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2664/2007 - LDA & sponsorship of cultural events 
 
Damian Hockney 
 
In the light of the London Assembly’s report, does the Mayor consider that financial controls on the 
London Development Agency’s expenditure on cultural events is adequate? 
 
2795/2007 - LDA Projects (1) 
 
Bob Blackman 
 
Following the publication of the Deloitte Report into the management of key projects by the LDA, 
do you still have full confidence in the project management process within the LDA? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  London Development Agency (LDA) investment in the cultural sector 
is outlined in the LDA’s Economic Development Strategy and is subject to the same high standards 
of analysis, management and evaluation that apply to all LDA programmes.  It is this ambition for 
culture to be at the heart of London’s economic success, along with a targeted evidence-based 
approach to intervention, which has meant that the first years of the 21st century have seen the 
greatest investment and expansion in London’s cultural infrastructure since the 1860s. 
 
My question in response is this: do we oppose the LDA seeking to invest to maintain London’s 
cultural competitive advantage, to improve the diversity of London’s cultural offer, support young 
and new talent in the creative industries and build London’s audiences?  From the time and money 
that Members of the Assembly have spent on nitpicking and trying and failing to undermine the 
work of the LDA in this area, I can assume that some Members of the Assembly do not support it. 
 
The real waste of public money here is that the Assembly has been examining this for many months, 
has spent £15,000 on a report by Deloitte, who did not speak to the LDA, presumably at the 
instruction of the Committee, did not visit any of the projects involved, presumably also at the 
instruction of the Committee, and found nothing of substance to criticise. 
 
Now the Assembly chooses to spend a further £50,000 on another report.  I agree with the 
response of the LDA that this will also find out nothing you do not already know; it is just part of a 
continuing campaign against support from the LDA to the cultural sector and, in particular, to 
projects that support the ethnic minority communities.  I suppose the £50,000 is more linked to our 
electoral cycle than to any serious analysis of our cultural policy. 
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The importance of this kind of investment by the LDA is clearly demonstrated by just three of the 
six projects examined by the Assembly.  In the case of the Laban Dance Centre, since it opened five 
years ago, more than 32,000 people have participated in its education and community programme.  
Alongside this, the new centre’s iconic building won the Stirling Prize for Architecture and has been 
at the forefront in transforming Deptford into what was described in The Times last week as one of 
London’s most exciting new cultural hubs. 
 
The Centre for Fashion Enterprise: seven of the designers featured at September’s London Fashion 
Week received critical early stage support from the Centre for Fashion Enterprise.  In total it is 
estimated that the businesses nurtured through the Centre for Fashion Enterprise will generate 
between £15 million to £30 million over the next five years. 
 
The recently opened Bernie Grant Centre will provide the people of Tottenham with a new centre 
for the performing arts with its significant education and enterprise support programmes with 24 
enterprise units, skills training and more than 50 jobs based there.  It will have a major role in 
growing Tottenham’s creative economy. 
 
The six projects identified by the Assembly are only a small part of the outcomes and achievements 
of the LDA’s investment in London’s cultural sector from world-renowned institutes on the South 
Bank through to creative work space provision in Acton Vale and from London Fashion Week and 
Frieze Art Fair to local community festivals.  LDA investment in culture and creative industries is 
regenerating neighbourhoods, generating employment, enriching the lives of Londoners and 
attracting visitors and inward investment from across the globe. 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  I am astonished by your response, I have to say, as indeed I was 
astonished by the report.  If you read the report or listened to what Manny Lewis [Chief Executive,  
LDA] said when he came to see us the other day, he said the opposite of what you just said.  You 
said that the LDA told us we will not find anything in an audit that we do not already know.  The 
LDA said the opposite.  They said they had failed to supply us with the information that we needed 
to complete our report.  That is what they said. 
 
If you look at this report, all through it you have, under things done by Deloitte, you have ‘no 
evidence provided’ again and again and again.  We asked for evidence on six projects which totalled 
£17.5 million. 
 
The truth of the matter with this is that you are covering for the LDA for their failure to reply with 
an astonishing response.  I just do not know what to say.  Let me give you one example: the LDA 
told us you have a formal and informal input into decisions about projects but they then later 
admitted to us that this is not always recorded.  They have no record of the pressure or whatever 
you may have applied on them as input to projects.  Do you have that information that they do not 
have? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The reason the report has the absences in it is I do not know what you 
expect to get for £15,000 when you are employing one of the most expensive firms of auditors in 
the world. 
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Damian Hockney (AM):  Mayor, you have just accused us of spending £15,000; you are outraged 
and appalled that we should spend £15,000 to look at something which was clearly unacceptable.  
We gave the LDA, back in April, half a dozen specific areas on which we wanted them to supply 
information to Deloitte to enable us to then answer those questions.  I think Dee Doocey, who is 
Chair of the Assembly’s Economic Development, Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee, will agree 
with me: we did not get the information and Deloitte did not get the information. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Deloitte did not speak to the LDA and Deloitte did not visit any of the 
projects.  If you think there is a problem in an audit you do not need to spend £50,000; you can 
refer it to the GLA’s auditors, you could refer it to the Audit Commission or you could refer it to 
Edward Leigh’s Committee [the Public Accounts Committee] in the House of Commons. 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  I asked the LDA on Monday when they came in, “Will you do this work?”  
We do not want to have to spend the money; we are a scrutiny body which holds others to account.  
We do not want to have to put the problems at the LDA right.  That is not our role.  However, we 
are having to do that now and we are having to spend that £50,000 because when I asked 
Manny Lewis he would not agree to do an audit.  He said, “We are looking into it”.  He made some 
particular issue but he did not say he would audit it.  Are you saying, therefore, that you will 
appoint independent auditors to look at these six projects? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I am totally satisfied that these projects have been dealt with properly.  
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  Well we as the scrutiny body are not, and neither is Deloitte. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I am not the scrutiny body; you are. 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  We are, and we have told you we are unhappy with it. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  In that case I suggest you go to the LDA, put the specific questions, 
visit the sites, and if you are not happy - 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  We have done.  We keep doing so.  We keep on and on.  
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The simple fact is this: if you think there has been any wrong doing 
you can refer the matter to the Audit Commission, you could ask the Public Accounts Committee to 
examine it, you could ask the Metropolitan Police Service to examine it.  These are projects all of 
which predate the creation of the GLA, all of which I inherited, most of which were receiving 
funding of some kind from or had involvement with English Partnerships or the Arts Council. 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  Mayor, that has nothing to do with monitoring and keeping the process 
going throughout.  Yes, they were inherited projects, but it is clear from all of this that there is no 
proper oversight.  All I am saying to you is: will you not undertake to do that proper audit into these 
six projects which we, as the scrutiny body, have found wanting so enormously.  A cloud hangs over 
the LDA as long as you do not do that. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The LDA’s own auditors are satisfied each year with the LDA books. 
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Damian Hockney (AM):  Not with the drilling down into these projects; that is just an overall 
process, we checked that.  This is about the specific projects. There is no oversight, there are no 
proper outputs worked out; the thing is a bit of a shambles.  Somebody has to do this.  We should 
not be doing it.  Now you are criticising us for trying to put it right. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I am just saying that if you are unhappy you do not have to pay 
£50,000 of Council Taxpayers’ money, and doing it on a deadline of February - which does suggest 
that, given Christmas is in the way, you may not get all the information you want - suggests to me 
an electoral timetable rather than one where you want a really detailed examination. Get the Audit 
Commission to examine it. 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  We have tried for a year to get this information and have failed to get it.  
The reason why we have had to put it through a proper audit is because every time we try to get it 
we are then told - this is what we were told on Monday - “We do not agree with the conclusions 
because you do not have all the information”.  Therefore our question is, “Why did you not provide 
us with the information?”.  “Well, we will do it to an auditor”.  That is like madness. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That is what auditors are for.  The LDA has its own auditors.  If I was 
unhappy with any of this I would have commissioned a special audit.  I get a monthly report from 
the LDA. 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  Are you happy with that report then, from our Committee? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I get a monthly report from the LDA about the progress of all major 
projects.  They draw to my attention any where they have concerns or worries or likely cost 
overruns.  We deal with it.  None of these projects is here because I initiated them.  The only 
projects I am aware of that I initiated that the LDA is taking forward are the Biota project in 
Silvertown and the involvement in some of the work in the reconstruction of London Zoo. 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  You will not do the audit then? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We do an audit every year. 
 
Damian Hockney (AM):  Of these six projects, separately?  To make clear to everybody, to the 
public, that we are not just throwing money, we do not know what the outputs are and we do not 
have any measure throughout. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  For brevity, because I know you do not want to take up all of your 
limited time, I recorded on three of the projects some of the achievements.  Bear in mind, if these 
were easy projects or ones where a profit could be made rapidly, the private sector would have done 
them.  You are talking here about providing, in many instances, services where it is difficult to make 
an economic case, but there is a cultural case.  These are adding to the cultural activities of some of 
the most deprived communities in London.  If it was easy to make a lot of money and do these 
things quickly the private sector would have done it.  The LDA picks up all the things that are 
difficult and that the private sector does not want to do. 
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Bob Blackman (AM):  Mr Mayor, I think, frankly, you have missed the point here.  The key issue is 
not about the success of these projects or the failure; the issue that we have been looking at as an 
Assembly is the controls that the LDA exercise over expenditure.  The report that has been 
produced by the Assembly, which we have then had checked by Deloitte to make sure that the 
findings are reasonable, points out that there is a lack of project control, a lack of accountability for 
financial decisions being made, that changes are being made to expenditure levels without proper 
approvals, that there is a position whereby there is insufficient documentation on why these 
projects were funded in the first place.  Does that not give you cause for concern? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Most of these projects predate the creation of the GLA.  I am sure 
buried somewhere in English Partnerships there will be old files about what led English Partnerships 
or the Arts Council down the road to fund these things.  We took them over.  My broad view is we 
should continue to try to deliver them.  There were some other projects that we were not able to 
deliver and carry forward.  As problems arose they were dealt with. 
 
Rich Mix is one of the projects we have not mentioned there.  We offered to manage the project.  
The Rich Mix group decided not to, they got into problems. We have now insisted, before any more 
money becomes available, there have to be changes to the management and so on.  You do not 
want us to run everything and if you have funding various arts and cultural things sometimes they 
will get it wrong.  The issue is, can you put it back and make an overall contribution to London’s 
cultural sector?  Literally, no one is going to make a vast profit out of the Bernie Grant community 
centre. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  Mr Mayor, we are not talking about these projects making profits; we are 
talking about the expenditure, under your auspices, of £13 million worth of public money from the 
LDA.  Now the issue is, is that money being usefully used and is it being controlled in how it is 
being spent?  The key issue for you as Mayor is to say whether you are satisfied or not that proper 
project control is being exercised over these projects. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The one example that I was genuinely concerned about was Rich Mix, 
where the LDA offered to be involved in the management of that project; the Rich Mix Board, 
under the former Leader of Tower Hamlets Council, Michael Keith, took a decision not to engage 
us.  They got it wrong.  I then made two further decisions arising out of that experience which now 
inform all LDA decisions.  One is that we are not going to have a situation where we are not 
involved in the project management of organisations we are funding on that scale, the second is 
that also we need to build in to the original funding agreement that, if the organisation goes into 
liquidation, the assets, the building, come back to the public sector in the form of the LDA. 
 
Those are the two experiences I have drawn out of this.  I suspect many of the problems that led to 
Rich Mix running into the problems it did were there right at the beginning; far too many fingers in 
the pie and so on.  With the Arts Council working with us I think we have pulled it back so that it 
will be a vibrant part of the East London cultural scene. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  The clear issue from the Assembly’s perspective, I think you will appreciate, 
is we started asking questions about these projects almost a year ago.  We asked the LDA to 
produce specific evidence.  They attended a scrutiny meeting and were singularly unable or 
unwilling to answer questions, which led us then to commission these particular reviews of these 
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projects.  Then, on Monday, they turn up to the Committee and say, “There is a lot of other 
information that we could have given you but we chose not to”, to paraphrase.  Do you think we 
are right then to be concerned about the management of this organisation and how this 
organisation is run, under your auspices? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No.  If information was withheld because it is commercially sensitive, 
that is understandable.  You know my position; that has been consistent in my relationships with 
the Assembly: unless there is a question of personnel details or commercial sensitivity the 
presumption should be you should be given everything that you ask for.  If you give me a list of the 
things you want from the LDA relating to this I will undertake, within those two constraints, to get 
the stuff to you. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  Finally, Mr Mayor, are you content with the way that project management 
is run under the LDA? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I said that the problem - 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  So you are not content? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No, that is not what I said.  The problem here was that in the 
particular case which I think is one that went most wrong - Rich Mix - the LDA was told they would 
not be involved in the project management.  I have taken the decision that we will not ever again 
allow a voluntary or community organisation to make that stipulation.  If they are taking LDA 
money there will be LDA project management and the assets will revert to the LDA or be part of the 
LDA in the event of that organisation going into liquidation.  Those are the two lessons I have 
learned out of this. 
 
I suspect you are absolutely right; somewhere, ten years ago, between English Partnerships and the 
Arts Council, mistakes may very well have been made.  The LDA has got on top of those and I am 
confident that the package we have got in place now should avoid another Rich Mix experience. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  Can I be clear then; what direction have you or your Office given over these 
specific projects? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The direction I gave was that we would not provide a penny more 
funding to Rich Mix unless the Chair of the Board of Trustees stepped down and a new Board was 
put in place and we were to try to negotiate a mechanism so that if the thing did go belly up the 
asset, the building, came to the LDA.  I do not know where we have got to on the latter; I think an 
agreement has been reached on the former. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  Have you or your Office given direction to increase funding to any of these 
projects over their life? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  What I have said is I wish these projects to be completed if possible.  
The only one that I have been genuinely concerned at was the Rich Mix one.  The others were the 
sorts of problems that broadly voluntary organisations trying to manage big projects invariably run 
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into.  It does not mean to say they are wicked; it just means they have not quite got the skills match 
they should have. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  For the Assembly, in cooperation, you will direct the LDA to make available 
to the Assembly all the evidence that we require to complete our process of auditing these 
projects? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Give me a list; I will ask the LDA to provide things.   
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  We have not got access to the files, Mr Mayor, so we do not know what is 
in them.  What we are told is there is lots more information that we have not seen. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I will ask.  Try and get a list of the information you have not seen so 
you can decide which bits you want to have a look at! 
 
Dee Doocey (AM):  I was not planning to come in on this question, but what you have said is, 
frankly, very unfair.  I speak now as Chair of the Committee rather than just as a Liberal Democrat.  I 
do not think you have read the report.  Correct me if I am wrong? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No, no. 
 
Dee Doocey (AM):  I think you have been very badly briefed.  Just to put it into perspective, as a 
Committee we looked at 61 projects totalling £70 million of taxpayers’ money, so it is quite a lot of 
money.  Given that, £15,000 is not a huge sum of money, but, you are absolutely right, there is no 
way we could get somebody of the calibre of Deloitte to come in and to do a thorough 
investigation on anything for £15,000.  It simply is not possible. 
 
Just to fill you in on the blanks, what we wanted to do was look at the management of these 
projects to make sure that they were being properly managed.  There is no suggestion, as 
Bob [Blackman] has said, that there is any impropriety of any direction at all against any of the 
projects or indeed any of the funding of the projects.  We are looking at how the funding was 
managed and if we got value for money for the London taxpayer, for taxpayers full stop. 
 
Basically what happened is we did not ask Deloitte to talk to LDA staff and we did not ask Deloitte 
to visit the offices because that was not in the terms of reference.  The terms of reference were to 
look at all the files, look at the project files, and to see if they had been properly managed.  We had 
lengthy correspondence with the LDA, going backwards and forwards on a number of occasions, 
clarifying what we wanted and how we wanted everything to come to us.  In the end we were told 
we had been given everything.  We looked at it, we were horrified by what we found; there were 
major gaps.  We went back and said, “Is there anything else?” we were told, “No”.  We then called 
in Deloitte on the basis that even you could not rubbish a company of Deloitte’s status. 
We called them in and they absolutely confirmed everything that we had seen and everything that 
we had found.  We then allowed, quite unusually, the Chief Executive and the Deputy Chief 
Executive to come to the meeting yesterday when we were considering the report. 
 
If I had been Chief Executive of the London Development Agency and I had had a report like that, 
that was backed up by Deloitte, I would have said, “I am very sorry, I do not agree that it is that bad 
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but I am horrified by what you have found and I have immediately called in the auditors because 
frankly I really want to make sure there is no stain on the reputation of the LDA”.  Instead of that, 
the Chief Executive said to us, “I don’t agree with your conclusions, I don’t agree with the 
conclusions of Deloitte, and if you had read all of the files and if you had seen all of the 
documentation you wouldn’t have reached those conclusions”. 
 
This was despite the fact that they had told us time and time again that we had had every single 
piece of information that they had available to them.  We have now said that we are now going to 
spend, regrettably, up to £50,000 of taxpayers’ money. We felt we had absolutely no choice at all 
because how on earth do we know the truth of it?  We have now got to have a full audit done.  We 
did not want to do it.  As Damian [Hockney] said earlier, we were hoping they would do it.  We had 
no choice. 
 
Please get your facts right.  What I really object to more than anything - and I will say this 
personally - is you saying that this is some sort of election ploy.  This is no election ploy, believe 
you me.  This is something that we feel, as guardians of taxpayers’ money, that we had no choice 
but to institute. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  My guess is that for £15,000 you may get five days of a relatively 
senior accountant from a firm of that charging level.  There is no way they can do what you were 
asking.  Equally the Assembly on its own appoints the Director of Finance who has a team. 
 
The first port of call if you are unhappy with the LDA, I think, should be to ask Martin [Clarke, 
Director of Finance and Performance, GLA] and his team to do this work for you.  You appointed 
him.  I think it is a good appointment.  He knows this building inside out, he has a long background 
in local government, and he has a basis of trust with the senior officers of the LDA.  Do not set a 
deadline of February because it does raise a suspicion you are producing a report four weeks before 
‘purdah’ [the pre-election period] kicks in.  Martin [Clarke] is there to do lots of things for me, yes, 
but he is also there to work for you.  Ask Martin and his team to have access to the report, to go 
over and look at it, to bring in any expertise; he can have an accountant specialising in this area 
brought in to work under him.  You trust him, I trust him and the LDA trusts him.  Why not do that? 
 
Dee Doocey (AM):  We had no choice; we were advised that it had to be done before purdah, that 
is why it had to be done within this Assembly, that was why the deadline was set out. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  You have been wrongly advised.  None of your scrutinies are curtailed 
by the beginning of purdah.  The only thing that is curtailed by purdah is the public use you might 
make of it, but the actual scrutiny can go on right the way through.  It is only what we do publicly 
that is curtailed by purdah.  The work of this Assembly and scrutiny can carry on right up until the 
day of the election. 
 
Dee Doocey (AM):  This was nothing to do with the public use of it; this was to do with us doing 
our job as scrutineers. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Can I recommend that you ask Martin to explore this because he 
understands what you want and he understands the way the LDA is.  You will not get much for 
£50,000 from a firm at this level; a month of one person or something like that.  What are they 
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going to do with files that will take a month to read?  You should all have been accountants I tell 
you; it is a good screw! 
 
Sally Hamwee (Chair):  I think some probably are!  Just for those who are listening to this: 
Martin Clarke, who has been referred to, is the Director of Finance and Performance of the Greater 
London Authority.   
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I suspect he has currently gone off me having recommended this vast 
amount of work! 
 
Jennette Arnold (AM):  Mr Mayor, do you share my concerns about the possible damage that 
this discussion might be having on these organisations that are – a number of them – well in an 
advanced stage of their work, because they have not had any funding for the last two years from 
the LDA?  One of them that you mentioned, Laban, is out there and is a reputable organisation 
doing a vital piece of work.  If you agree that there is damage, can you yourself, or through your 
Office, ask the LDA to write to these organisations immediately and give a full explanation about 
what is happening.  I can assure you that a number of their board members are very concerned 
about this public debate about their organisations. 
 
The second question is can you confirm that Deloitte is the auditor of the LDA?  It seems strange to 
me that this is the organisation which is auditing the LDA and has given them a satisfactory report, 
but that one of their consultants is then looking at one aspect of the LDA’s work from a historical 
point of view and coming up with a view that is contrary to Deloitte’s response to the organisation. 
I am just having a little difficulty with that. 
 
The third question relates to this whole thing.  Is there any way that you can make a statement 
making clear the timescale of your involvement with these projects?  It is clear to me and others 
that there are political motives behind this and that what this fishing exercise is about is to try to 
catch you out rather than being about the proper scrutiny of the LDA. 
 
I say this because if we were wanting to find out what the state of these projects is and how they 
currently are we would first accept that these were complex projects and it was not the LDA who 
was, in some of these instances, the main funder.  Many of them were funded by joint funding 
alliances where, in some instances, the LDA was the minor funder.  I want to make clear to the 
public the Mayor’s involvement with this and make clear what proportion of funding was going in 
from the LDA and what proportion from other organisations because this will show how complex 
the thing is and how flawed the assumptions and the proposals coming from this scrutiny body are. 
 
Sally Hamwee (Chair):  Mr Mayor, before you come in, can I just make clear from the Chair that it 
was made entirely clear at the meeting of the Committee on Monday that this was not an attack on 
the individual projects; we were not questioning the work that they do. It is about the management 
of the LDA’s contribution and not other funders, of course.  That will be made clear to them, 
because we all felt that it was immensely important that we should not be thought as attacking the 
work that they as individual projects are doing. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I think that is very useful and I am happy to write to the organisations 
and make this clear.  Perhaps it might be better, Sally, if you and I did a joint letter. 
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Also, if I think back to my days on the GLC (Greater London Council) where, broadly, I was always in 
opposition, even when the Labour Party was in power, I took up lots of issues.  I went and saw the 
things.  This is a full time job for Assembly Members.  A visit by a group of Assembly Members to 
each of these projects, to meet the managers, see the buildings and be taken round to discuss on 
site what has gone on should be exactly the way forward.  I am happy to organise that with all these 
projects for any group of Assembly Members that want to visit. 
 
If you put together a project like the Bernie Grant Centre, the area it serves and the groups there do 
not come with a lifetime experience of managing big projects with local accountants able to give 
their time.  These are always going to be projects that are difficult to handle and that is the role of 
the public sector and the Arts Council and so on to get involved and deliver them and drive them 
forward. 
 
I have no recollection that any of these was generated by my office.  On most of them we took up 
and inherited the work and carried it forward.  I thought they were good projects.  I think it is 
important we should try to get them delivered.  They do run into problems from time to time, as 
many of these projects do. 
 
I have never, in the last seven and a half years, thought it was worthwhile having some little 
bureaucracy attached to me to take detailed notes of everything I say at every meeting, to record 
my phone calls and so on.  It does not work like that.  The LDA come into my room, as Sir Ian Blair 
[Commissioner of the Police of the Metropolis] does, as Peter Hendy {Commissioner, Transport for 
London] does, we discuss a problem, I tell them what I think should be done, and they go away and 
do it.  I do not need to come back six months later and wave a piece of paper at them and say I said 
this and you have not done it.  It just does not work like that.  There is a basis of trust.  Over the 
years I have discovered that the civil servants who love doing these things are not creating a record 
in order to enlighten the public; they are creating a record to cover their own backs so when 
something goes wrong they say, “Eight years ago I had a minute saying this could be a problem”. 
 
Let me set up meetings so that you can go and see these projects.  I will try to get along to a couple 
of them with you.  Go round them.  You are going to give me this list of information you want and 
so on and I will try to get all of that. 
 
Dee Doocey (AM):  We do not know what information we want because we do not know what 
information there is! 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  All the normal reports about the financial oversight of projects like 
this will be there.  It seems to me you assume there must be something wicked and we are hiding it.  
You do not know what it is and therefore I do not know whether I am hiding it, do I! 
 
Sally Hamwee (Chair):  As a factual matter – I am sorry I did not mention this before – at the time 
of the funding from the LDA, the auditors were KPMG, Deloitte has been appointed since then.  
Just to put that matter right.   
 
John Biggs (AM):  Chair, the Mayor has covered most of the points I wanted to cover.  For the 
record, I am the Deputy Chairman of the London Development Agency.  For the record also I think 
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all of these projects were initiated before I became a Board Member of the London Development 
Agency, but I am very happy to stand behind every single one of them. 
 
These are somewhat leading questions but would you agree with me - because it forms an 
important part of the record - that something approaching 500,000 people in London are employed 
in leisure, hospitality and cultural arts type businesses and that they have historically been under-
funded and under-resourced and that we need to invest in those sectors if we are not to become 
overly reliant on financial and business services and if we are not going to develop areas of strength 
in important and under-represented areas of London’s economy? 
 
Would you agree with me also that the strength of a number of these projects is that they harness 
the strength and enterprise of BME (Black and Minority Ethnic) communities who have been under-
represented and under-powered in London’s economy and that is an important part of what we are 
doing? 
 
More importantly then, given the focus of the scrutiny, would you agree with me also that one of 
the flaws in this scrutiny is that it tried to judge projects by criteria which were set after the projects 
had been initiated, so it is somewhat defective in its methodology? 
 
Obviously it is not for you to tell us how to do our job, although I agree with you that I find it rather 
pathetic if Assembly Members are not clear what they are meant to be doing. They are £50,000 a 
year employees of the people of London. .  I think that is an indictment of themselves rather than 
of the bodies they are meant to be investigating.  Would you agree with me that good scrutiny does 
require a greater transparency in the relationship with the LDA, that we are always on a learning 
curve, we have opened up the LDA to a greater degree, there is a greater transparency, there is a 
greater understanding of what is going on and we would welcome constructive scrutiny which does 
not mean unquestioning, drooling scrutiny, but it does mean people not trying to ambush?  To 
summarise what has happened with Deloitte, a bunch of Members have tried to wrap an ambush in 
a senior consultancy and pretend that that gave it the authority of fact when it does not have that 
authority. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  You just have to look at John Biggs' background to know he did not 
come into public life to cover up any mistakes I am responsible for!  I see no evidence that 
John would be interested or involved in covering up the misallocation of public funds.  I thought it 
was important to have an Assembly Member as Vice Chair of the LDA to strengthen that link so that 
someone at the highest level was aware of the needs and concerns of the Assembly. 
 
It is difficult.  I do not ever recall being in a row with some authority figure where I was saying 
something awful is going on there but I do not know what it is.  I always knew where to go; where 
the bodies might be buried. 
 
The fact that Deloitte, in their fairly light oversight of this, did not come to you and say, “We think 
there is a problem, give us another £100,000 and we will find it for you”  - because they are very 
keen to do that if they have the chance  - suggests there is not a great smoking gun here. 
 
Let us dig into all of it, see what we can find and reassure everybody.  John is absolutely right: 
these are things we inherited and projects will be managed differently in the ones we started and 
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initiated.  We learn as we go along as everybody else does.  This is not somewhere where £500,000 
has gone missing and the treasurer of the organisation is now living in the Bahamas or something. 
 
 
2539/2007 - Mayor’s Report 
 
Joanne McCartney 
 
Would the Mayor kindly update his report? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The best news is to report a very friendly meeting between myself and 
the Leaders of the London Borough Councils yesterday where there was a big consensus across all 
parties for the suggestion I made that London Councils and the GLA should consider jointly 
proposing three amendments to the London Plan for the next review of the amendments to the 
London Plan.  One would be to write into London’s planning law a presumption against 
development on back gardens.  One would be to write in a presumption against the demolition of 
existing sound buildings of character to be replaced by rather ghastly blocks of flats.  I particularly 
think of Willesden Lane, an area that Bob [Blackman] and I know well, where wonderful buildings 
have in almost every instance been replaced by buildings of breathtaking mediocrity.  Also to write 
in guidance that Section 106 legal agreement monies in commercial developments could be used to 
provide subsidised and below market cost rental outlets for shops that would not otherwise be able 
to afford them.  In many of these big development coming in, like in Elephant & Castle and so on, 
we would then have a chance of keeping some of the old local traders in.  There is a complete cross 
party support on these three points and that is something I am going to get our planning staff to 
start to work up in consultation with London Councils. 
 
Plus the other good news: we took over our first overground rail line on Sunday.  We had a formal 
launch on Monday.  People immediately saw the introduction of Oyster cards, staff are now in 
attendance at every station all the time it is open, the first trains are running an hour earlier and the 
last trains running an hour later.  As you know, we have ordered the new trains, which will start to 
become available within the year and which will, by 2012, have doubled the capacity across the line.  
We are, with commercial developers, building two new stations to add to the line. 
 
Our objective in this is to demonstrate such an improvement of service it will build the case for the 
transfer of control of the other rail franchises to TfL over the years to come. 
 
Sod’s law meant that there was of course an immediate suspension of service caused by the fire out 
at Stratford which meant that, for a large part of the day, on our first full proper working day it was 
not actually running.  Apart from that it has been a very good start. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  Can I start with the launch of the London Overground.  Having been at 
the launch it was a very well attended and very welcome event.  I have some stations from the 
Silverlink line in my constituency in Haringey.  Can I have a guarantee that every station will now be 
staffed?  Previously the stations, certainly in my borough, were not. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Every station will be staffed.  There is a particular problem on the 
Gospel Oak to Barking line where back in the 1960s British Rail demolished all the buildings so 
there are just the platforms.  There will be times, when it is pouring with rain, when you will not see 
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a member of staff standing there under an umbrella.  Staff will very often be working with PCSOs 
(Police Community Support Officers) and police officers who will be mobile on the trains.  We do 
have a problem on that one bit, Gospel Oak to Barking, where we have to build some buildings in 
which the staff can reside through inclement weather. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  Can I also take it that for some of the stations that are left open all 
night, having staff will enable them to be opened in the morning and closed at night? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I was not aware that that was the case but that is clearly something 
we will want to do.  We do not want them to become places where people lurk around in the middle 
of the night.  
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  OK.  Thank you.  On your joint proposal with London Councils, which I 
warmly welcome, I am interested in particular with the taking of back gardens because this is a 
problem throughout London.  In the area that I represent, Enfield and Haringey, there are lots of 
Victorian and Edwardian properties where streets back on to each other. There were little slivers of 
land left in-between those back gardens – quite narrow – but developers are trying to snap up and 
put in what many residents and I believe is inappropriate housing.  I understand there is a tension 
between the need to build housing but also the great danger of losing the character of those old 
Victorian and Edwardian estates.  Can you think about these back land strips in any consultation or 
any move you make to amend the London Plan? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  As soon as London Councils and I have agreed the parameters of 
these proposals we will put them out for full formal Assembly and London-wide consultation so that 
things like that can be adjusted, amended and added to.  We can get a consensus behind these 
because in all three these would be running against the general grain of national government policy 
under all governments over the last 20 or 30 years not to intervene at this level.  I think if there is 
sufficient disquiet and if there is a cross party consensus in London Government will allow us to do 
this. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  Can I just confirm that you are happy to put it to London Councils that 
they look at back land strips as well? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Yes, we will get them to look at back land strips as well. 
 
Valerie Shawcross (AM):  Mayor, I very much agree that the situation of back lot developments, 
infill developments and replacement of houses is one of those issues where it does not look, on the 
face of it, strategic but where you get thousands and thousands of decisions adding up it does 
become strategic because it affects the character of London. 
 
One of the issues I would like to suggest that you add in to that conversation about how you can 
give the boroughs a stronger legal policy framework to make balanced decisions about these things 
is the issue of conversions.  There are some areas where there is enormous economic and housing 
pressure to take these Victorian and Edwardian houses and convert them en masse.  I think the 
issue here is one of balance; communities need to maintain large family housing stock but also 
allow some provision for conversions to bedsits etc.  It seems to me that some boroughs are 
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struggling with finding a legal definition or a basis to provide that balanced judgement.  Is that 
something that you could look at? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  It is something that has been raised at the last public question time 
that we had as well.  All my instincts are supportive of this.  We have had a huge provision of one 
and two person units both for the market and for affordable housing over the last ten years, and 
what we now see is a really desperate need for family housing. 
 
The Housing Strategy I have established does direct public investment from homes for rent and 
intermediate housing into providing more family housing.  Our worry is very few builders are 
building substantial family homes and increasingly more and more are being converted. 
 
There has been a general reluctance by central government under both parties to get into this level 
of prescriptive detail about local planning, but I think just the sheer accumulation, as you said, 
means an area that had a good balance of families, elderly people and youngsters suddenly has a 
rapid turnover of young couples or singles moving through and it loses all that holds its social fabric 
together. 
 
We will have to commission data and analysis of this but I think there should be a general 
presumption in favour of trying to preserve the balance between proper family sized homes and 
flatted accommodation.  Very often these are exactly the homes that families want as they have 
access to gardens.  I can think of many areas in my old constituency where wonderful old family 
homes were converted and the garden was just neglected or the front garden was concreted over 
for the cars and it changes the whole character of the house. 
 
If someone builds 200 new homes in an area the borough extracts the Section 106 monies to make 
contributions towards social infrastructure, transport and so on.  You can get just the same number 
of homes built on a one-by-one basis in peoples’ back gardens.  I know Lynne Featherstone 
[Former Assembly Member and MP for Hornsey and Wood Green] has been complaining about the 
impact, particularly in areas like Hornsey, Hampstead and Richmond where property prices are so 
horrendous people are desperately tempted to give up half their garden and make several hundred 
thousand pounds.  I think we should start to guard against this. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  I wondered, in your discussions with London Councils, whether you had had an 
exchange of views about the proposal of some London boroughs, particularly Westminster, to 
regulate the distribution of food to homeless people? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I think what is disturbing is this proposal comes out of Westminster 
Council, whose record on this is abysmally bad.  This is the council that under Lady Porter closed 
their provision for the homeless.  I do not think anyone of any party would justify that in retrospect.  
Accommodation that provided sanctuary for homeless people that had been there for the best part 
of a century was closed down, converted, sold off and Westminster made no real contribution.  If 
we were coming from somewhere else I would be more sympathetic, but there has always been a 
general trend in Westminster to push the problem elsewhere in exactly the same way that their 
homeless families end up being relocated to accommodation in the suburbs rather than dealt with 
themselves. 
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The other problem you have with this is that it is absolutely unanimously opposed by London’s 
voluntary sector and we would be in the position of criminalising people for providing food.  I am 
quite certain that there will be one or two of these organisations, that may have an eccentric bent 
and ask for religious conversion along with the sandwich, soup and so on, that may be difficult to 
work with, but that should be dealt with on a more selective basis. 
 
The advice I gave – there was a heated exchange on this as you can imagine – was that London 
Councils’ legislation, like TfL legislation, has only really got much of a chance of getting through 
Parliament if it is non controversial or, as with the plastic bag situation which has some problems, 
there is an overwhelming consensus building up behind it.  I can guarantee this is not going to get 
through the House of Lords where so many peers have a long-term interest in and commitment to 
these voluntary organisations and I just think it will be damaging for the reputation of London 
Councils. 
 
If it were passed, can you imagine?  What are we going to do?  End up sending someone to prison 
because they were providing a soup run?  It is absolutely ridiculous. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  In that case, given that your assessment, which I think is probably correct, is it 
is unlikely that such legislation would be passed, why do you think they are motivated to seek 
legislation?  Do you think they see there being votes in knocking homeless people; is it something 
cynical like that? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I have barely seen evidence in my lifetime that the leadership of 
Westminster Council ever allow electoral concerns to colour their policy decisions!  They make 
themselves look not foolish, but rather unpleasant.  It tends to damage the perception of local 
government right the way across London.  I really find it bizarre.  I think there is a problem in 
London Councils going right back to the days of the London Boroughs Association [forerunner of 
London Councils] that if one council particularly wants something, the consensual nature of 
working there tends to mean that everybody who has reservations keeps their mouth shut.  It is not 
good not to speak up and say, “We think you are making a stupid mistake”. 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  Welcome aboard the campaign to support back gardens.  Many of us were 
arguing this long before, so I am always happy to welcome a new recruit.  Can I hope that you will 
use your influence in this regard with those London Labour MPs who blocked two successive 
Private Members’ Bills, one of which I was the sponsor of, by talking them out, which would have 
given them exactly that protection?  I hope you will be able to use your influence there. 
 
Can I raise two related points which I hope you will look at as well in that same spirit.  In addition to 
the protection of back gardens, Valerie [Shawcross] and Joanne [McCartney] referred to the 
question of character.  Could you perhaps have a look at the way in which the London Plan ranks 
the hierarchy of considerations on planning matters?  There is a concern that sometimes planning 
inspectors vary in their approach to this and, although there is reference in the London Plan to 
respect for local context, the evidence seems to suggest that this is very often pretty well down at 
the bottom end of the scale of considerations.  Perhaps we could look at the revisions of the Plan 
to raise that up to meet exactly the point that has been raised from both sides of the Chamber. 
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In terms of conversions, one of the issues of course has been the tendency in some cases still to 
calculate densities in terms of units per hectare rather than habitable rooms.  Could we have a 
consistent and rigid move towards calculation in London on habitable rooms per hectare which 
would exactly assist in the provision of family dwellings rather than flatted units? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  You will be glad to know that now in all the guidance we make about 
the provision of density and the allocation between affordable and market housing we base it on 
habitable rooms.  In the initial phase, just to get development up, it did not seem to be a problem, 
but it clearly now is.  It benefits the provision of family housing.  Developers are quite happy to 
welcome that, certainly on the social provision side.  I will certainly look at the ranking priority. 
 
Part of the problem is a lot of borough councils are sitting at a planning committee, this thing is 
before them, at the moment there are no real planning grounds to turn it down and the borough 
solicitors are sitting there saying, “You could be subject to challenge and there will be costs” and all 
of that. 
 
This will not preclude anyone developing in their back garden or demolishing a good building; it will 
not force them to have shops, but it writes into the London Plan the ability for a local council to 
make that decision itself.  The decision will remain a local one; it will not be one determined by the 
legal advice of a solicitor worried about a court case. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  I warmly welcome your conversion to protecting - 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Stopping conversions, yes. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  Not stopping conversions because conversions can be appropriate, but 
protecting back gardens and protecting houses of character.  My concern is the timescale for all of 
this.  What is your projected timescale to change the London Plan and get this instituted across 
London? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  If we can make quick progress on this we could, with London 
Councils, publish proposed amendments early in the New Year.  This would be timed so that they 
could be out before the pre-election period kicks in and we could apply for a public inquiry perhaps 
late summer, early September.  I would like to get this done as rapidly as possible within a year.  
There will then be about a six-month wait until we get a decision.  If we are lucky, if we do not run 
into problems with the Government, this could come into legal force some time in 2009. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  One of the concerns will immediately be that developers out there will be 
thinking, “We now have a year/18 months, in order to snap up people’s gardens, destroy perfectly 
good houses, put planning applications in.” 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Not with the current state of the property market. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  I have to say the area that I represent is under threat all over the place with 
planning applications coming in right, left and centre for destroying two or three perfectly good 
family houses with gardens and building blocks of 50 flats.  The planning committees have almost 
no chance whatsoever of having planning grounds to rule them out.  What happens then is you 
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destroy the character of the area and create a precedent so that developers say, “Well you have 
allowed it there, you must now allow it next door or further on”. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Two things on that: one, we must make sure in drafting this that we 
say that poor previous decisions should not preclude a stop to further decisions being made.  The 
fact that an area has been damaged should not mean there is a licence to completely wreck it. 
 
Second, we have to have public consultation; it would be very nice if we could announce this 
magically out of a hat as binding from midnight or something.  I think at the present state of the 
property market this most probably means this will not be the problem it would otherwise have 
been, but, what you have here is councillors scared by their chief solicitors.  This does not just 
happen there. 
 
Having got planning permission to build the Thames Gateway Bridge, the Government called it in 
because the Government’s solicitor went and saw the Deputy Prime Minister and said, “There might 
be a legal challenge; there might because we recommend that.” 
 
Elected officials feel almost that advice from a lawyer should override everything.  It does not; it is 
advice, it is an assessment of what the outcome of a case may be.  Members on planning 
committees in the boroughs should recognise if a developer is turned down, that does not mean to 
say in the first place they will want to incur the costs of an appeal; they may come back and 
negotiate something more sensible and more in keeping with the local area.  Even if they do go on 
appeal it will be a very long time before it is reached, and by then these will be in the public domain 
and will be a material consideration.  Until they have the force of law, amendments to the London 
Plan, in legal terms, are a material consideration. 
 
I would strongly suspect that at a planning inquiry where some ugly scheme is being proposed by a 
developer it might very well be that the planning inspector would rule against the developer, given 
it was clear changes were coming to the London Plan. 
 
Bob Blackman (AM):  Finally, in terms of your definition of character of properties, you alluded to 
losing houses of character. Is that being tightly drawn or is that going to be a loose arrangement? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  You really do not want any Mayor to determine character of any kind.  
This should be a local decision.  You need to live in the area.  I know what it means in the area 
around me in Brent.  I know what it means in the area I grew up in Lambeth or where I lived in West 
Hampstead.  It would be wrong for me to try to do something prescriptive that is going to apply to 
everything from Havering to Bromley because areas are different. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Private gardens are a very significant proportion of London’s open space, of 
London’s biodiversity and also of London’s tree cover.  I really welcome your proposal to work with 
London Councils to strengthen planning policies about safeguarding London’s gardens. 
 
There is a related point and I wonder if it could be rolled in with it, which is that, in addition to the 
rash of building on gardens, we also have a worrying trend in concreting over gardens, back and 
front.  As we struggle with climate change this is leading to more and more flash flooding, and in 
fact inevitably leads to fish dying in the Thames because the storm drains and the sewage drains are 
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one and the same thing.  London is losing, at a rapid rate, its ability to drain in a sustainable way.  
We do need people to understand that they can put in permeable surfaces if they must put in any 
hard surface.  We really have a problem on our hands as we try to adapt to climate change if we do 
not do something about this.  As Valerie Shawcross said, this is strategic in aggregate; it builds up 
to something very strategic. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  These have a real chance of getting past government if there is a 
huge cross-party consensus.  I agree with you about concreting over front and back gardens.  I 
think where people are insisting on parking their car on the garden they should at least have a 
permeable surface.  I know Darren’s [Johnson] committee [the Assembly’s Environment Committee] 
did some work on this.  If there is a consensus there we should put it in and try to get that through. 
 
We are also doing work through the Clinton Climate Initiative looking at permeable paving surfaces.  
Gardens are one thing but if we could move towards a more permeable paving surface that could be 
effective in London; this has a huge long-term implication because the rate of replacement of our 
pavements is quite remarkable.  It is also very beneficial for the trees that we have. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  It would help save the trees. 
 
Jennette Arnold (AM):  Mayor, can I add my support to the arrival of what has been called the 
brand new age of London Overground under TfL and the new operator.  I think we are going to be 
calling them LOROL (London Overground Rail Operations Ltd), which sounds more like makeup 
than an operator.  We welcome that, especially the major improvements planned for the service. 
 
Would you agree with me that it is about sustaining that quality of service and so therefore would 
you join me and members of the Barking and Gospel Oak Line Users for a journey along that line to 
establish a baseline?  This is a request that they would welcome as would I, and I do hope you can 
join us on that trip. 
 
Secondly, would you agree with me that Londoners’ elders should get some extra benefit out of the 
increase in services?  I am talking here especially about their exclusion from using this line before 
9.30 am.  I see no reason for that. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  On Silverlink? 
 
Jennette Arnold (AM):  On Silverlink. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That has now come into effect immediately; with our takeover the 
existing travel card Freedom Pass policy now applies to all Silverlink services from Sunday. 
 
Jennette Arnold (AM):  From Sunday elders can use this line 24/7 without any restrictions? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No, they cannot do so before 9.00 am, in line with the travel policy on 
buses and the Underground. 
 
Jennette Arnold (AM):  How long do you think this is going to go on because many elders - and I 
was with a group last week - have to be out and about at 8 am, to make hospital appointments and 
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deal with other matters in their lives.  How long are we going to carry on with this inequality in 
terms of saying to elders you cannot use public transport before 9 am? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Sadly, for some time.  All 32 London councils have to agree to do this.  
I therefore commissioned some research about what is the bus usage of people over 60 before 
9 am, and 90% of it was people going to work.  You have a real problem here; effectively, if we 
were to make it free, this would be a transfer of wealth to someone like John Ross [Director, 
Economic and Business Policy, GLA] who is fairly well paid and gets the bus up here from Waterloo;  
He would be going free.  Except those going to hospital, almost any pensioner out and about on 
the system that early in the morning is still going to work; it was about 90% of them.  So it is a 
transfer of wealth that is not necessarily in the best direction; you are giving it to those pensioners 
who are still most likely the better off. 
 
We need to look at something specifically geared to hospitals.  There must be a way in which we 
could get a system the NHS could administer to compensate pensioners with hospital appointments 
in the way we compensate Congestion Charge users who are going to hospital appointments for 
chemotherapy and things like that.  We should it explore it that way. 
 
Jennette Arnold (AM):  One of the ideas that came up from pensioners is what you could do is 
issue them with the Oyster Card and that would in fact reduce the cost because all they would have 
to do is top up.  Something has to be done because 10% is a sizeable amount of the population and 
within that you can find a number of elders who cannot afford to travel. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We need to explore that.  The only way I can see something like this 
working is it being compensated for at the hospital.  That is where we need to look at it.  At the 
moment any pensioner can add money to their pensioners’ Freedom Pass for pay as you go services 
before 9 am, but that does not reel in the cost.  Let us look at that. 
 
On the other two points, before I forget them; I would be delighted to come and do an exploration 
of the Barking to Gospel Oak link with you because it is the most backward part of our transport 
system.  Clearly it is going to take a long time.  We think fare evasion is close to 50% on that part 
because there are no staff ever.  We are about to get increased income there now we are going to 
be having staff. 
 
The other thing to bear in mind against all this is the improvements to London Overground are 
good and noticeable; you need to bear in mind the impact of the Government’s decision earlier this 
year in terms of buying 1,000 new carriages to use on London’s suburban services.  That is the 
equivalent of about 150 new trains.  This is a huge increase in capacity.  The work now finally 
authorised to go ahead on the first stage of Thameslink.  In addition to what we are doing the 
Government’s decision, which is now fully funded over the next decade, is equivalent to a 30% 
increase in capacity of the overland train system.  Now we would think you could get that up to 
40%.  We are now locked in.  We all notice what is happening on the Underground; we are about to 
start noticing that in terms of a major reconstruction of the Overground as we put back in place the 
capacity stripped out by the Antichrist, Beeching [former Chairman of the British Railways Board]. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  Clearly it is a step forward that the authority responsible for the Tube and 
buses in London is starting to take management responsibility for the overland trains so I certainly 
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welcome this step on the Overground and it does look as though the standards are going to be 
brought up to the level of London Underground and people will be pleased about that.  Of course 
the big step will be when we get new rolling stock and that is two years away. 
 
It has all gone quiet about your ambitions to take further control of overland trains.  Is that in the 
offing still? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The good news is the rolling stock starts arriving within a year.  It is all 
going to be finished within two years, so some people will start noticing that. 
 
The Government has passed the legislation that allows two people to be appointed to the TfL Board 
to represent overland rail interests outside the GLA boundaries, so they have put in place the legal 
mechanism that allows it to happen.  The bad news is every franchise except one has been let so 
there is only one franchise coming up in the next seven years you could build this stuff into.  I 
suspect the Government will want to see how well we run this and then rapidly dump the rest of the 
system on us, but we are keen to take it as soon as possible.  I continue to make that case; we are 
ready to take it over.  Literally, I do not think I ever have a meeting with the Transport Secretary 
without saying, “Give us the rail”. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  It is not in sight yet? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  On the Overground of course there is still a missing link in the South West 
from south London through Brixton to Clapham Junction known as East London Line Phase 2 
although it is in south-west London.  There is no funding agreement for that yet and there had 
been talk about waiting for the Comprehensive Spending Review in 2010 but of course we know 
now that is going to be rather late for an effective rail service in south London, particularly as the 
upgrading of the Thameslink service at London Bridge will reduce services.  Even Network Rail is 
saying if we can get ahead with completing this orbital link through to Clapham Junction not only 
will it provide an excellent orbital service, it will reduce the pressure on London Bridge and Victoria.  
Is that something that you are actively pursuing to finance? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  There is good news on that.  I have made it absolutely clear if we have 
not got the second phase of the East London Line committed out to Clapham Junction by then we 
would bid for it in Spending Review 2010.  A side issue - it is the question Valerie Shawcross has 
about the South London Line – is the changes taking place with Thameslink means the South 
London Line can no longer run as it currently does.  The position there is that one way of alleviating 
the inconvenience for that is for Network Rail to get ahead and do the second phase of the East 
London Line extension. 
 
I think in order to mitigate the row there is going to be if they simply close the South London Line, 
we are pressing very hard now with Network Rail saying, “If you want to close the South London 
Line you must put in place the alternative” which means the East London Line out to Clapham 
Junction would go ahead.  That would, I think, leave just one of the existing stations on the South 
London Line not directly served either by that or by the East London Line spur we are building.  
That is back in play but it would be a Network Rail project. 
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Geoff Pope (AM):  That decision needs to be made quickly. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We are pushing. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  Otherwise you will have to face the prospect of me inviting you down to 
Brixton to have a look at the problems there.  I am sure you do not want to do that! 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I would love to go out with you! 
 
Angie Bray (AM):  I will not be inviting Ken to come on a train ride with me I have to tell you!  My 
question is about the Overground, but could I say in passing that we welcome your sudden 
conversion to recognising the importance of local character when it comes to planning decisions.  I 
have to say that smacks to me a little bit of election timing.  I do not recall you standing up for local 
character when you were encouraging the developers to appeal for the decision on developing Lots 
Road.  We always welcome a sinner who repents, albeit just in time for an election. 
 
On the Overground, I think it is excellent news that you are not only increasing the hours of service, 
earlier in the morning, later at night, and security at the stations.  Are there any plans to improve 
frequency on the line? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Each bit of the line changes in a different way.  The total effect across 
the whole of the existing Silverlink network is that by 2012 the capacity, that is a combination of 
frequency and size of trains, will double.  Where you currently have two carriages you will have 
three, and where you currently have three you will have four.  There will also be more frequent 
trains.  The most congested part, between Willesden Junction and Camden Town, is more difficult 
to get much more capacity on because it is still carrying a lot of freight, but there is a doubling of 
the capacity over the next five years. 
 

 
2498/2007 - Draft Skills Strategy 
 
Darren Johnson 
 
Do you agree that the London Employment and Skills Strategy should include actions specifically 
designed to ensure that the workforce rapidly acquires the skills needed to transform London into a 
low carbon city? 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Yes, I agree that if we are to deliver our maximum carbon savings 
potential in London there are certainly skills gaps that need to be addressed. 
 
Last month the London Skills and Employment Board published its Draft Strategy, Skills and 
Employment in London.  This sets out wide-ranging proposals to meet London’s current and future 
skills needs.  It proposes actions to support the Climate Change Action Plan, including working with 
sector skills councils to ensure that the London workforce has people with the skills needed in 
energy saving and renewable products and construction.  The Board is consulting on its proposals 
and welcomes views on these and other elements in the Draft Strategy. 
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Darren Johnson (AM):  It actually says very little about the skills needed for greener construction 
and a low carbon economy and so on.  Do you think the document needs to be strengthened, given 
the work that the Environment Committee has done here and that the London Energy Partnership 
has done on the skills crisis? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The reference in chapter 7 on page 42 is not a prescriptive list of 
everything we are doing; it is really about the way the whole overarching strategy changes.  Within 
this, if you are looking at it in terms of creating new jobs in London, one of the biggest growth 
areas must be in terms of what would be environmentally-related jobs.  With the Clinton Climate 
Initiative and the retrofitting in public buildings and private buildings going down that road you 
could easily foresee that over the next 15 years every commercial and public building in London 
could be retrofitted, a huge number of jobs created and very few of those skills currently in place. 
 
The LDA, through funding, and the Learning and Skills Council, through our colleges, have to make 
sure a lot of the existing building courses get changed and adapted to that, but we have to create 
new courses.  I am hopeful, now that the issue of whether or not there is going to be a single waste 
authority has been resolved - badly, but it has been resolved – that London Councils, now working 
with the Government, will get ahead with major programmes for improving recycling.  That is a lot 
of extra staff and, increasingly, it is a highly skilled job. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  I completely agree with you about the employment potential in this 
sector and the need to make that massive shift.  Surely, if that is true, it needs to be given a much 
stronger focus in the Strategy rather than just be a little bit of an afterthought. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  It is not an afterthought, but it is not a particularly prescriptive 
document, it is about the strategy.  We are out for consultation.  I, personally, will be taking part.  
We are having all the Members of the Board take a day out, an away day, to go through all the 
responses that come in so there is a real involvement in what people say, including representations 
from the Green Party.  I will be in there pushing to make sure they are all integrated into it.  The 
more detail you can put in the better.  The final document will be much more detailed than this. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  We can expect to see it greened up a bit?  In terms of the LDA’s budget 
for 2007/08 it is spending £76.3 million on skills and employment yet only, at the moment, 
£100,000 of this is specifically devoted to sustainable construction skills.  Do we need to shift that 
balance more? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We clearly need to do that because one of the problems we have 
found in recruiting to the LDA to take forward the various climate change initiatives has been the 
complete lack of people in the market with these skills, particularly senior engineers with any of this 
background.  We have been fishing in a pool with perhaps a dozen people in it nationally.  Both 
from the lowest level up to very high level of civil engineering skills there is a vast amount of 
expansion required.  I think we had to re-advertise twice; certainly we had to re-advertise to fill the 
senior posts in the Climate Change Agency. 
 
Elizabeth Howlett (AM):  I am delighted to hear what you are saying but what I would like you to 
guarantee is that you would impress upon the London Employment and Skills (LES) Board that it is 
very important that 31% of unemployed Londoners are somehow targeted in order to gain the skills 
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to get these jobs in the environmental industry.  They are quietly content that there is no skill 
shortage in London because these vacancies get filled from other parts of the country or by 
Europeans.  I am concerned that there are still their figures: 31% of Londoners unemployed.  With 
the jobs that are going in London they should somehow manage to get the skills to be able to get 
employed in this industry.  Can you get the LES Board to take this up seriously? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  You have slipped into saying unemployed; the figure you are talking 
about is those people economically active and those inactive.  That includes a lot of women who 
have decided to take five years off for childcare rather than work and it includes, I think, students.  
It is a very much smaller proportion that is actually unemployed.  We set a target of getting, I think, 
3% more of those back into full time work over the period from now to the Olympics.  We think 
that is achievable. 
 

Very often you are dealing with people who have been out of work for a very long time, have all 
sorts of multiple medical and, in some cases, psychiatric problems, and have lost a lot of the basic 
work skills.  You are also dealing with the best part of 250,000 Londoners who are functionally 
illiterate and innumerate so it is not a question of get them to five good GCSEs.  If we had the 
American system where you could not leave school and you could not pass out of your class until 
you had reached a particular situation, we would have about another 250,000 Londoners, some of 
them middle-aged, still in the schools system. 
 

Elizabeth Howlett (AM):  I think the further education colleges have really got to look ahead to 
the future and change some of the courses that they run. 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That is what has come out of this; it is the willingness of the colleges 
in London to recognise that the old legacy of the liberal education concept is completely dead.  
What we are talking about is giving people the skills that allow them to work. 
 
 
2608/2007 - Fares Strategy 
 
Geoff Pope 
 
Please explain your fares strategy and how it relates to Transport for London’s financial situation. 
 
2728/2007 - Fare Increases 
 
Roger Evans 
 
Will the Mayor make a statement on his fares package for 2008? 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  My primary aim has always been to keep London fares as low as 
possible while meeting the financial investment targets set out in TfL’s Business Plan. 
 
For buses the 2008 fares that I have announced mean that the inflation-adjusted fare paid per bus 
journey will have fallen from 58p in 2000 to 53p next year.  That is a 9% real reduction over eight 
years.  For the Tube the inflation adjusted fare will have risen from £1.41 in 2000 to £1.43 next 
year, an increase of 1.4% over eight years, or 0.2% per annum.  These figures have no parallel in 
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the last 25 years; a reduction in real bus fares and a virtual freeze in real Tube fares over an eight-
year period. 
 
I am delighted to have combined such a fares record while being three years into a £10 billion 
investment programme to improve a transport system that had suffered from decades of previous 
under-investment.  Our 2008 fares package has been made possible by record passenger numbers 
and careful controlling of operating costs resulting in cost savings above those anticipated in TfL’s 
Business Plan. 
 
Daily passenger ridership on buses has now passed 6 million.  The Tube carried more than 1 billion 
passengers for the first time last year. 
 
The 2008 fares package, including freezing all single tube and bus fares, is a way of sharing the 
city’s economic success with our passengers whilst we continue to invest to improve the public 
transport network.  My only regret is that, with the privatisation of the rail network over 15 years 
ago, I do not have the legal power to freeze travel cards as they are locked into a position where I 
have to agree any change with the train operating companies.  This year the train operating 
companies asked for increases of between 1% and 3%.  We refused to agree.  They declined our 
request to reduce fares so we fall back on the legally binding formula that they have to rise in line 
with inflation. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  That really gave us a potted history of some of the features that you felt could 
sell it, but in fact, of course, the typical traveller is not under 18 and does not get a free fare so 
these are very much average figures you have been talking about. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No, these exclude pensioners and under 18s; these are only the fare 
paying people.  We have excluded children from the 2000 figures so these are like for like figures.  
It is even better than you thought! 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  Why have you said in the last two years, “Look, if you want me to really 
refurbish London’s Underground and bring it up to standard people are going to have to pay for it” 
and you were not apologetic for pushing the fares up 10% one year and 10% the next. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  And 5% the third. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  Now you are putting the brakes on.  Would it not have been better to have 
had a smoother ride on this so that the people did not suffer such high increases during those two 
years? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That is absolutely right.  When I was elected in 2000 I thought the 
fares were far too high and we either froze them or had to live with the travel card increase in line 
with inflation.  You recall I made my first fare increase three months before the second Mayoral 
election so that no one had any illusions about that.  I said then I saw no reason for fares to rise 
above the rate of inflation in the following four years. 
 
Immediately following the election the Government gave us the freedom to borrow £2.9 billion for 
investment and I took the decision therefore to have two bus fare increases of 10% and one of 5% 
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and I think fare increases on the Underground of 1% above inflation to pay for that.  We have 
raised the money to pay back; we do not have to carry on doing it.  I said when we borrowed the 
£2.9 billion it will require three 10% fare increases in a row.  Because of the increasing ridership we 
did not need the third one fully and, as that increase in ridership has carried on, we are in a position 
where we are able to cut the fares by 10% on the buses and now freeze most fares except the travel 
card for the foreseeable future. 
 
I am happy to say now that there should not be any reason why fares need to rise more than in line 
with inflation over the next four years either.  If the Government comes along to me in a few years’ 
time and says, “You can borrow billions of pounds more to invest” we will have to have a debate 
about whether we do that.  At the moment though we have a £10 billion investment programme 
that runs to 2010, which is fully funded and Crossrail is fully funded without any fare increase, so I 
cannot anticipate such a decision arising until virtually the 2012 Mayoral election. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  What is the cost of the freeze on cash and pay as you go for next year?  Costs 
of running the service are going to go up with inflation.  You have announced six months before an 
election there is a freeze on these two types of fare.  What is the loss of revenue you project? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  It depends how much you would have wanted to increase them.  The 
TfL Business Plan we are about to publish analyses the extra revenue generated over each of the 
last seven years and carrying that forward demonstrates that in every year, if we continue to run at 
that level of surplus, fare increases can be comfortably contained at no more than inflation.  All that 
statistical analysis will be coming out with the budget documents, because I anticipated there might 
be some doom and gloom, and scaremongering coming down the road, so we have full forecasts 
based on the record of the last seven years. 
 
The only thing that would derail that would be a severe economic recession as we had in 1981 or 
1990, but I think the general assumption is that the economy will slow down but will not go into 
recession. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  In the past you have been pushing up the cash fares exorbitantly.  You said 
that was to move to a cashless service.  Now of course you have backtracked on that and you have 
a freeze.  Does that mean you are going to remove cash only? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We now have 1.9% of riders on the bus paying cash and just under 
3% on the Tube.  We could, I suppose, abolish cash on the buses but I know, from my own use of 
the buses, you get people who get on who have left their ticket at home and pay cash; a painful 
lesson but they pay it.  If we were to abolish cash fares that person would be told they have to get 
off, find a newsagent or a Tube station and buy a ticket. 
 
I suspect there is a small group of people who have an ideological objection to the Oyster Card 
because it allows us to know where they are – as if we would care – and therefore will not ever have 
one.  Rather than have endless rows about this it just seems to me, given cash handling is now so 
minimal on the buses, for either the accident or the eccentric we should allow it to continue. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  It is not connected with the fact there is an election around the corner?  
Nothing to do with that? 
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Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No.  There was very strong pressure both from the Transport and 
General Workers’ Union and the professional TfL officer advice to abolish fares on the buses.  I 
know from my experience that increasingly it is the tourist who perhaps was met at an airport, 
driven in, then gets on a bus on their first day and so on and has not found an Oyster Card.  The 
inconvenience to the innocent of abolishing cash on the bus outweighs the inconvenience of the 
bureaucracy of having to handle a little bit of money.  Certainly now it is not worth any drug head 
getting on the bus to try to rob the conductor, it is not worth the effort. 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  One of the things that Londoners are most supportive of is the Freedom Pass.  
You usually delight in criticising local councils for the way they run this.  Do you hope to take over 
control of the Freedom Pass financing yourself? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That is a standing offer I have made to London Councils; if they wish 
to give this up and pass it to TfL we would take it over.  Technically it makes no difference.  It costs 
the same whether it is run by TfL or London Councils.  They like to have something to do so we do 
not want to upset them! 
 
Geoff Pope (AM):  Are you going to push them? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I have said I would like to take it over.  They have to agree to give it 
up and they have made it quite clear they are not going to give it up so why should I waste my 
breath trying to persuade them?  No Council Tax payer would notice the difference; the cost would 
transfer seamlessly from the borough council tax bill to the precept.  You would be able to complain 
the precept had gone up more.  Actually you would have a shift within that.  You have an interest in 
having it happen; I have not. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  Council Tax payers always notice the increase when you take something over, 
Mr Mayor; it is a fact of history!  Isn’t it strange that you mentioned travel cards almost as a 
postscript to this great triumphal vision that you have and yet a very large number of people use 
travel cards in London; they are going to have an increase, and is it not misleading for you to 
trumpet this as some sort of great achievement and great benefit for passengers when many of 
them, particularly regular commuters and people from outer London, will not benefit at all? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  It is not a postscript.  I think it is an absolute tragedy that I am locked 
in to a deal where I cannot change the fares without the agreement of the train operating 
companies and I denounce whichever government it was – I cannot remember now – privatised the 
railways and created this barmy system.  I am quite happy to join you in a campaign to bring the 
trains back into public ownership and we will be able to get away from this. 
Roger Evans (AM):  I am not running a campaign like that.  You would probably have to go to the 
current government to do that but I would not hold your breath if I were you! 
 
You have some form when it comes to misleading the public over fares issues have you not? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No. 
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Roger Evans (AM):  I have a judgment here from the Advertising Standards Authority which says 
that a complaint against an advert you put out recently about the freeze in bus fares was upheld 
because it breached their clauses on, “substantiation and on truthfulness”.  That seems to be an 
official recognition that you misled the public as opposed to an opinion. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Which year was this? 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  This is dated 7 November 2007. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We reduced the fares so perhaps we should have said we were 
reducing them; we did not actually freeze them, we reduced them by 10% on the buses.  I have to 
get an advert out telling everybody we reduced the fares. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  No one is going to believe it now, are they?  This was the advert that stated, 
“The big freeze, single bus fares stay at 2000 prices on Oyster”.  It was misleading and that is 
official. Are you going to apologise? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I am assuming this refers not to the reduction of 10% in September 
but whatever the increase was in January. If you had raised it at the time I would have been better 
briefed but I cannot remember the exact details of that case! 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  Well, the findings only came out on 7 November 2007, which is why we did 
not raise it at that time. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  They could do with a bit of a boot up their backsides and get a bit of 
a move on couldn’t they? 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  It referred to bus fares.  Can you just tell us, under the new settlement, what 
is the lowest bus fare that you can pay? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  People do not have to worry about that.  They get an Oyster Card; it 
will always charge them the lowest fare.  If you have an Oyster Card on the bus you will pay 90p. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  90p.  What is the average bus fare? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The average bus fare is 53p. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  So the average bus fare is lower than the lowest bus fare.  That is a novel 
concept, if you do not mind me saying so! 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I was talking about the figure I gave you earlier in relation to what 
they are in real terms, considering inflation.  Do not forget that an awful lot of people have a 
season ticket which allows them to travel several times on the bus or several times on the Tube 
once they have paid their initial zonal fare.  That is why if you are travelling on public transport 
every day you make massive savings in having an annual season ticket. 
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Roger Evans (AM):  They have to be incredible savings to reduce the average to 53p.  I think it 
was Andrew Gilligan [Evening Standard correspondent] who said that you must be including fare 
evasion in the figure to get it that low!  I know you have rebutted that.  Did you include free travel 
in it? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  You will be glad to know Andrew Gilligan has accepted that the 
statement I made was accurate.  I think we are putting it on our website as you speak as it is so 
difficult to get him to admit that he was wrong. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  So how do you calculate that 53p figure?  How do you get to that? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The inflation-adjusted fare paid per bus journey has fallen from 58p 
to 53p between 2000 and 2008, a 9% reduction in real terms in eight years.  That was calculated by 
the Ticketing Department at Transport for London. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  What do they include in that figure, though?  Are they including all the 
people who get free travel? Is that how they get it that low? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No.  Specifically they excluded the under 18s travel. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  What about the Freedom Pass? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I think they excluded the Freedom Pass as well. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  What about you and I? We get free travel. Are we included in that? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The position is that you do not get free travel. The GLA pays the full 
cost of your ticket so your ticket there is a paid ticket; it is just borne by the Council Tax payer.  
You have left out Bob Crow [General Secretary, National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport 
Workers]; he travels for free.  No, I am just joking; he is not a TfL employee. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  A lot of people travel without paying.  The point I am trying to make to you is 
that to quote a figure if you are including effectively free travel in that does not represent the 
experience that the travelling public are actually having.  That is why it is so incredible. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Listen to what I said; the adjusted fare paid.  It is not free travel 
because that figure would be meaningless if you were calculating fare increases.  I am quite happy, 
if you want to have an exotic afternoon, to get the ticketing people over to take you through the 
calculations but I tend to believe it. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  Yes, please, I will certainly welcome an explanation of how that works. 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Anyone want to join him? 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  I am sure everyone will!  Mr Pope did raise with you another point before 
which you did not answer; that was around the interesting pattern that has developed here of three 
years of huge fare rises and one year of reductions or freezes which also seems to coincide with the 
year of the election as well.  Is that a coincidence or is it a cynical election stunt? 
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Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  If you look at those times when I have been able to determine fare 
levels; in my first year there was a 33% reduction, then the Law Lords increased the fares.  The 
moment we had the freedom to do so there was than a 25% reduction.  In the following three years 
fares were frozen.  Then the GLC was abolished and under your government they were massively 
increased.  That is what I inherited. 
 
In the first four years I froze all fares except those that legally I cannot, which are the ones that are 
tied to the train operating companies.  We then had three years in which there were real increases in 
order to pay for the cost of borrowing £2.9 billion.  We are now back to either freezing fares or 
increasing fares in line with inflation. 
 
Taking a lifetime’s public service you can say there is nobody else in public life in this country, ever 
in history, who has cut or frozen fares as frequently as I have.  I should have got a Nobel Prize for it! 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  That is going back to your old GLC record and, as I think so many people 
have said since you took on the job of Mayor of London, you have changed a great deal since then. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Do you know how boring this is?  Even the other Members are not 
listening.  You are emptying the gallery!  Rejoice in cheap fares! 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  It is nearly as boring and senseless as the GLC! 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  You just regret you were too young to take part!  You used to come 
to the concerts though. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  I did not live in London then. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  What a loss! 
 
 
2727/2007 - British Gas/GLA scheme 
 
Elizabeth Howlett 
 
A constituent has had cavity wall insulation done under the British Gas/GLA scheme.  When he 
applied for the £100 refund offered, he was told he should contact Wandsworth Council.  On 
contacting Wandsworth he was informed that the payment comes from the GLA.  On contacting the 
GLA again on 0845 070 5059 he was then told that Wandsworth was, “Entirely wrong and was 
trying to avoid paying”.  What is the point of these initiatives if the people running them have not a 
clue about the administration - or was this a deliberate mistake given your often voiced antipathy to 
Wandsworth Council?  How many other people, taking advantage of this scheme, have been 
misinformed? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I have a really long boring answer but what we think happened is your 
constituent got caught up in a Wandsworth Council scheme and we are not aware of their 
existence.  
 

29 



Elizabeth Howlett (AM):  No, no, no. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We tried.  We have been through all the people that have had this 
from Wandsworth and we cannot find your constituent on our files.  If you give me the name we 
will try to track it down.  We have been trying to get the name from you. 
 
Elizabeth Howlett (AM):  I will. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We think, actually, it is a genuine error.  They saw the GLA publicity 
but inadvertently signed up for a Wandsworth Council Scheme.  The full answer is so turgid you 
really do not want to hear it. 
 
Elizabeth Howlett (AM):  I am sure it is. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  If it is not that, I personally will make sure they send them the cheque 
for £100, but we think they made the mistake of doing the Wandsworth Council scheme. 
 
Elizabeth Howlett (AM):  Thank you very much.  It certainly was this.  He got in touch with 
another neighbour who had it and he had had his money so he was a bit upset about it. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Just give me the name; we will sort it out before the end of the week. 
 
 
2632/2007 - Olympic Transport cars 
 
Dee Doocey 
 
How do you justify having 3,500 cars during the 2012 Games to ferry around officials and sponsors, 
when Londoners are being told they must take public transport? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The number of cars that must be supplied during Games time is 
specified by the International Olympic Committee in the technical manual.  The manual is part of 
the host city contract and is therefore legally binding. 
 
Around 13,000 people including national Olympic committees, press and International Olympic 
Committee (IOC) officials such as technical and doping officials, many of whom need to transport 
equipment, will share approximately 3,500 cars during Games time.  All Games family members will 
have access to free public transport during the Games and they will be encouraged to use this 
wherever practicable.  A car sharing system will be put in place to minimise journeys.  For many 
events officials will be encouraged to travel in large groups by coach. 
 
The London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games Ltd (LOCOG) will 
obtain the necessary cars through their automotive sponsor.  All cars supplied will be low emission 
vehicles and after the Games will be released to the lease rental market.  Wherever possible zero or 
low emission vehicles will be used in vehicle fleets.  The vehicles will be operated in accordance with 
IOC, International Paralympic Committee (IPC) and LOCOG’s accreditation, accessibility and 
environmental criteria. 
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Dee Doocey (AM):  It is definitely not clear from the bid document, which is the only thing that 
we have got to go on at the moment, that all of these cars are absolutely necessary.  What is clear is 
that it is necessary to provide IOC members with these cars.  I could not find anywhere where it was 
necessary to provide observers and guests with them, or Olympic partners and guests.  Obviously I 
take your word for it if that is what you say is the actual case. 
 
I think it is regrettable and I am sure you must feel it is regrettable also.  It does smack of the 
governors and the governed and the haves and the have nots.  I think there are going to be 
tremendous problems.  I am looking at a map of the Olympic area and the main routes to it. Anyone 
who has travelled on the A12 and the A13, as I am sure you have done yourself on many occasions, 
will know just the amount of disruption that is going to be caused to Londoners if we are effectively 
going to put in special lanes, as I understand the plan is, in order to allow these 3,500 people to 
swan about in chauffeur driven cars. 
 
I am not querying the idea that there are some officials – anti-doping were the ones you suggested 
– that definitely need to transport equipment.  That is not the issue.  The issue is that, if you are 
telling Londoners that they should use public transport, if we are going to have, which we will, a 
superb bullet train that goes from St Pancras to Stratford in seven minutes, it is not beyond the wit 
of man that all these guests and observers and friends of various VIPs should also go on this seven-
minute bullet train. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I completely agree with you.  My experience so far with the Olympic 
Games is that the IOC is long overdue a period of major reform.  It needs to much more reflect the 
balance of sporting activity across the world; I think the average age is over 60; it is preponderantly 
white men, preponderantly from Europe and does not reflect now the diversity of the world.  Also I 
think it has got used to a style which is a smidgeon too pompous, frankly, in how they should be 
treated.  You will recall that when the IOC delegation came to inspect London, each of the officials 
was met by a government minister, Dick Caborn, with a red carpet at Heathrow Airport.  Clearly, 
when you are trying to win the contract you do all these things.  I actually think it does damage the 
reputation of the IOC. 
 
I will raise with Jacques Rogge [President, IOC], when I next see him, your concerns on this because 
I share them.  There are some officials who need to go by car because they are carrying drug-
testing equipment and various things that they use.  I do not think there is a justification for 
members of the IOC.  In Athens it was even more bizarre; each member of the IOC in their car was 
followed by armed police in another car.  I have discussed this with Sir Ian Blair.  We have not the 
slightest intention of providing armed protection to anybody except those people who specifically 
need it.  I will be happy to take this up with the IOC. 
 
Dee Doocey (AM):  Can I ask if you will also take up with the Olympic Board the fact that it is 
totally unnecessary for sponsors and our federation officials and Olympic partners to travel in 
chauffeur-driven limousines; they can also go on public transport.  It is not just the IOC. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I will be going on public transport.  I shall encourage everybody else 
to do the same, including the sponsors. 
 
Dee Doocey (AM):  Will you come back to me on that please? 
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Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I will come back to you on that. 
 
 
South London Line - 2540/2007 
 
Valerie Shawcross 
 
Network Rail is considering (in the South London RUS) removing the South London Line Service 
from London Bridge thereby disadvantaging thousands of my constituents who use this packed 
service daily.  It will also badly affect King’s College and Maudsley Hospitals at Denmark Hill.  What 
efforts is TfL Rail making to seek to protect this vital and popular local train service between Victoria 
and London Bridge via Denmark Hill? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The rebuilding of London Bridge Station due to start in 2012 – after 
the Olympics I hasten to point out – to accommodate additional Thameslink services will involve the 
conversion of three terminating platforms to through stations.  Network Rail’s analysis shows that 
from that date the South London Line cannot continue to run into London Bridge due to reduced 
capacity.  Priority should be given to the construction of phase 2 of the East London Line project - 
for which Department for Transport (DfT) funding is being sought  - to Clapham Junction, which 
will provide an additional four trains per hour direct link to Shoreditch High Street for the City and 
to Canada Water for Docklands.  Travel from South London Line to London Bridge would then be 
achieved by either bus from Denmark Hill or via Canada Water and the Jubilee Line. 
 
Transport for London has also made a number of other recommendations to Network Rail and the 
Department for Transport in order to help South London Line commuters after the East London 
Line extension goes ahead.  These include the running of an additional two trains per hour from 
Victoria to Bellingham which would offer interchange opportunities at Peckham Rye for London 
Bridge and would maintain the existing direct link between Victoria and Clapham High Street and 
Wandsworth Road Stations. 
 
Valerie Shawcross (AM):  We have a big problem with that.  In South London we need more 
services and we need additional infrastructure.  We are not happy with the proposal that as soon as 
there is additional pressure on the stations, ie London Bridge because of Thameslink, it should be a 
local commuter service that is taken out.  There are some choices that need to be made here and it 
may possibly be a balance of choice between long distance commuter and London-based 
commuter. 
 
I am not content that the East London Line should be a substitute for the South London Line, 
because it is not.  We want the South London Line and the East London Line extension because the 
plea of South Londoners is, “Can we have some more public transport?” 
 
The importance of the South London Line is twofold; one is that it serves those hospitals, which are 
enormous employers, and enormous numbers of patients go to King’s and the Maudsley. Two, it is 
also a service that begins and ends within inner London.  TfL Rail, like the rest of the rail industry, 
seems to think that if you run a train through a station and you stop it, that it serves people, but for 
people who live in inner London the experience is often that a train turns up and it is packed, it is 
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full and it has been loaded probably from two thirds of the way out.  The South London Line is a 
service which provides an accessible usable service for south Londoners. 
 
I can tell you now that south Londoners will not let this go lightly.  This is a big issue for us.  I want 
to challenge whether or not the rail industry – and I will include TfL Rail there, who are usually 
friends of mine but I include them in this one – has any clue at all about how many people use what 
services, where they get on, why they get on and how long they stay on. 
 
There is no serious ticketing going on.  I have seen one count from TfL Rail that says there will be 
30 passengers disadvantaged if the South London Line is taken away from Denmark Hill during rush 
hour.  I can tell you I have stood on that platform and it is risible to say that there are only 
30 people. 
 
What I want from you, Mayor, is a proper assessment of the usage of the South London Line before 
TfL Rail will go anywhere near supporting a case for removing it.  I also want the rail industry to 
look seriously at how efficiently they manage their capital assets at the stations.  If London 
Underground can have a stepping-back system and turn the Tube trains round as fast as they do on 
the Victoria Line, why cannot the rail industry get the trains in and out of their pinch point rail head 
stations at London Bridge and Victoria faster?  The South London Line: we are going to fight to 
keep it.  Will you support me in my fight to keep the South London Line? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  When I mentioned earlier the 1,000 extra carriages for overland rail, 
the majority of those serve south London.  Over the next few years, we are going to see a 30% 
increase in capacity of the existing overland train services in south London and, in some cases, the 
enlargement of platforms and so on to make that work. 
 
There is going to be this particular problem at Denmark Hill.  How close does the tram route go to 
this? 
 
Valerie Shawcross (AM):  Not close enough. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  What I will do therefore is commission a new study to your satisfaction 
to make sure we have got exactly the detailed figures before TfL makes any firm recommendations 
about their views on this.   
 
Valerie Shawcross (AM):  We want the usage of the South London Line to be properly 
understood. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We will get a proper survey done. 
 
Valerie Shawcross (AM):  This did not originally come from TfL Rail this is the Network Rail 
Route Utilisation Strategy.  The railway industry en masse prioritises longer distance commuters and 
undervalues Central London rail infrastructure and passengers. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  This has been part of my long running squabble with the two leaders 
of the Strategic Rail Authority through those early years, that they see London as a place they 
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would really like to zip through and just pick people up from one main terminus and so on, and they 
have always undervalued that.  
 
What I will do, and my staff are making a note of it, is say to Peter Hendy, “We want a proper 
survey done” and you are to be consulted about the form of the survey before it happens so you 
are satisfied that it will be extensive enough to be certain that we know exactly the number of 
people that are at risk of being inconvenienced. 
 
Valerie Shawcross (AM):  And who they are.  There is a social case for this line as well. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  A full social survey, the whole thing. 
 
Elizabeth Howlett (AM):  Mr Mayor, following on from what Valerie was saying, I just hope that 
in order to accommodate Valerie nothing happens to the other existing services at Battersea Park. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  When I first started work I went through Battersea Park every day.  I 
never saw a lot of people getting on and off but that was 1962; it may have changed since then!  
We will make sure that is taken on board. 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  If I can follow on then, Mayor? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Which of your trains do you want something for? 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  I was going to raise what I think is a strategic point which underlies the very valid 
local point that Valerie makes; that is the extent to which Network Rail has consistently failed to 
address the lack of capacity for trains going from south London and south east London into all of 
the London termini; it affects London Bridge, Charing Cross and the works. 
 
Since we are unlikely, unfortunately, to reach Geoff’s [Pope] question further down, can I ask, is 
that not even more highlighted by the extraordinary debacle over the Eurostar platforms at 
Waterloo where they have had three years’ notice that those are going to be available for domestic 
use and the best we get is the hope that we might get one used for domestic purposes by the end 
of the year and the others eventually?  Will you please make the strongest possible representations 
to the Minister that this is sheer incompetence on Network Rail’s part because it is a minor sum that 
is involved to make those available for domestic use and it is indicative of the lack of understanding 
of the pressures on commuters from south and south-east and south-west London that are being 
suffered in areas where there is no Tube essentially for them to depend upon? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I have been pursuing the Department for Transport and Network Rail 
on this issue of Waterloo virtually from the time I was elected.  I seem to recall these were 
discussions I was having when it was so long ago it was, I think, John Spellar or it might even have 
been his predecessor.  Initially there was no commitment by the Department for Transport or the 
Government that those platforms would be for rail use.  They were considering alternative uses.  We 
have made that case and we have won that argument. 
 
The combination of the painfully slow way in which the Department for Transport takes every 
decision plus the weakness of government in changing the Transport Secretary and Minister so 
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often has meant we have taken far longer than we should have done to come to the bleeding 
obvious.  This is the chance to reconstruct Waterloo.  It will give huge extra suburban capacity.  The 
extra 1,000 carriages and that will still mean we will be facing, by the middle of the 2020s, unmet 
capacity, and therefore we begin to look at Crossrail 3 which will be a tunnel from Waterloo to 
Euston that would allow more through running and not the turn back, but I suspect even my career 
is not going to stretch that long! 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  Given there is a lot of agreement between us on this I do hope that you will 
accept this as a cross-party issue. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  It is a London versus the rest issue. 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  Exactly.  And the sum involved at Waterloo is so miniscule compared with 
everything else that it could be done even under the current tight financial circumstances. 
 
 
2665/2007 - Greenwich Congestion Charge 
 
Peter Hulme Cross 
 
In light of TfL figures released under FoI to the Association of British Drivers showing that the vast 
majority of Greenwich residents oppose any form of ‘congestion charge’ in the area, can the Mayor 
confirm that he will drop this option? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I was approached by Greenwich Council and the local MP a couple of 
years ago to say that the problem with congestion at Greenwich is very severe; they were looking at 
a small and discrete congestion charge.  We started commissioning work.  We have looked at every 
available option between a very small and discrete one to something much larger that took in a 
great chunk of Lewisham and involved the Blackwall Tunnel.  That work has now come back and 
has started going out to the public domain for consultation. 
 
What we have discovered is Greenwich Town Centre is more congested than any other in London, 
perhaps by two to three times the average, and is a real problem.  60% of the traffic is through 
traffic and therefore is a genuine problem. 
 
It may well be that Greenwich will wish to pursue a small and discrete zone, at perhaps two or three 
pounds, that does not impact on the A2 and does not impact on the Blackwall Tunnel. I have given 
a commitment that there will not be tolling on the Blackwall Tunnel because it is not justified that 
people in the East End of London crossing the river have to pay a toll but people on the bridges in 
west and central London do not.  So this will not be a large zone. 
 
I spoke to the Leader of Greenwich Council yesterday and said that any question of tolling could 
not be accepted and if Greenwich wishes to proceed with a small, discrete zone that impacts around 
their town centre and does not have a wider impact on the A2 that will be a matter for them and it 
would be one I would not stand in the way of. However, we have ruled out any of the wider 
concepts of a very substantial zone charge.  I will be happy to pass you the various documents 
about the three scenarios we looked at at the end of the meeting. 
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It is now purely back to Greenwich.  This is a borough matter.  If Greenwich wishes to have a small 
discrete zone that does not impact on neighbouring boroughs, that’s up to them, but there will not 
be any tolling of the Blackwall Tunnel – I have given that commitment right the way through my 
period as Mayor – and there cannot be anything that impacts on the A2 because the impact then 
on Lewisham is unacceptable. 
 
This makes the case for looking at a national road-pricing scheme that deals with individual roads.  
It demonstrates that congestion charge has an application to the busy city centre but not to a 
suburban town centre. 
 
Peter Hulme Cross (AM):  Right, so this is something that is absolutely in the lap of Greenwich 
Council and nothing to do with you? You have washed your hands of it? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Not washed my hands.  If they decide to proceed that is a matter for 
them. We will support it, in the same way that when borough councils – Labour or Conservative – 
introduce road schemes, unless they have a negative impact on neighbouring boroughs, we do not 
stand in their way either.  It is a matter between them and their voters. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  The last time we discussed this you were very keen to point out that it was a 
Greenwich Council initiative rather than something involving TfL.  Some of the work that Greenwich 
Council did on their original consultation was asking people if they would consider a system where 
paying to enter Greenwich would also count towards paying to enter the central Congestion Charge 
zone as well, implying some amount of joint working between Transport for London and Greenwich.  
Is that still something that is on the drawing board? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  They did a study; they looked at every possible combination and 
aspect.  I got the report on Monday.  It rapidly confirmed to me that a small discrete zone is 
possible if Greenwich wants to do it.  It does not seem as though there is sufficient political support 
from the public at this stage to do it, but there certainly is not a case for a wider zone outside.  We 
have tested it all.  No one can say we have not got all the arguments, looked at all the scenarios, 
and we have consulted very widely. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  There would not be a link then with the zone in the centre?  I do not mean a 
physical link. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  It is one of the things that was considered but, certainly, it is not 
something we are going to go ahead with. 
 
Sally Hamwee (Chair):  We will then move to questions on Heathrow and aviation.  
Richard Barnes’ question [2692/2007] has been withdrawn.  It was apparently incorrect and not as 
he intended on the order paper. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That is the one I was getting very angry about earlier on which 
contained a lie actually.  Is that why it has been withdrawn?  Good, because I got the list of new bus 
routes we were putting on.  I was going to read them out at great length. 
 
Richard Barnes (AM):  I am going to resubmit the question, Mr Mayor. 
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2713/2007 - Heathrow’s Third Runway 
 
Richard Barnes [on behalf of Angie Bray AM] 
 
As the Mayor will be aware, the Consultation on Heathrow’s Third Runway will start this month.  
What evidence will the Mayor be submitting and what role will he play as one of London’s key 
planning decision makers in ensuring that the wishes of Londoners are best served? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I await the publication of the Department for Transport’s consultation 
next month.  I will then consider the proposals put forward and respond accordingly in the way that 
best serves Londoners.  However, I have made my position clear in opposing a third runway and will 
continue to play the role that best serves Londoners. 
 
In particular, now that we have had the opening of St Pancras Station and the dramatic 
improvement in journey times to Brussels and Paris, I would have to say to BAA and the airlines that 
if there is a problem of congestion at Heathrow then the slots between Heathrow and Paris and 
Brussels should be cancelled.  There can be no justification for flying, which is environmentally 
much more damaging, when there is a better rail service. 
 
If one then begins to think of modernising lines to Birmingham, to Manchester and to Leeds, we 
can most probably accommodate all the international business-related traffic by transferring traffic 
from the skies on to modern high-speed rail links in England. 
 
Richard Barnes (AM):  They could also perhaps cancel sending empty planes across the Atlantic 
to America which I saw reported in the paper today, or indeed empty planes down to Cardiff just to 
maintain slots, which would help that congestion as well. 
 
Mr Mayor, what confidence can we have in this consultation and its outcome when we get the clear 
impression of virtual collusion between the Department for Transport and BAA? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I regret that the Government has chosen to deal with BAA and not 
with the Greater London Authority as the responsible authority in this.  I think it will call into 
question the objectivity of any of their studies analysing the impact of noise and atmospheric 
pollution. 
 
I also think, given the announcement of President Sarkozy in France earlier this week that he was 
freezing the building of new motorways and airports to try to tackle pollution from transport and 
directing investment into the French rail network to shift freight traffic away from roads, that 
increasingly the prospect of a third runway at Heathrow is running so against the tide of national 
and international opinion, that whilst BAA may lumber along with its ambition, I cannot see it 
surviving. 
 
Richard Barnes (AM):  One would hope that that is going to be the outcome.  My constituency 
and the neighbouring constituencies directly affected are very conscious of the impact that a third 
runway would have upon the local environment.  A third runway would also impact on the rest of 
London with approach routes, departure routes and the whole lot of it.  Would you join your 
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resources and abilities with the 2M Group in getting London to understand what the overall impact 
of the third runway will be? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We are opposed to a third runway; we will oppose it if there is a public 
inquiry; we will join local authorities and environmental groups in any court challenge that 
challenges the objectivity of the analysis that has been done; we will join local authorities and local 
residents in challenging any expansion of night flights or any change to the running of the airport 
that worsens conditions locally. 
 
I think this is a cross-party issue in London.  I am not aware of anybody in London, other than 
business interests, who are proceeding down this line.  Given that only 40% of the passengers going 
through Heathrow are business, we can always preserve the business needs in Heathrow.  The fact 
it is operating at 98% capacity when other airports are doing 70% is because of the massive 
increase in short haul flights which is a luxury the world can no longer afford. 
 
Richard Barnes (AM):  Thank you, Mr Mayor.  After seven and a half years it is quite glorious to 
have something in common with you! 
 
 
2592/2007 - Noise from Aviation 
 
Darren Johnson 
 
How will the findings of ‘Attitudes to Noise from Aviation Sources in England’ influence your view on 
proposals for a third runway at Heathrow? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I welcome recognition of what many Londoners have been saying that 
people can be affected by aircraft noise at levels below the 57 decibel average level and ever 
increasing numbers of aircraft are an issue.  This further demonstrates the case against a new 
runway at Heathrow or more flights on the existing two runways. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  Do you think it was right for the panel to exclude opposition to Heathrow 
expansion from the London Plan Amendments, and do you think this is yet more evidence of the 
Government simply working to try to neutralise the opposition? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No.  The Inspector is bound by the existing legal situation.  The 
London Plan has to conform to national planning and the Secretary of State can direct me to 
change the Plan if it does not.  It is not his fault; he is just caught up in this system. 
 
We will continue to oppose it.  I suspect all the candidates for Mayor will stand on a basis of 
opposition to a third runway or increased use of the existing runways, and that will build a case 
against this that I think will spill over into the court challenges and everything else.  We will be all 
the way to Europe on the question of pollution; either noise or atmospheric. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  Will you be pursuing any legal challenges with regards to the London 
Plan? 
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Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That is the law.  I cannot have a London Plan in conflict with national 
planning objectives.  Each time we have an examination in public I am going to try to amend it, and 
each time the amendment will be stronger argued and there will be more factual basis to it, and 
eventually the Government will give in or it will lose in the courts.  I think the consultation process 
around the environmental issues is so flawed that I think there is a very good chance the courts will 
strike it down. 
 
Elizabeth Howlett (AM): I just wanted to come in on the problem of the noise quota for which, 
as you know, the Government has decided to use Concorde as the average noise quota.  However, 
Concorde only came in once and went out once in the night, it did not go on. Using the 50 decibels 
for the noise quota for Concorde would allow goodness knows how many 747s to go in and out 
during the night, so there will be continual noise.  There is something bizarre in this.  Are you able 
to do anything about this?  It is serious in south London and it is getting a lot of publicity. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The question of counting Concorde as part of the noise profile is 
completely outrageous.  Not only was that an exceptional craft that flew infrequently, but it only 
got permission to use Heathrow Airport because before the Planning Committee of the Greater 
London Council – before I was leader – had to meet to decide whether or not to agree the noise 
level was acceptable, British Airways took all the members of the Planning Committee on a free 
flight to the Middle East, all expenses paid with champagne, caviar and lobster poured deliberately 
down all their gullets.  To everyone’s surprise, when the Planning Committee then met, they did not 
think noise was going to be a problem because they had not heard any of it inside the cabin!  That 
is absolutely true.  British Airways paid to take the GLC Planning Committee on a free flight on 
Concorde with the most amazing service in order to guarantee the Planning Committee did not 
block landing rights at Heathrow Airport.  That was in the days before scrutiny and declaring 
interests and gifts.  All parties went; the whole bloody lot of them! 
 
Elizabeth Howlett (AM):  This is very interesting but, bringing it back to today, the Government 
is now using these 50 decibels of Concorde – which went in and out over a minute – to allow nearly 
200 747s. I would be amazed if 200 were able to get in,but it would be an all night noise quota 
from 747s. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I agree, and we will chip in our bit along with the local councils on the 
legal challenge on this. 
 
2542/2007 - Safer Travel at Night Campaign 
 
Joanne McCartney 
 

In the run up to the Christmas party season, will you be promoting your Safer Travel at Night 
campaign and other initiatives to keep Londoners, especially women, safe? 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  This year’s campaign is heavily promoting the CABWISE text service 
where you text the word, “Home” to 60835 (60TFL) and get the numbers for two local licensed 
minicab operators sent directly to your mobile phone.  CABWISE has been promoted since August 
to raise awareness of the service amongst new students and visitors to London.  In the run up to 
Christmas this will continue, together with press and TV advertisements.  Special teams will also be 
visiting busy late night areas to distribute promotional material. 
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As in previous years, there are also various additional activities planned including the screening of a 
TV advertisement highlighting the dangers posed by illegal cab drivers, the extension of the late 
night marshalled taxi ranks and private hire schemes that operate across the capital, and a range of 
cab enforcement activities undertaken by the Transport Operational Command Unit (TOCU). 
 
The Transport Operational Command Unit has a heavy schedule of anti-touting enforcement 
activity planned for the lead up to Christmas to deter and detect illegal mini cab drivers.  The 
activities will include daily patrols in the West End, covert anti-touting operations and high visibility 
enforcement exercises at various hot spot locations across London. 
 

In addition, the Transport Unit will carry out a number of operations to clamp down on unsafe 
vehicles and other taxi and private hire offences. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  With the roll out of Safer Transport Teams now would you envisage 
them being used in safer travel at night especially during the party season, perhaps some allowance 
in shift patterns? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  The local Safer Transport Teams are under the borough commander, 
so as long as the borough commander agrees.  Given this is not just a problem in Central London 
but in all the suburban town centres it might be that those units could work with the TOCU  to plan 
operations in the town centres. 
 
We would need a couple of additional police officers with the powers of arrest.  I will ask 
Sir Ian Blair to let his borough command officers in the suburbs look at that. 
 
 
2778/2007 - Recycling in London (2) 
 
Tony Arbour 
 

Will the Mayor make a statement on the current state of recycling in London? 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  According to information released last week by the Department for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA). London has the worst recycling rate of any English 
region; 22.4%.  London is now the only region that has not met the Government’s 2005/06 target 
of 25% recycling.  This is an unacceptable performance by London’s boroughs as we continue to 
fall behind the rest of England.  A breakdown for household recycling and composting rates; I have 
all the regions here but the top one, the Eastern region, is 38%, the bottom is London at 22.4%, 
and the average for England is 30.9%. 
 
The best performing European cities outperform London; Hamburg recycles 57%, Copenhagen 
54%, Munich 42%, Milan 39%, Vienna 39% and Berlin 37%.  Amongst the leading cities in North 
America, San Francisco is now recycling over 50% and Seattle 58%.  This is symptomatic of the 
poor governance arrangements that the Government and London boroughs insist will deliver for 
London. 
 

40 



Tony Arbour (AM):  Now that the single waste authority has gone and you are not given these 
waste powers, does that mean that you have now washed your hands of recycling in London? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No.  We discussed this with the borough leaders yesterday.  The 
Government’s idea that I should chair a committee over which I have no powers, where the real 
players with powers are the government and the boroughs, I think is confusing.  I think it will allow 
the Government to avoid taking difficult decisions on the assumption I am there and I will explain it 
all away.  The Government has not given a single waste authority.  It must now work with the 
boroughs to deliver the achievable targets. 
 
I will use my time and money to work with the private sector to build the facilities the boroughs can 
use.  The first of these will be open next year; a factory in Dagenham that will recycle all plastics in 
London and be the first in the world to produce as its product a quality of plastic capable of being 
used for food containers and water bottles.  Nicky [Gavron] is leading on this and we are now 
examining whether, as Edmonton incinerator comes to the end of its natural life, we should put our 
money in there into turning that into a state of the art waste-to-energy capacity. This would not 
use incineration but would use the latest biodegradable techniques using bacteria to take 
household waste and turn it into energy.  We will put the capacity in and it is there for the boroughs 
to use. 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  I am glad to hear that you are working with the private sector on this but 
given that you have just described your love-in with London Councils yesterday, are you not being a 
bit of a dog in a manger by, in effect, not offering to help the London boroughs in this matter? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Building facilities for them helps.  My worry was that if I chaired a 
body, Londoners will assume I am in charge of this and I am not; the lines of accountability are not 
clear and the Government will not face up to its responsibilities.  All governments have ducked the 
issue of recycling for years.  Having me there, they could say, “Well the Mayor is dealing with this” 
and I cannot deal with it; I have no powers to do it.  They have powers.  The boroughs have powers.  
Therefore my not filling that post is, I hope, going to force the Government to recognise it is 
heading towards real problems in not achieving its recycling targets and I am not going to be cover 
for them.  That was the real danger of this. 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  I sympathise with that, that you do not want to be the target for failure but, 
in your Municipal Waste Management Strategy you said that you will put in place, “A number of 
policies and proposals that I believe London waste authorities will need to implement”.  From what 
you are saying you are happy to give them advice but not happy to give them any kind of practical 
help? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Building facilities is the practical help we can do.  Can I also say on 
the Waste Strategy, that Waste Strategy was drawn up to be just about acceptable to government 
and yet move toward where we want to go.  There was horrible compromise.  I feel, given that we 
have not got the single waste authority now, my softly, softly catchee monkey strategy did not 
work. We are going to immediately start work on a new waste strategy which will say what we really 
want to do, and drive that forward and challenge the Government on all fronts on this, its woeful 
record in this area. 
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Tony Arbour (AM):  Given that you are clearly in favour of exhortation rather than doing 
something substantial to assist the boroughs, would you care to offer a view on the attitude of the 
Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames which now says that people who live outside the Royal 
Borough of Kingston upon Thames cannot take their refuse to what used to be the GLC tip there 
which means that some Londoners who hitherto may only have had to travel a mile to take stuff to 
the Kingston tip now have to travel in excess of five miles to get to their nearest other tip provided 
by another London borough? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That sounds terrible but I suspect there may be another side to the 
story.  I would hate to pontificate and denounce the borough until I had heard the other side of the 
story! 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  Go on, go on! 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I have to say when I hear you describing my policies I often do not 
recognise them!  This may well be the case with Kingston. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  It could all have been solved with a single waste authority! 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Yes, it could have been. 
 
 
2515/2007 - Central London Pedestrian Zone  
 
Jenny Jones 
 

Do you agree that a Central London Pedestrian Zone, which would link central London’s parks and 
squares with the river by removing motorised traffic from a number of routes, would significantly 
add to the capital’s visitor offer and economic vibrancy? 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  There is a balance to be struck in seeking to improve the 
attractiveness and availability of Central London while continuing to service its economy efficiently.  
As you know, my jurisdiction over roads in Central London is limited, however I have asked Design 
for London and TfL to work together to improve the urban environment and pedestrian accessibility 
to Parliament Square and the Thames along the Victoria Embankment. 
 
I have also asked TfL to explore the practicality of the full closure of part of Victoria Embankment in 
August each year when traffic volumes in Central London are at their lowest and replicating the very 
successful Paris Plage experiment there. 
 
I am aware you are providing a paper detailing your proposals which I will be happy to get my 
officers to consider.  I did ask to see whether there was a map of how much of Central London you 
wanted closed but they did not get me one in time.  That [referring to the plan held up by Jenny 
Jones] does a look a bit bigger than what we can do immediately! 
 

Jenny Jones (AM):  This is part of the Budget deal to save you any mental effort on this. 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I cannot close all of Central London to get my budget through! 
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Jenny Jones (AM):  That is not the scheme actually!  It is really to do a feasibility study about 
improving access between certain places. 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  That is really easy; that I understand; that we can do, so I have got 
your votes! 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  There is more than that. It is not that easy! 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We thought you were talking about closing it to all traffic. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  That is 2010’s Budget deal!  Let us not get ahead of ourselves here.  It is just 
to make sure people can walk safely from Regent’s Park down to St James’s Park. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I agree.  You know we have the plans for a Ramblas style thing down 
from Regent’s Park past the BBC and Portland Place. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  I have selflessly not included the park that I live next to so I am not being 
grasping on this.  So you are happy for a feasibility study on this? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We are happy to work this out.  There will be many things we can do. 
 
Sally Hamwee (Chair):  Jenny [Jones], as you were holding that plan and showing it to the Mayor 
I wonder if you could provide it to the Secretariat so that we can all see it, following this meeting 
[attached as Appendix 4]. 
 
 
2602/2007 - Chair of the Metropolitan Police Authority 
 
Graham Tope 
 

If you are lucky enough to be re-elected as Mayor next May, do you intend to chair the MPA in your 
third term? 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I think Len Duvall has done a very good job in incredibly difficult and 
increasingly difficult circumstances, and if both Len and I are re-elected I will ask him to continue 
for a full term as the Chair of the Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA). 
 
It is my intention, if re-elected, that the two areas I will devote more of my attention to will be 
driving up the housing figures and the skills agenda; the two new areas we are taking over.  I think 
that is where my time will be best spent.  I suspect other Mayoral candidates may wish to express a 
desire to chair the MPA but we have a perfectly good Chair under Len Duvall and I see no reason in 
changing it. 
 
Graham Tope (AM):  Do you intend to continue chairing TfL? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I am considering no longer chairing TfL.  With the Skills Strategy we 
take responsibility for directing funding in London and we take responsibility for directing housing 
investment funding in London.  We all agree skills are woefully inadequate in London, we have a 
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housing crisis, and I think my chairing a body that is now functioning reasonably well when there 
are Members of the Assembly quite capable of doing that would not be the best use of my time.  I 
will concentrate on where the problems are.  If you are all good I will consider you for the job! 
 
Graham Tope (AM):  I will not comment on your comments about Len, but I voted for him to 
become Chair of the MPA.  Do you feel that the Chair of the MPA, if it is not to be the Mayor, 
needs to be a Member of the Assembly? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Yes, I do.  My preference would be that all the Chairs of the 
functional bodies should be Assembly Members.  It is not possible to do that with the LDA, because 
legally it has to be a person nominated from amongst the business community.  I do think it is an 
added line of accountability that is not so much particularly useful for other Members of the 
Assembly – although they get to know who it is and they can get to them and talk to them about 
problems – I think it is much more important for the functional bodies that they have an Assembly 
Member who is in touch with the politics and what is going on here and can guide them in that 
way.  That is why I was particularly keen to have John Biggs as Vice Chair of the LDA. 
 
Graham Tope (AM):  And what a splendid job he is doing!   
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  What do you want?  Oh no, you are going. 
 
Graham Tope (AM):  I am going, yes; I want a quiet life, Mr Mayor!  Just for the record, although I 
do not speak for him, I understand yesterday, at his press conference, Brian Paddick [Liberal 
Democrat Candidate for 2008 Mayoral elections] also said that it was not his intention to Chair the 
MPA but, as I will not be on the Assembly, I will not be qualified anyway so there is no speculation 
on that. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I will just be glad to hear who Boris [Johnson, Conservative Candidate 
for 2008 Mayoral elections] wants to have as his Deputy Mayor so we have some idea of where he 
is going.  He did offer me a position in his administration and I said, “I assume you want me to be 
Deputy Mayor responsible for attention to detail”!  I offered him a job in my administration and said 
he could do the media work! 
 
Sally Hamwee (Chair):  Deputy Mayor for Routemasters and bendy buses maybe!   
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  I just want to offer to chair TfL. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I thought you might! 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  As I am already your sustainable transport adviser! 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  Anyone else?  I have a little list. 
 
 
2571/2007 - Support for the World Cup bid 
 
Murad Qureshi 
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How will you be supporting the FA’s bid to host the 2018 World Cup? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  A bid for the 21st FIFA (Fédération Internationale de Football 
Association) World Cup in 2018 would be from England rather than just London.  The capital’s great 
venues, supporting tradition and potential global media exposure mean we are working closely with 
the organisers of the London 2018 bid.  The Events for London team in Visit London is therefore 
looking to see where assistance can be provided and has met with the Department for Culture, 
Media and Sport to see how we can help.  We are fairly early on in the process with the decision 
due in 2011 or 2012. 
 
As Mayor I will use any opportunity to support the 2018 bid.  We are already working very closely 
with the Football Association on bids to attract the Union of European Football Associations 
(UEFA) Champions League final in 2010 or 2011 at Wembley and the UEFA Cup Final in 2011 at 
the Arsenal Emirates Stadium.  The Events for London team has been key to hosting a site visit 
from UEFA to key people on 19 and 20 November.  Securing these major football events en route 
to hosting London 2012 would provide a strong platform from which to bid to host the FIFA World 
Cup in 2018 and, given by that stage we may very well have a new Emirates style and class stadium 
for West Ham at West Ham, our own city’s capacity to put on amazing football will be increased. 
 
Murad Qureshi (AM):  I am glad to hear that, Ken, because it may be the only way we can get 
qualified to the World Cup!  As I am sure you realise we only win the World Cup when Labour is in 
power, so hopefully we will still be in power!  I would also like to emphasis my recent report, A 
Question of Sports Travel, which I think does emphasise that the lot of spectators is not as good as 
it could be for football supporters.  I do think it is one of the things that may be looked at if we are 
going to promote London as a venue for the World Cup in 2018 and I hope you take up the 
recommendations we have made in that rapporteurship which, generally, has gone down quite well. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I agree with all that! 
 
Murad Qureshi (AM):  Whilst you are reading the report, could I suggest you also not only take 
on the cause of getting the World Cup but also promoting other tournaments that are being created 
in London at the moment like the Inter City World Cup which is annually played at Regent’s Park?  I 
hope you will consider incorporating it in your Summer of Sports activities that you annually fund 
now. 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  If you can feed that into Jeff Jacobs [Senior Adviser - Regeneration 
and Business Planning] we will see if we can get that done. 
 
 
2793/2007 - Olympic Budget 
 
Bob Neill 
 

Will the Mayor make a statement on the current state of the Olympic Budget? 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  There have been no material changes to the overall Olympic Budget 
announced by Tessa Jowell [Minister for the Olympics and London] to Parliament in March.  Since 
then an enormous amount of detailed design, procurement activity and site works has been 
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undertaken by the ODA.  This has not changed the Budget position announced in March.  
Following all that detailed work, the ODA will be making public a more detailed breakdown of its 
programmes, scope and budget early in the New Year. 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  Do you agree perhaps, Mr Mayor, with Lord Moynihan who is concerned at the 
lack of transparency over the projects in the Budget? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  No.  Tessa [Jowell], Seb Coe and I had a comradely chat with 
Colin [Lord Moynihan] where we pointed out that we did not agree with this and we thought his 
comment had been unhelpful.  He had a robust defence of his actions.  We have a meeting of the 
Funders’ Committee, the Government Departments funding the Olympics, at the end of November 
which should finalise a Budget that can then be published early in the New Year. 
 
We have agreed that none of us is going to go off message and announce this all in advance, but it 
is going very well, it is not going to be some horrible shock where we come back and say we need 
£7 billion more, it is coming in well within budget. 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  Are you satisfied that there is going to be a clear definition of the Budget and 
clear definition of cash flow analyses for example?  They are pretty basic, are they not? 
  
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I would be happy to give you, as I have given one of your 
parliamentary colleagues, a briefing about where we currently are on a confidential basis because 
we have got nothing to hide, but we have made a collective decision to do a proper announcement.  
We have to square all the various government departments, but we are coming in below the 
£9.3 billion. 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  There has been some report that the Budget Secretariat at Canary Wharf may be 
replaced by some civil servants working out of Whitehall.  Are you aware of that and, given your 
previous views, would you oppose any move of that kind? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I think the present system is working very well.  We are changing the 
nature of the Secretariat but we are not allowing any powers to drift from the Olympic Board and its 
oversight to anywhere where it will be managed by civil servants.  As I have a legal veto over any 
such change, they would be wasting their breath. 
 
Bob Neill (AM):  So you would use your veto? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I would use my veto to prevent civil service control of any aspect of 
Olympic management or development.  I have made that clear right the way through because that 
was the first idea they came up with after we had won.  We arrived back in Britain to be told a 
committee of civil servants would oversee it.  There was a robust exchange of views and that was 
the end of that.  It was not just my veto that would have been used. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  A few months ago you did say that the sustainability criteria and projects 
for the Olympics needed more work and were not as ambitious as you would like to see but 
obviously there were question marks over the Budget at that stage.  Are you confident that things 
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are heading in the right direction and have you seen the improvements that you asked for from the 
ODA? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I am absolutely happy.  If you look at the usage of metal and concrete 
in the Olympic Stadium it is of an order several degrees different from anything else ever built.  The 
scaling down of the need for raw materials has been absolutely stunning.  It is not a carbon neutral 
stadium but it is closer to that by a mile than any other stadium ever built.  I will let you see the 
plans of that.  Literally it is like a shell compared with these vast solid structures that we have at 
Wembley or in Beijing. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  When we had the ODA in to the Assembly’s Environment Committee 
meeting we clearly saw there had been improvements in the proposed standards and benchmarks 
and so on. However, we still did not think they were as ambitious as they possibly could be, but we 
were led to believe that these targets could be exceeded and that we might be extremely pleasantly 
surprised.  Are we to expect the ODA targets to be exceeded in various areas? 
 
Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  We just established the group that will look at the sustainability of the 
Olympics and this will be part of their role. There is no earthly reason why those Members of the 
Assembly who wish to be involved in that should not be involved as well as helping to drive this 
forward and questioning and examining that in detail.  I suspect doing that as an Assembly scrutiny 
is not the right forum.  You need to sit down with the actual architects and planners and the people 
doing the construction and feed in at that point.  I can arrange for you all to be involved in that if 
you want. 
 
I am optimistic about where it is going.  Higgins [David Higgins, Chief Executive, ODA] keeps 
coming back with good solutions to difficult problems. 
 
 
2667/2007 - Cycling in More London 
 
Brian Coleman 
 

Does the Mayor of London agree with the policy of More London to not allow cycling on More 
London property? 
 

Ken Livingstone (Mayor):  I will support More London having cycle lanes running through the 
site, which seems the best way of dealing with it. 
 
Sally Hamwee (Chair):  Thank you.  I think that is the end of questions. 
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