020-21 (line 70 col 3) is £6,003,364

Page 63



 16 

Part 6: London Legacy Development Corporation (“LLDC”) draft component budget  
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

71 £65,687,000 £ estimated expenditure of LLDC for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

72 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for LLDC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

73 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of LLDC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

74 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit 
of LLDC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

75 £65,687,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) 
of the GLA Act for LLDC (lines (71) + (72) + (73) + (74) 
above) 

76 -£28,209,000 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

77 £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

78 £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

79 -£32,627,000 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

80 £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s share of any net council tax  
collection fund surplus for the 33 London billing 
authorities calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

81 -£60,836,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (76) + (77) + (78) 
+ (79) + (80)) 

82 -£4,851,000 -£ estimate of LLDC’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in line 75 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA 
Act 

83 -£65,687,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5) of the GLA Act for LLDC  (lines (81) + (82) 
above) 

84 £0 £ the component council tax requirement for LLDC (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (75) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (83) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for LLDC for 2020-21 (line 84 col 3) is £0 
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Part 7: Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation (“OPDC”) draft component budget  
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

85 £8,600,000 £ estimated expenditure of OPDC for the year calculated 
in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

86 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for OPDC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

87 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of OPDC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

88 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit 
of OPDC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

89 £8,600,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) 
of the GLA Act for OPDC (lines (85) + (86) + (87) + (88) 
above) 

90 -£800,000 -£ estimate of OPDC’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

91 £0 -£ estimate of OPDC’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

92 £0 -£ estimate of OPDC’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

93 -£7,800,000 -£ estimate of OPDC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

94 £0 -£ estimate of OPDC’s share of any net council tax 
collection fund surplus for the 33 London billing 
authorities calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

95 -£8,600,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (90) + (91) + (92) 
+ (93) + (94)) 

96 £0 -£ estimate of OPDC’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in line 89 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA 
Act 

97 -£8,600,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5) of the GLA Act for OPDC  (lines (95) + 
(96) above) 

98 £0 £ the component council tax requirement for OPDC (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (89) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (97) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for OPDC for 2020-21 (line 98 col 3) is £0 
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Part 8: The Greater London Authority (“GLA") draft consolidated council tax requirement 
calculations 
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in 
column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the 
figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in 
column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

99 £1,015,108,678 £1,005,613,561 the GLA’s consolidated council tax requirement (the 
sum of the amounts in lines (14) + (28) + (42) + (56) + 
(70) + (84) + (98) calculated in accordance with 
section 85(8) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft consolidated council tax requirement for 2020-21 (line 99 col 3) is £1,005,613,561 
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Report to the Assembly on the Mayor’s  

Draft Consolidated Budget for 2020 – 2021 
 
 

Report to:  London Assembly  
 
Date:  29 January 2020 
 
Report of: City Hall Greens 
 
Proposed by:  Caroline Russell AM 
 
Seconded by:  Sian Berry AM 
 

PART A: INTRODUCTION & COMMENTARY1 

SUMMARY 

Each year City Hall Greens put forward constructive and practical amendments to the Mayor's 
budget, seeking to find missing elements in the Mayor's programme that, if funded or 
expanded, would help Londoners to address difficulties in their daily lives.  
 
We have consistently sought to maximise the budget available, and to bring forward spending 
where possible to address problems sooner rather than later. We note that our proposals are not 
always taken up but several of our suggestions have appeared in subsequent Mayor's budgets; 
for example, the use of additional income to fund support for young people through the Young 
Londoners Fund since the 2018-19 budget year.  
 
For 2017-18 we proposed that the non-police element of the council tax precept was not 
frozen but increased to the referendum limit to fund this kind of work, but our proposal was 
not taken up until the following year, instead being kept at 2016-17 levels. As such increases 
form part of the base council tax income for subsequent years, this lost income has added up to 
a total over the three years, up to the current budget, of £18.3 million. Had the non-policing 
element of council tax been raised as we suggested in 2017-18, the base for this budget alone 
would have included £4.87 million more in revenue.  
 
We also note that the Mayor has informed the Assembly that there is £70.7 million held in the 
Mayor's Strategic Investment Fund that is currently uncommitted and unprofiled for spending 
in future years. At the Budget and Performance Committee on 7 January 2020, the Mayor 
indicated that he was keen to receive ideas for how to invest this money in London’s future 
development. We have taken up this invitation with several of our proposals. 
 
Today, we are putting forward an amendment to the Mayor’s budget with six parts. 
 

 
1 This report is made up of two Parts, A and B. The text in Part A does not form part of the formal budget 
amendments, which are set out in Part B 
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Our focus is on improving people’s living conditions, their environment and the cost of living in 
and travelling around our city. We aim to improve Londoners’ lives, particularly in the context of 
a climate emergency, by: 
 

1. Expanding planned Warmer Homes funding to support real carbon-neutral 
improvements to social housing, through a £30 million package to implement energy 
efficiencies; 

2. Supporting schools to clean up the air that pupils, teachers and parents breathe 
including £1 million for air pollution audits and £5 million for improvement measures; 

3. Empowering and supporting London’s renters by creating a £1.5 million fund to provide 
one-off grants to independent and grassroots renters’ rights organisations;  

4. Investing £27 million to extend Transport for London’s £1.50 off peak fare to offer 
‘Sundays Out’ that will include all travel zones, including zone 1, for one Sunday each 
month for the whole financial year, alongside a programme of promoting attractions 
across all zones of our city and encouraging car-free street events on these days, to 
help all Londoners experience and take part in our city’s culture; 

5. Making all Transport for London toilets free to match changes on the railways, and 
funding a programme to provide high quality new toilets at tube, railway and bus 
stations, with an £18 million investment; and 

6. Committing £23.7 million in new funding to expand and continue the Young Londoners 
Fund, investing in our young people and continuing to plug the gaps in our neglected 
youth services. 

 
Our proposals will be funded using a total of £105.2 million, including the unallocated £70.7 
million from the Strategic Investment Fund, reallocating £18 million from planned projects 
within the Healthy Streets budget, £6.5 million from the Mayor’s Capital Programme Reserve, 
£1 million from TfL’s business rates allocation reallocated to the Mayor’s budget and focused 
on prioritising air quality programmes, and £10 million from the council tax surplus. Our 
intention is to find further funding for future years of the Young Londoners Fund from 
additional business rates expected in the final budget. 

 

1. Improve the Warmer Homes programme to be fit for the climate 

emergency  

We have a climate emergency, and up until now very little has been done to reduce the energy 
consumption and emissions from our homes. London suffers acutely from this problem with   
335,000 homes in our city experiencing fuel poverty.2 For people living in poor quality housing, 
the resulting cold and damp can cause, and exacerbate, health problems which cost the NHS £2 
billion each year.3  

The Mayor has run a number of small programmes to address energy inefficiency in homes. The 
current Warmer Homes programme mainly delivers small grants for home improvements. Phase 
1 ends in 2020-21 with an annual budget of £2.375 million. A new phase is set to start in 2021-
22, with an even smaller budget of £2.0 million per year.4 We do not believe this comes 
anywhere close to what is needed, either to help those in the worst homes or to begin to tackle 
the climate crisis. Furthermore, the programme does not appear to have any strategies to 

 
2 Fuel Poverty Action Plan for London. Mayor of London report, Jun 2018, p. 4 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/fuel_poverty_action_plan.pdf  
3 Housing and Health: Opportunities for sustainability and transformation partnerships. The Kings Fund, Mar 2018, 
p. 17.  
4 GLA Budget Submission for 2020-21, page 21 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/the_mayors_consultation_budget_2020-21.pdf  
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specifically target vulnerable Londoners, and the Mayor was criticised for this by the Assembly 
Environment Committee report, Keeping out the chill, in February 2019.5 

Using £30 million of the unspent Strategic Investment Fund, our amendment aims to address 
this issue – even if only in part. Estimates show that bringing all London’s cold, damp and 
mouldy homes up to standard would cost tens of billions in total. The aim of our increase in the 
Warmer Homes programme budget would be to help those who need it most.  

This amount could, for example, start a programme of bringing more existing homes up to real 
zero-carbon standards using new technologies. London should be working to bring ideas like 
the successful and game-changing Energiesprong projects in the Netherlands (which are now 
also being implemented in Nottingham) into London at scales that make a difference. 
Energiesprong is a whole-house refurbishment process, with off-site manufacturing. The GLA is 
currently only exploring a small-scale pilot of around a dozen homes. 

A programme of improving small social housing blocks, particularly the mid-20th century 
housing for which it is most suitable, would be pioneering in this country. In London we could 
treat approximately 500 homes using this funding, showing what is possible in the short term, 
while making the case for the comprehensive Green New Deal across all kinds of homes that 
Government needs to support if we are to meet our climate targets. 
 
This part of our amendment is funded using £30 million of the unallocated Strategic 
Investment Fund budget for 2021-22. 
 

2. Increase funding for cleaner air for schools 
 
Londoners have a right to breathe clean air wherever they are. Londoners are increasingly aware 
that the air they breathe is bad for their health, and rate air pollution as one of the worst things 
about living in the city.6 Children in particular are vulnerable and research has shown that long-
term exposure to urban air pollution is related to smaller lung volumes among children.7 
Monitoring of toxic air is necessary to properly understand where the largest changes are 
needed. Fixed road-side monitors are often broken or offline for months at a time.  
 
In 2017 and 2018 there were 50 air quality audits of primary schools in the most polluted areas 
in London, and recently a further programme of audits was announced. However, there are still 
over 200 state primary and secondary schools in areas that exceeded the legal limit for nitrogen 
dioxide which have not been audited.8 A full air quality audit of a school is the best way to 
examine the local impacts of air pollution and determine the most appropriate local solutions 
for tackling it.  
 
All London pupils should be able to trust the air they breathe, so we propose extending the 
programme of GLA-funded air quality audits to the remaining 200 primary and secondary 
schools in areas with the highest concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, using £1 million from TfL’s 

 
5 London Assembly Environment Committee, Keeping Out the Chill: London’s Cold, Damp and Mouldy homes. Feb 
2019, p. 2 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/keeping_out_the_chill2.pdf 
6 What do Londoners like most and least about living in London? YouGov, Nov 2016. 
https://yougov.co.uk/topics/politics/articles-reports/2016/11/09/what-do-londoners-most-and-least-about-
living-lond 
7 Living near busy road stunts children's lung growth, study says. The Guardian, Nov 2019  
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/nov/25/living-near-busy-road-stunts-childrens-lung-growth-
study-says  
8 Latest data shows two million Londoners living with illegal toxic air. Mayor of London press release, Apr 2019 
https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/two-million-londoners-live-with-illegal-toxic-air 
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business rates allocation reallocated to the Mayor’s budget, focused on prioritising air quality 
programmes. This will mean de-prioritising £1 million of expenditure on road schemes in 2020-
21.  
 
Further, we don’t just intend to audit the problem but also provide immediate measures schools 
can use to reduce the impact of pollution on their students. This amendment allocates £5 
million from the Capital Programme Reserve to support such measures in schools, including 
projects to pedestrianise spaces outside schools, increase green cover, provide cargo bikes for 
schools to help move journeys made by school staff away from motorised vehicles, and family 
cycling libraries accessible to parents to help them discover ways of using cycles to get their 
children to school. 
 
This part of our amendment is funded using £5 million of the Mayor’s Capital Programme 
Reserve for 2020-21 and using £1 million from TfL’s business rates allocation reallocated to the 
Mayor’s budget and focused on prioritising air quality programmes. This requires TfL to de-
prioritise £1 million of expenditure on road schemes in 2020-21. 
 

3. Provide grants to support independent renters' rights organisations  
 
London’s high house prices, and the deficit in the provision of social housing, mean more and 
more people are pushed into the expensive and often unaffordable private rented sector.9 In 
addition to costs, security of tenure is a serious issue, with the majority of landlords only 
offering short-term leases of a single year. This leaves renters with very little security and facing 
frequent large bills when paying for moving costs. Current legislation still allows landlords to 
issue ‘no fault’ evictions so even model tenants can lose their home at very short notice. These 
no fault or section 21 evictions are now the leading cause of homelessness.10 
 
Renters today are not just young people in houseshares, but increasingly families and older 
people who spend a large percentage of their take home pay on rent. We need better and more 
comprehensive renters’ rights now.  
 
While the Mayor has introduced a rogue landlord database that lists landlords who have 
criminal convictions,11 the GLA does not have the power to intervene in private cases, and local 
authorities do not have the resources to provide assistance in every case. With potential new 
legislation, this is a crucial time of change to renters’ rights and they need new ways to support 
each other and organise.  
 
The London Renters’ Union, the London Tenants Federation, Acorn, Generation Rent, and local 
groups such as the Camden Federation of Private Tenants, are rightly independent of City Hall. 
The advocacy and services these organisations provide for London’s private renters are a 
valuable part of helping Londoners navigate through a changing picture of rights and 
legislation and increasing struggles with affordability. These groups are already giving practical 
support for renters, advocating for Londoners who have been subjected to unfair rent rises and 
unfair evictions, and providing essential and clear information on tenant rights.  
 

 
9 The Cost of Homelessness Services in London. An LSE London project for London Councils, Oct 2019 
https://www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/sites/default/files/LC%20final%20report%20-%20CA%20edit.pdf 
10 No-fault evictions drive up homelessness. Generation Rent, Aug 2018 
https://www.generationrent.org/no_fault_evictions_drive_up_homelessness  
11 Rogue landlord checker. Mayor of London https://www.london.gov.uk/rogue-landlord-checker 
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These organisations are largely funded by small grants and membership subscriptions, with 
development plans to become self-sustaining. We propose using £1.5 million available in the 
current budget year to distribute to independent and grassroots renter support organisations.  
 
Making available a set of one-off grants from the Mayor to these groups would be an important 
step in helping them to develop at a crucial time for renters' rights. Funds could be offered to 
help organisations employ more community organisers and advocates across London, bring 
more cases to test and improve the way new and current laws are applied, and support them to 
advertise their services to attract more members. 
 
This part of our amendment is funded using £1.5 million from the Mayor’s Capital 
Programme Reserve. 
 

4. A year of 'Sundays Out' 
 
Currently, TfL offers a £1.50 off-peak fare from zones 2 to 6. This flat fare helps more 
Londoners use public transport at a reduced cost but does not extend into zone 1, so that the 
cost of off-peak journeys into zone 1 ranges from £2.40 to £3.10.  
 
The £1.50 offer has been heavily advertised and promotes cultural attractions in zones 2 to 6. 
However, for some journeys Londoners need to cross zone 1 to access these attractions, and 
some of the most popular, culturally and educationally significant free-to-enter attractions are 
in zone 1.  
 
The recent TfL report, Travel in London 12, highlighted that near-stagnant real wages and 
increased living costs were affecting discretionary spending by Londoners, including travel for 
shopping and leisure. This has disproportionately affected young Londoners and lower income 
groups. Furthermore, TfL’s 2019 report, Understanding Diverse Communities, has highlighted 
that half of BAME and 16 to 24-year-old Londoners cite cost as a major barrier to using public 
transport more often.  
 
We propose extending the £1.50 off-peak offer into zone 1 for one Sunday every month of this 
financial year in a series of ‘Sundays Out’. This offer has the potential to be used by around 
400,000 individuals each Sunday. We would promote these days alongside local attractions 
across all zones of our city, and also encourage boroughs to hold more car-free street events on 
these days to make visiting all parts of our city even more attractive, helping all Londoners to 
experience and take part in our city and its culture.   
 
This part of our amendment is funded using £27 million of the unallocated Strategic 
Investment Fund budget for 2021-22 which would replace any lost income from full fares on 
these days.  
 

5. Make all Transport for London toilets free and provide new toilets on the 

network 
 
Public toilets are a facility many Londoners experience an urgent need for. Three quarters of 
the public say there are not enough public toilets in the UK, particularly at bus stations and 
train stations. There are many in the community who plan their journeys around toilets, 
particularly older Londoners, people with a disability or those with children. The Royal Society 
for Public Health talks about a ‘loo leash’, with fears about access to a toilet leading to one in 
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five not going out as often as they would like, much more for those with a medical condition.12 
TfL documentation on Healthy Streets does not use public toilets as a Healthy Streets Indicator 
but states that they are, along with drinking water, “essential for creating streets that are 
inclusive to pedestrians from all walks of life”.13 
 
Most people expect that railway stations have public toilets and plan their travel around that. 
However, at TfL stations it is mostly impossible to find a toilet, or you must pay to use one. 
Conversely, toilets at Network Rail stations in London are free. TfL should not be charging for 
the toilets they provide and further should consider the provision of as many toilets as possible 
part of its public purpose and service both for Londoners and TfL tube and bus workers.  
 
We want to ensure everyone can enjoy our city and use our public transport without fearing a 
lack of access to public toilets. We propose providing £18 million for new, free toilets at TfL 
stations, which means more toilets for everyone, removing the fee to access existing toilets on 
the TfL network, providing for maintenance and cleaning, and ensuring accessible toilets are 
available in new toilet blocks. The money committed in this amendment is estimated to be able 
to remove fees and add 32 new automatic toilets, 32 new toilet blocks including both accessible 
and conventional toilets, and six Changing Places toilets alongside new or existing accessible 
toilet blocks.  
 
This part of our amendment is funded using £18 million from the TfL Healthy Streets 
budget achieved by reallocating part of the £64 million for major TLRN projects away from the 
Fiveways junction program.  
 

6. Boost the Young Londoners Fund to invest in our young people’s future 
 
Following budget proposals from the Green Group during the 2017 budget process, and 
evidence of deep cuts in youth service provision revealed by our work14, the Mayor set up the 
Young Londoners Fund in 2018. The new fund committed £45 million in one-off funding over 
three years, using surplus from the business rates levy account. This decision was made after 
the Mayor asked Assembly Members for ideas on how to allocate an expected surplus in his 
draft budget that year.  
 
The Young Londoners Fund, as of 27 December 2019, has committed spending of almost £39 
million, supporting 344 schemes that provide ‘a range of education, sport, cultural and other 
activities for young Londoners.’ However, the Young Londoners Fund is due to end in the 
financial year 2020-21, and the last date any scheme is due to be funded until is 31 October 
2022. 
 
Ongoing research each year from Sian Berry AM has found that council youth work budgets 
have been cut by nearly half since 2011-12.15 Although the rate of cuts slowed in the financial 
years 2017-18 and 2018-19, councils had still planned an overall cut of more than £1.2 million 
this time last year, with new estimates for 2020-21 expected soon. Doors are still closed on 

 
12 Taking the P***: the decline of the great British public toilet. Royal Society for Public Health, May 2019 
https://www.rsph.org.uk/our-work/policy/healthy-places/taking-the-p.html p 8 
13 Why aren’t public toilets & drinking water fountains Healthy Streets Indicators? Transport for London, p103 
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/healthy-streets-explained.pdf 
14 London’s Lost Youth Services. Report by Sian Berry, March 2019 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/sian_berry_am_london_youth_services_2019.pdf  
15 London’s Lost Youth Services. Report by Sian Berry, March 2019 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/sian_berry_am_london_youth_services_2019.pdf 
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once vibrant and vital youth centres and projects, with the number lost between 2011 and 2019 
totalling more than 100 across London. 
 
This part of our budget amendment would extend the Young Londoners Fund, with additional 
funding for its remaining year for projects extending up to 2023-24, giving more support and 
more security to the youth work sector. To date, no new funding has been put in to boost the 
Young Londoners Fund in the budget draft.  
 
We would put a further £23.7 million into the Young Londoners Fund, to be distributed during 
2020-21 in order to provide for three-year grants covering the years up to 2023-24. This sum 
represents the remaining unspent amount in the Strategic Investment Fund alongside £10 
million from the council tax surplus. In the final budget we would aim to find further funding 
for future years in any other new or surplus income that will be confirmed at that point.  
 
Youth projects are vital to help young people thrive, build social confidence, learn skills, and 
find their place in our city and their communities. Youth work is an important service for the 
development of our youngest citizens and they cannot get meaningful work done in short 
bursts. 
 
The GLA should support youth work to the best of its ability. Until there is a long-term change 
in policy from central Government, our young people will continue to be short changed, and 
they need all the help they can get from us today.  
 
This part of our amendment is funded using £13.7 million from the unallocated Strategic 
Investment Fund budget for 2021-22 and £10 million from the council tax surplus. Our 
intention is to find further funding for future years of the Young Londoners Fund from 
additional business rates expected in the final budget and intend to put forward a proposal to 
amend the budget at that final stage.  
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PART B: Proposal to approve, with amendments, the Draft Consolidated Budget for 

the 2020-21 financial year for the Greater London Authority and the Functional 

Bodies 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

FORMAL BUDGET AMENDMENT  

1. The Mayor’s draft consolidated budget (together with the component budgets comprised within 

it) for 2020-21 be amended by the sum(s) shown in column number 3 of the table for each 

constituent body, as set out and in accordance with the attached Schedule.   

(These sums are the calculations under sections 85(4) to (8) of the Greater London Authority 

Act 1999 (as amended) (‘The GLA Act’) which give rise to each of the amounts mentioned in 

recommendations 2 and 3 below.) 

2. The calculations referred to in recommendation 1 above, give rise to a component council tax 

requirement for 2020-21 for each constituent body as follows: 

Constituent body Component council tax 

requirement 

Greater London Authority: Mayor of London £67,629,734 

Greater London Authority: London Assembly £2,634,129 

Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime  £770,257,185 

London Fire Commissioner £168,614,895 

Transport for London  £5,972,735 

London Legacy Development Corporation £0 

Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation £0 

 

3. The component council tax requirements shown in recommendation 2 above, give rise to a 

consolidated council tax requirement for the Authority for 2020-21 (shown at Line 99 in the 

attached Schedule) of £1,015,108,678. 

 

BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS 

3. [WHERE APPLICABLE, INSERT ANY OTHER BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS REQUIRED] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 74



9 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

NOTES: 

 Assembly’s powers of budget amendment 

a. The Mayor is required to set a consolidated and component council tax requirement and it is this 
amount which the Assembly has the power to amend. The council tax requirement equates to the 
amount which will be allocated to the Mayor, the Assembly and for each functional body from the 
Mayor’s council tax precept. These individual functional body requirements are consolidated to form 
the consolidated council tax requirement for the GLA Group.   

 

b. A simple majority of votes cast by Assembly Members is required to approve any amendment to 
recommendations (1) to (3) above concerning the Draft Consolidated Budget; abstentions are not 
counted. 

 
c. To approve the Draft Consolidated Budget, without amendment, only a simple majority of votes cast 

is required.  Again, abstentions are not counted. 
 

d. Lines 4 (GLA Mayor), 18 (Assembly), 32 (MOPAC), 46 (LFC), 60 (TfL), 74 (LLDC) and 88 (OPDC) 
within the expenditure estimates are used to allocate any revenue account deficit being met from 
reserves relating to a prior financial year. This is nominally allocated to the GLA in line with 
accounting practice as the precepting authority but in principle the deficit can be attributed to any 
component budget. At this stage, a collection fund deficit in respect of retained business rates is 
not anticipated and therefore no figure has been included in the GLA (Mayoral) component budget 
(line 4). The forecast net collection fund surplus reported by billing authorities for council tax in 
respect of 2019-20 is treated as an income item (see section e below).  

 
e. The income estimates calculated under section 85 5(a) of the GLA Act are presented in five parts 

within the statutory calculations: 
 

 - Income not in respect of Government grants, business rates retention or the council tax 
precept. This includes fare revenues; congestion charging income; the Crossrail Business rate 
supplement; and all other income not received from central government, through the council 
tax precept or for retained business rates. (line 6 for the Mayor, line 20 for the Assembly, line 
34 for MOPAC, line 48 for LFC , line 62  for TfL, line 76 for the LLDC and line 90 for the 
OPDC); 

 
 - Income in respect of specific and special government grants. This includes those grants which 

are not regarded as general grants and are nominally paid for specific purposes and must 
generally be applied and allocated to the relevant functional body. This includes Home Office 
specific grants for MOPAC including counter-terrorism funding and other grants paid for 
specific purposes to the GLA and the other functional bodies (line 7 for the Mayor, line 21 for 
the Assembly, line 35 for MOPAC, line 49 for LFC, line 63  for TfL, line 77 for the LLDC and line 
91 for the OPDC);  

 
- Income in respect of general government grants. This includes for MOPAC only its general 
Home Office grant comprising the core Home Office police, National and International Capital 
Cities, council tax legacy support and principal police formula component funding streams (line 
8 for the Mayor, line 22 for the Assembly, line 36 for MOPAC, line 50 for LFC, line 64 for TfL, 
line 78 for the LLDC and line 92 for OPDC). The Home Office policing and principal police 
formula grant reported within line 36 can only be applied to the MOPAC component budget; 
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- Income in respect of retained business rates including estimated related section 31 grant 
income payable by the Secretary of State under the Local Government Act 2003 (line 9 for the 
Mayor, line 23 for the Assembly, line 37 for MOPAC, line 51 for LFC, line 65 for TfL, line 79 for 
the LLDC and line 93 for OPDC); and 
 
- The GLA’s estimated share of any aggregate forecast net collection fund surplus at 31 March 
2020 reported by the 33 London billing authorities in respect of either council tax and/or 
retained business rates. These surpluses are nominally allocated to the GLA Mayoral component 
reflecting its responsibility for the administration of these funding sources but in principle they 
can be attributed to any component budget. For the draft budget this figure reflects the GLA 
forecast share of the forecast net collection fund surplus for 2019-20 of £12.2 million in respect 
of council tax only (line 10 for the Mayor, line 24 for the Assembly, line 38 for MOPAC, line 52 
for LFC, line 66 for TfL, and line 80 for the LLDC). This figure will be updated in the final draft 
budget to reflect the actual forecasts supplied by billing authorities by the end of January 2020. 

  
f. A subtotal for income items before the use of reserves (line 11 for the Mayor, line 25 for the 

Assembly, line 39 for MOPAC, line 53 for LFC, line 67 for TfL, line 81 for the LLDC and line 95 for 
the OPDC) is included in the proforma and must also be amended to reflect the sum of any 
amendments made to the income items listed in paragraph d above.  

 
g. The proposed use of reserves to meet expenditure is recorded in lines 12 (Mayor), 26 (Assembly), 

40 (MOPAC), 54 (LFC), 68 (TfL), 82 (LLDC) and 96 (OPDC). The overall income total including the 
use of reserves and the sum of the income items from paragraph e is recorded in lines 13 (Mayor), 
27 (Assembly), 41 (MOPAC), 55 (LFC), 69 (TfL), 83 (LLDC) and 97 (OPDC) – and again this must 
also be amended to reflect the sum of any amendments made to the income items described in 
paragraphs d and e above.  

 
 Council tax base and GLA share of billing authority collection fund surpluses or deficits 
h. For the purposes of the draft budget calculations the council tax requirements are calculated using 

the 2019-20 approved council taxbases for the 33 London billing authorities uprated by 2 per cent – 
3,062,940.87 Band D equivalent properties for non-police services and 3,055,000.14 for police 
services (i.e. excluding the taxbase for the City of London). The Mayor’s final draft budget will 
incorporate the effect of the approved billing authority council taxbases and the GLA’s forecast 
share of retained business rates income for 2020-21 alongside the forecast collection fund surpluses 
or deficits in respect of retained business rates and council tax for 2019-20 which are recoverable in 
2020-21 through an adjustment to the instalments payable to the GLA by billing authorities. 

 
 Compliance with council tax “excessiveness principles” set by the Secretary of State 
i. A Band D council tax for non police services in the City of London (the unadjusted basic amount of 

council tax applying in the City) which is 2%, or more than 2%, greater than its unadjusted relevant 
basic amount of council tax for 2019-20 would be regarded as “excessive” under the draft council 
tax excessiveness principles published by the Secretary of State in December 2019. The Secretary of 
State has yet to formally publish draft council tax excessiveness principles for the adjusted basic 
amount of council tax. However, MHCLG officials have indicated to the GLA that an increase of 
more than £11.56 in the adjusted relevant basic amount will be deemed excessive.  

 
j. A Band D council tax for non-police services in the City of London (the unadjusted basic amount of 

council tax applying in the City) which exceeds £79.94 and/ or a total council tax elsewhere (the 
adjusted basic amount applying in the 32 London boroughs) which exceeds £332.07 would be 
regarded as “excessive” under the council tax excessiveness principles to be published by the 
Secretary of State.  This is because a higher Band D amount in either case will result in an increase 
at or above the thresholds set by the Secretary of State in the principles, in which case the increase 
is regarded as “excessive,” thereby triggering (in either or both cases as applicable) the requirement 
to hold a council tax referendum of local government electors across the whole of Greater London 
(excluding electors in the City of London if only the adjusted precept is excessive). 
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k. Assembly Groups should therefore seek advice should they wish to propose amendments which have 

the effect of increasing the precept compared to the figures proposed by the Mayor of £79.94 (the 
unadjusted amount of council tax in the City) and £332.07 (the adjusted amount in the 32 
boroughs), as it is possible that the amendment could breach the assumed excessiveness principles 
depending on the apportionment of any additional council tax precept income raised between police 
and non police services.  

 
l. If an amendment resulting in an “excessive” council tax is passed at the 24 February meeting at 

which the final draft budget is  to be considered, the Assembly will also be required to approve an 
alternative default or ‘substitute’ budget that is compliant with the excessiveness principles and 
which would become the budget should any resulting referendum not be passed – in effect one 
consistent with an unadjusted council tax of £79.94 (in the area of the Common Council of the City 
of London) and/or an adjusted council tax of £332.07 (in the 32 London Boroughs) depending on 
which (or both) is/are “excessive”.  Part 3 of the Mayor’s draft budget provides advice to Assembly 
members on council tax referendum issues. 
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SCHEDULE 
Part 1: Greater London Authority: Mayor of London (“Mayor”) draft component budget  

NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 

Proposal 

Budget 

amendment 

Description 

1 £1,721,935,692 £1,800,135,692 estimated expenditure of the Mayor for the year calculated 
in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

2 £1,000,000 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the Mayor under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

3 £18,200,000 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of the Mayor under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

4 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
the Mayor under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act reflecting the 
collection fund deficit for retained business rates  

5 £1,741,135,692 £1,819,335,692 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the Mayor (lines (1) + (2) + (3) + (4) 
above) 

6 -£262,932,000 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act 

7 -£311,000,000 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s special & specific government 
grant income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

8 £0 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

9 -£962,005,568 -£963,005,568 estimate of the Mayor’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

10 -£12,200,000 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s share of any net council tax 
collection fund surplus for the 33 London billing authorities 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

11 -£1,548,137,568 -£1,549,137,568 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (6) + (7) + (8) + (9) + (10)) 

12 -£125,399,019 -£202,568,390 estimate of Mayor’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in line 5 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

13 -£1,673,536,587 -£1,751,705,958 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the Mayor (lines (11) + (12) 
above) 

14 £67,599,105 £67,629,734 the component council tax requirement for the Mayor 
(being the amount by which the aggregate at (5) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (13) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 

The draft component council tax requirement for the Mayor for 2020-21 (line 14 col 3) is 
£67,629,734
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Part 2: Greater London Authority: London Assembly (“Assembly”) draft component budget  

NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 

proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

15 £8,415,000 £ estimated expenditure of the Assembly  for the year calculated 
in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

16 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the Assembly under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

17 £150,000 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the Assembly under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

18 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
Assembly under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

19 £8,565,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the Assembly (lines (15) + (16) + (17) + (18) 
above) 

20 £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act  

21 £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

22 £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

23 -£5,930,871 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act  

24 £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s share of any net council tax 
collection fund surplus for the 33 London billing authorities 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

25 -£5,930,871 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (line (20) + (21) + (22) + (23)+ (24)) 

26 £0 -£ estimate of Assembly’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts 
in lines 19 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

27 -£5,930,871 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the Assembly (lines (25) + (26) 
above) 

28 £2,634,129 £ the component council tax requirement for the Assembly 
(being the amount by which the aggregate at (19) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (27) above calculated in accordance 
with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 

The draft component council tax requirement for the Assembly for 2020-21 (line 28 col 3) is  

£2,634,129
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Part 3: Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (“MOPAC”) draft component budget  

NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 

proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

29 £3,854,681,399 £ estimated expenditure of the MOPAC calculated in accordance 
with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

30 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the MOPAC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

31 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the MOPAC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

32 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
MOPAC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

33 £3,854,681,399 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the MOPAC (lines (29) + (30) +(31) + (32) 
above) 

34 -£270,000,000 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

35 -£619,018,714 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

36 -£2,048,523,435 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s income in respect of general 
government grants (including revenue support grant, core 
Home Office police grant and principal police formula grant) 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

37 -£94,976,065 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

38 £0 -£ estimate of MOPAC’s share of any net council tax collection 
fund surplus for the 33 London billing authorities calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

39 -£3,032,518,214 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (34) + (35) + (36) + (37) +(38)) 

40 -£51,906,000 -£ estimate of MOPAC’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts 
in line 33 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

41 -£3,084,424,214 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the MOPAC (lines (39) + (40) above) 

42 £770,257,185 £ the component council tax requirement for MOPAC (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (33) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (41) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 

The draft component council tax requirement for the MOPAC for 2020-21 (line 42 col 3) is 
£770,257,185 
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Part 4: London Fire Commissioner (“LFC”) draft component budget  

NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 

Proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

43 £485,996,000 £ estimated expenditure of LFC for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

44 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for LFC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

45 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of LFC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

46 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of LFC 
under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

47 £485,996,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for LFC (lines (43) + (44) + (45) + (46) above) 

48 -£39,793,000 -£ estimate of LFC’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

49 -£33,228,000 -£ estimate of LFC’s special & specific government grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

50 £0 -£ estimate of LFC’s income in respect of general government 
grants (revenue support grant) calculated in accordance with 
s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

51 -£230,685,105 -£ estimate of LFC’s income in respect of retained business 
rates including related section 31 grant income calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

52 £0 -£ estimate of LFC’s share of any net council tax collection fund 
surplus for the 33 London billing authorities calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

53 -£303,706,105 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (48) + (49) + (50) + (51) + 
(52)) 

54 -£13,675,000 -£ estimate of LFC’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
line 47 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

55 -£317,381,105 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for LFC (lines (53) + (54) above) 

56 £168,614,895 £ the component council tax requirement for LFC (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (47) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (55) above calculated in accordance with 
section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 

The draft component council tax requirement for LFC for 2020-21 (line 56 col 3) is 
£168,614,895 
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Part 5: Transport for London (“TfL”) draft component budget  

NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 

proposal 

Budget 

amendment 

Description 

57 £7,161,545,364 £7,160,545,364 estimated expenditure of TfL for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

58 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for TfL under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

59 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of TfL under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

60 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
TfL under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

61 £7,161,545,364 £7,160,545,364 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the TfL (lines (57) + (58) + (59) + (60) 
above) 

62 -£6,182,289,000 -£ estimate of TfL’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

63 -£5,040,000 -£ estimate of TfL’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act 

64 £0 -£ estimate of TfL’s income in respect of general government 
grants (revenue support grant and the GLA Transport 
General Grant) calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

65 -£968,213,000 -£967,243,629 estimate of TfL’s income in respect of retained business 
rates including related section 31 grant income calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

66 £0 -£ estimate of TfL’s share of any net council tax collection fund 
surplus for the 33 London billing authorities calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

67 -£7,155,542,000 -£7,154,572,629 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5)(a) of the GLA Act for TfL (lines (62) + (63) + (64) + 
(65) + (66) above) 

68 £0 -£0 estimate of TfL’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
line 61 above under s85(5) (b) of the GLA Act 

69 -£7,155,542,000 -£7,154,572,629 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act (lines (67) + (68)) 

70 £6,003,364 £5,972,735 the component council tax requirement for TfL (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (61) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (69) above calculated in accordance with 
section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 

The draft component council tax requirement for TfL for 2020-21 (line 70 col 3) is £5,972,735
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Part 6: London Legacy Development Corporation (“LLDC”) draft component budget  

NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 

proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

71 £65,687,000 £ estimated expenditure of LLDC for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

72 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for LLDC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

73 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of LLDC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

74 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit 
of LLDC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

75 £65,687,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) 
of the GLA Act for LLDC (lines (71) + (72) + (73) + (74) 
above) 

76 -£28,209,000 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

77 £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

78 £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

79 -£32,627,000 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

80 £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s share of any net council tax  
collection fund surplus for the 33 London billing 
authorities calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

81 -£60,836,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (76) + (77) + (78) 
+ (79) + (80)) 

82 -£4,851,000 -£ estimate of LLDC’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in line 75 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA 
Act 

83 -£65,687,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5) of the GLA Act for LLDC  (lines (81) + (82) 
above) 

84 £0 £ the component council tax requirement for LLDC (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (75) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (83) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 

The draft component council tax requirement for LLDC for 2020-21 (line 84 col 3) is £0 
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Part 7: Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation (“OPDC”) draft component budget  

NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the 
figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be 
taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 

proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

85 £8,600,000 £ estimated expenditure of OPDC for the year calculated 
in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

86 £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for OPDC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

87 £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of OPDC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

88 £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit 
of OPDC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

89 £8,600,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) 
of the GLA Act for OPDC (lines (85) + (86) + (87) + (88) 
above) 

90 -£800,000 -£ estimate of OPDC’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

91 £0 -£ estimate of OPDC’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

92 £0 -£ estimate of OPDC’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

93 -£7,800,000 -£ estimate of OPDC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grant income 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

94 £0 -£ estimate of OPDC’s share of any net council tax 
collection fund surplus for the 33 London billing 
authorities calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

95 -£8,600,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5)(a) of the GLA Act (lines (90) + (91) + (92) 
+ (93) + (94)) 

96 £0 -£ estimate of OPDC’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in line 89 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA 
Act 

97 -£8,600,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5) of the GLA Act for OPDC  (lines (95) + 
(96) above) 

98 £0 £ the component council tax requirement for OPDC (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (89) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (97) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 

The draft component council tax requirement for OPDC for 2020-21 (line 98 col 3) is £0 
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Part 8: The Greater London Authority (“GLA") draft consolidated council tax requirement 
calculations 
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in 
column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the 
figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in 
column 2 is amended to nil. 

 
1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 

proposal 

Budget 

amendment 

Description 

99 £1,015,108,678 £ the GLA’s consolidated council tax requirement (the 
sum of the amounts in lines (14) + (28) + (42) + (56) + 
(70) + (84) + (98) calculated in accordance with 
section 85(8) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft consolidated council tax requirement for 2020-21 (line 99 col 3) is £1,015,108,678 
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Appendix 6 

Budget Related Motion proposed in the name of Caroline Pidgeon MBE 
AM and seconded by Siân Berry AM 

This Assembly notes that in November 2019 TfL signed a £1billion PFI contract for the 

Silvertown Road Tunnel. 

This Assembly notes the strong opposition expressed to the Silvertown Road Tunnel, including 

by Greenwich, Hackney and Lewisham Councils and from many individuals and campaign 

groups concerned about the air pollution and environmental impact of the tunnel. 

This Assembly regrets that the Mayor has signed the Silvertown Road Tunnel contract whilst 

cancelling or postponing other projects, including signalling upgrades to the Piccadilly Line and 

a pedestrian and cycle bridge between Rotherhithe and Canary Wharf.   

This Assembly further regrets that TfL has not explored options for tolling Blackwall tunnel and 

using the new source of revenue to fund cross-Thames public transport links, such as dedicated 

free bus services across the Thames.  

This Assembly calls on the Mayor to publish before the commencement of the 2020 pre-

election period the full details of the contract TfL has signed for the Silvertown Road Tunnel, 

including details of any penalty notices from cancelling or adapting the project. 

This Assembly calls on The Mayor to cancel the Silvertown Tunnel and to use the funds released 

for public transport, walking and cycling projects, such as the Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf 

Cycling and Pedestrian bridge. 
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