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Report to the Assembly on the Mayor’s Draft 
Consolidated Budget for 2011 – 2012 
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PART A: INTRODUCTION & COMMENTARY1 
 

 

 

                                                 
1 This report is made up of two Parts, A and B.  The text in Part A does not form part of the formal budget 

amendments, which are set out in Part B. 
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Introduction 
 

The Conservative Assembly Group is producing its second alternative budget under a 
Conservative Mayor and administration in City Hall. Whereas under the previous 
administration we proposed wide-ranging alterations across all of the GLA Group to hold the 
Council Tax precept down to a more reasonable and realistic level in the face of a Mayor keen 
to squeeze every penny out Londoners, we now have in Boris Johnson a far more responsible 
Mayor who is pressing down on costs across all the functional bodies and favouring a more 
realistic budget than his predecessor.  
 
We welcome the freeze in the precept for an unprecedented third year running. By doing so 
the Mayor is able to take advantage of the Governments promise to pay 2.5% of budget to 
any local authority freezing Council Tax in 2011-12 and means an extra £23.2m in funding to 
the GLA. As an added statistical basis, freezing the precept for three years equates in real 
terms after inflation to a 6% cut. 
 
Where things have changed is in this responsible approach to balancing the budget and we 
only wish that Ken Livingstone had had the financial control to have got anywhere near doing 
the same thing during his time in office. This is especially damning considering he was Mayor 
during a time of financial prosperity for the country.  
 
Instead, Mr Livingstone saw fit to increase the precept burden on all Londoners whilst at the 
same time indulging in RPI+10% fare increases for TfL in non-election years followed by a  
cynical fare cut as the ballot box loomed. During his eight years, Ken Livingstone increased 
the precept by 152% overall with a record in his first term of the annual increases being 23%, 
15%, 29%, 7.5% - the fourth year was presumably another election sweetener. That is the 
legacy of Labour. A return to Mr Livingstone as Mayor would only bring more of the same.  

 

Table 1: Boris Johnson’s annual precept: 2008-2011 

Year Johnson 
precept - £ 

Johnson 
increase – £ 

Johnson 
increase  – % 

2009-10 £309.82 £0 0% 

2010-11 £309.82 £0 0% 

2011-12 £309.82 £0 0% 

 
Table 2: Ken Livingstone’s annual precept: 2000-2008 

Year Livingstone 
precept  

- £ 

Livingstone 
increase 

– £ 

Livingstone 
increase – 

% 

2000-01 £122.98 - - 

2001-02 £150.88 £28.00 22.9% 

2002-03 £173.88 £23.00 15.2% 

2003-04 £224.40 £50.52 29.1% 

2004-05 £241.33 £16.93 7.5% 

2005-06 £254.62 £13.29 5.5% 

2006-07  £288.61 £33.99 13.4% 

2007-08  £303.88 £15.27 5.3% 

2008-09  £309.82 £5.94 2.0% 

Total 2000-08 - £186.84 +152% 
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What we hope for the future is that the freezing of the precept for three years presages 
reductions in the precept in future years. The GLA saw massive precept increases when the 
economy was good and the Conservative group would not want to see a return to fiscal 
irresponsibility as the economy picks up again. This can be achieved through sensible 
budgeting and strategic placement of the GLA rather than the grand empire building of the 
previous administration.  
 
As Boris Johnson has said frequently, London is the engine of the nation’s economy. It needs 
to be built up and allowed to flourish not hamstrung by the prospect of yet more Labour 
bureaucracy and mismanagement. 
 
The successes outlined in the Mayor’s budget and the measures that he has had to take are 
despite the last Labour government’s miserable failure with the public finances that left the 
country paying £120m per day in interest alone, spending more on borrowing than the NHS 
and Defence combined and a public sector debt that more than doubled from £351bn in 
1997 to £893bn in April 2010 – all during a time of economic boom. Not only was the roof 
not fixed by Labour, the tiles were sold off and the building company went bust under 
Labour’s red tape.  
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Core GLA - Mayor 
 

                      Mayor’s draft          Conservative proposal 

GLA Core 
2010-11 Budget requirement 
 
Change: 
Inflation 
 
Savings & efficiencies 
 
New initiatives & service improvements 
 
Government funding 
 
Change in use of reserves 
 
Contingency available for the Group budget 
 
2011-12 total 
Budget change from 2010-11 

                            £m 
131.8 

 
                     Change: 

0.0 
 

-5.9 
 

+35.1 
 

-13.7 
 

-18.9 
 

+10.2 
 

138.6 
+6.8 

                             £m 
131.8 

 
                    Change: 

0.0 
 

-5.9 
 

+29.1 
 

-13.7 
 

-18.9 
 

+10.2 
 

132.6 
+0.8 

 
The previous Mayor took what was supposed to be a ‘lean and strategic authority’ 2 and turned it 
into a bloated bureaucracy that topped 700 permanent members of staff rather than the original 
450 that City Hall was designed for. Once the Olympics was added in, the annual budget for the 
GLA increased by over £100m from 2000 to 2008 and the GLA provided an easy excuse for the 
Livingstone empire building to run amok. 
 
Since the change of Mayor in 2008, the theme of the administration has been to reduce the burden 
on taxpayers whilst maintaining the work provided by the organisation. At the same time, new 
successes have included;  
 

 3 new rape crisis centres and extra funding for the existing centre after closures during the 
Livingstone years 

 Investment into London parks and street trees  
 Economic recovery plan launched 
 Preventing violence against women strategy developed 
 Protection for London’s green spaces rather than allowing them to be concreted over by 

developers using the Labour government’s planning guidelines that turned back gardens 
into brown field sites 

 City Hall establishment reduced to cut the burden on the taxpayer 
 Cutting waste and making savings across the group of £1bn  

 
The Conservative Group is proposing a £6m reduction in the GLA’s spend on new initiatives’ 
funding for old LDA projects. This can instead continue to be covered by the LDA through vireing 
the funding across to the GLA using s120 and 121 of the GLA Act if necessary. The LDA can then 
re-evaluate the projects it continues to fund and decide which can be removed and the funds used 
for more useful projects. A prime case for removal is the £6m for the long overdue 101 phone 
number. The project can be cut and the £6m saved passed to the GLA for old LDA projects whilst 
the LDA tidies up what it funds internally. This will mean money is not wasted and will reduce the 
GLA call on the precept.   

                                                 
2 John Prescott MP, Hansard, 14th December 1998 
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Core GLA – Assembly 
 

      Mayor’s draft          Conservative proposal 

GLA Core 
2010-11 Budget total 
 
Change: 
Inflation 
 
Savings & efficiencies 
 
2011-12 total 
Budget change from 2010-11 

                            £m 
8.6 

 
                     Change: 

- 
 

-0.6 
 

8.0 
-0.6 

                             £m 
8.6 

 
                    Change: 

- 
 

-0.96 
 

7.64 
-0.96 

 
The Conservative Assembly Group is happy to see proposals from the Assembly for a £600,000 
saving from the budget. However, the Mayor asked for a 10% reduction to be looked at and the 
savings made represent only 7%. The Mayor said in a letter to the Chair of the Assembly; 
 

“GLA officials are developing a fourth option for the Mayoral component for 
2011-12 which involves a saving of 10% on the 2010-11 budget.  
 
It would be prudent for the same option to be worked up for the Assembly 
component for 2011-12. This would amount to a saving of £860,000 in total 
on the Assembly budget for 2010-11. 
 
“Therefore I expect to see a fourth option of 10% savings for 2011-12 
exemplified by the Assembly when it considers its savings.”3 

 
Whilst the Mayor didn’t quite make the 10% target himself, the Conservative Group proposes to 
take a responsive lead on this issue and cut the cost of Member Services for the political groups by 
15% from that proposed or £360,000. This figure not only means the Assembly meets its overall 
10% reduction from 2010-11, but it also goes another £100,000 beyond.  

 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3  28th July letter from Mayor of London to Chair of the Assembly re: supplementary budget guidance.  
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Metropolitan Police Authority 
  

                                                       Mayor’s draft               Conservative proposal  

MPA 
2010-11 Budget requirement 
 
Change: 
Movement of Specific Grant to General 
Grant 
 
Inflation 
 
Net growth in existing services & 
programmes 
 
New initiatives & service improvements 
 
Savings & efficiencies 
 
Increase in specific grants 
 
Transfer from reserves 
 
2011-12 total 
Budget change from 2010-11 

£m 
2,673.3 

                     
Change: 

+135.6 
 
 

+56.6 
 

-5.5 
 
 

+71.3 
 

-163.0 
 

-24.7 
 

-30.6 
 

2,713.0 
+39.7 

£m 
2,673.3 

 
                   Change: 

+135.6 
 
 

+56.6 
 

-5.5 
 
 

+71.3 
 

-163.0 
 

-24.7 
 

-30.6 
 

2,713.0 
+39.7 

 

The Police remain the largest call upon the precept with over 70% of the investment made by 
Londoners to the GLA group going to the MPA. Projects that this investment supports include 
maintaining the Safer Neighbourhood Teams for local policing, reducing youth violence and knife 
crime and preparing for the security of the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games.  
 
Last year we applauded the Mayor for promoting Operation Herald to free up 550 warranted 
officers from back office roles to return to the front line for London’s benefit. In a time of austerity 
when the Met have had to instigate a recruitment freeze for new police officers, it is only right that 
public authorities maximise their resources and use fully trained and experienced officers in the 
roles they are trained for.  
 
This year the Mayor has shown his commitment to policing in London through the reallocation of 
£30m of resources from across the GLA group to the Met. Rather than reduce funding even further 
in the current financial situation, the MPA is still proposing an increase in its overall budget. 
 
No doubt one of the criticisms from the opposition will be of the Mayor cutting police officer 
numbers. What the Mayor has always said is that officer numbers will be higher at the end of his 
four year term than they were at the beginning. This is exactly what will happen. In April 2008 the 
Met had 31,398 warranted officers and the prediction for 2011-12 is 32,510.4  
 
On top of this Special Constables are estimated to reach over 5,000 this year and rising to 6,667 in 
2011-12. Considering they each patrol for four hours per week they equate to 10% of a paid 
officer, this means that the Met has the equivalent of an extra 500 officers, rising to over 660 next 
year. The Met are also expected to re-start warranted officer recruitment in the next few months, 

                                                 
4  Policing London Business Plan 2011-14, January 2011  
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thereby replacing officers that do leave the service and, in addition, the move to single patrolling in 
appropriate areas is worth an extra 330 officers as well.5  
 
The truth is that even on the most pessimistic estimate, the MPS will still be almost 750 warranted 
officers more in 2011-12 than it was under the previous administration in 2008 and updated 
estimates put that at over 1,100 higher. The Special Constables and the single patrolling make this 
increase even higher. The Mayor is fulfilling his promise to provide more policing for London and 
the opposition should recognise this fact.  
 
 

                                                 
5  Deputy Commissioner Tim Godwin, GLA Budget Committee, 7th December 2010  
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London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority 
 

                                  Mayor’s draft          Conservative proposal 

LFEPA  
2010-11 Budget requirement 
 
Change: 
Inflation 
 
Committed savings in existing services and 
programmes 
 
New initiatives & service provisions 
 
New savings & efficiencies 
 
Change in use of reserves 
 
2011-12 total 
Budget increase from 2010-11 

                            £m 
437.3 

                              
Change: 

+2.6 
 

-1.3 
 
 

+1.0 
 

-10.9 
 

-19.3 
 

409.4 
-27.9 

                                 £m                           
437.3 

                              
Change: 

+2.6 
 

-1.3 
 
 

+1.0 
 

-10.9 
 

-19.3 
 

409.4 
-27.9 

 

The big issue for LFEPA over recent months has been the divisive union dispute over shift patterns. 
Despite ongoing discussions over six years it is only recently that an agreement has been 
successfully concluded. Now that LFEPA has resolution on this issue it, and the LFB, can 
concentrate on doing what it does best and provide fire cover for London.  
 
The Mayor maintains his key deliverables as the reduction and prevention of fires and the 
undertaking of 230,000 home fire safety visits over the next three years. Budget wise LFEPA has 
had £19.3m reduced from its reserves in favour of that funding reallocating to the MPA, so the 
financial pressures on LFEPA remain after having been the most robustly financially managed of 
the functional bodies through recent years.  
 
Where LFEPA has succeeded is in the good stewardship from its leadership in building up the 
reserves and steering the ship successfully to the strong point that it currently is in, which has 
allowed the Mayor the flexibility to channel additional resources into the MPA where they were 
needed. The Chairman and his team should be congratulated for their work over the last three 
years to improve the authority so that this flexibility has proven possible.  
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TfL 
 

                      Mayor’s draft          Conservative proposal 

TfL 
2010-11 Budget requirement 
 
Change: 
Inflation 
 
Fares, charges & other income 
 
Increases in PPP/ PFI payments 
 
Net operational increases/ decreases 
 
Savings & efficiencies 
 
Capital projects 
 
Debt servicing, contingency & other items 
 
Funding & working capital  
 
2011-12 total 
Budget increase from 2010-11 

                            £m 
12.0 

                           
Change: 

+65.0 
 

-289.0 
 

-171.0 
 

+274.0 
 

-237.0 
 

-403.0 
 

-92.0 
 

+847.0 
 

6.0 
0.0  

                           £m 
12.0 

                         
Change: 

+65.0 
 

-289.0 
 

-171.0 
 

+274.0 
 

-237.0 
 

-403.0 
 

-92.0 
 

+847.0 
 

6.0 
0.0 

 
The Conservative group are pleased to see the precept taken from TfL reduced to £6m for the 
coming year. We have long argued that with the high income levels of TfL to factor in a small 
precept was unnecessary, so halving it is a very positive step for the council tax payer in London.  
 
Whilst we hope that all sides on the London Assembly welcome the reduction in the precept, the 
main controversies to be debated will no doubt centre on the fares package for 2011 and the 
scrapping of the western extension zone of the Congestion Charge.  
 
The position needs to be stated very clearly, Boris Johnson was bequeathed a £1.3bn black hole in 
TfL’s finances by the previous administration that cynically used fares as a political football to try 
and bribe Londoners. Such a terrible heritage needed to be addressed and Boris Johnson set about 
doing so by instituting £5bn in savings over the course of TfL’s business plan.  
 
Ken Livingstone and his cohort complain about the RPI+2% fare increase, but what they do not 
bother to mention is that in the 3 years after the 2004 election the former Mayor raised fares by 
RPI+10% each year. Between 2005 and 2007 the Oyster fare increased by 42%.  
 
In his first term, Mr Livingstone targeted the Council Tax payer, in his second term he moved on to 
the transport fare payer, so to complain now about fare increases to invest in the transport system 
is just a touch hypocritical, especially when the suspicion remains that the former Mayor only 
reduced fares in 2008 as an electoral bribe and not because TfL could afford the loss in income.  
 
All free and concessionary fares have been protected by the Mayor, which means that 40% of bus 
passengers will continue to have free or subsidised travel. Even with January’s necessary fare 
increase the average bus fare will be just 60p per journey compared with a typical fare of around £1 
in other UK cities.  
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The real question to Ken Livingstone’s objections is how in earnest they are and not just voiced out 
loud to appease his union paymasters that house and fund the Livingstone campaign? 
 
The removal of the western extension has also proved divisive despite the Mayor’s consultation 
that found 67% of respondents, including 86% of businesses in the area, voted for removal. 
Rational thought would say that having a large majority of residents and businesses in favour of a 
schemes removal would be a clear indicator of what should be done. It seems though that the 
Labour party (and the rest of the opposition) do not work in rational thought though or they would 
never have ignored the majority who did not want the western extension created in the first place. 
The WEZ really was a case of Ken Livingstone ignoring the people who put him in office in favour 
of the usual left wing ‘we know better’ policy.  
 
The loss in revenue is also a question to be addressed. Some sources have said £55m, Mr 
Livingstone has £70m on his website and the net congestion charge revenue listed in the 
consultation budget is £47m less than was listed in last years budget. A big reason why Congestion 
Charge income will be less is the new direct payment option brought in by the Mayor as a benefit 
for Londoners. TfL will see a reduction in income because there will be a big reduction in fines.  
 
The opposition will see this as a point to attack the Mayor on, but the fact is that the Mayor is 
responding to the votes of thousands of affected residents who wanted the zone removed and 
means that he is following his manifesto pledge and doing what Londoners elected him to do.  
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London Development Agency 
 

                                Mayor’s draft          Conservative proposal 

LDA 
2010-11 requirement 
 
Change: 
 
 
2011-12 total 
Budget increase from 2010-11 

                            £m 
                               Nil 

 
                     Change: 

 
 

                                Nil 
                            Nil 

                           £m 
                              Nil 

 
                    Change: 

 
 

                    Nil 
                           Nil 

 

The LDA remains a nil impact upon the precept but the GLA remains in the dark about the details 
of this years grant funding from central government. The historic problems created by the previous 
administration that led to the widely reported £160m black hole in their finances have now led to 
the LDA being scrapped along with the rest of the RDA’s in England.  
 
With the removal of their grants and the planned closure of the LDA in April most of the business 
and skills programmes are returning to central government and the continuing programmes 
transferring to the LDA are being reduced in number and scope. The Mayor is replacing the 
promotional work of the LDA with a new Promote London company funded by the GLA.  
 
We look forward to the LDA being merged in with the GLA. 
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Summary of Proposals 
 

 Base 2010-11 
Mayor’s proposals 

2011-12 
Alternative 

proposals 2011-12 

MPA                                                                      £2,673.3m £ 2,713.0m £  2,713.0m 

LFEPA £   437.3m £    409.4m £     409.4m 

TfL £     12.0m £        6.0m £         6.0m 

Core GLA - Mayor £   131.8m £    138.6m £     132.6m 

Core GLA - Assembly £       8.6m £        8.0m £       7.64m 

LDA £        0.0m £        0.0m £         0.0m 

Total budget £3,263.0m £ 3,275.0m £3,268.65m 

Council Tax income  £   923.0m £    934.8m £   928.45m 

Precept increase  
(Band D) 

- +£0.00 -£2.11 (-0.7%) 

Total Band D precept  £    309.82 £309.82 £307.71 
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PART B: Proposal to approve, with amendments, the Draft Consolidated 
Budget for the 2011-12 financial year for the Greater London Authority and 

the Functional Bodies. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

FORMAL BUDGET AMENDMENT  

1. The Mayor’s draft consolidated budget (together with the component budgets 

comprised within it) for 2011-12 be amended by the sum(s) shown in column number 3 

of the table for each constituent body, as set out and in accordance with the attached 

Schedule.   

(These sums are the calculations under sections 85(4) to (8) of the Greater London 

Authority Act 1999 (as amended) which give rise to each of the amounts mentioned in 

recommendations 2 and 3 below.) 

2. The calculations referred to in recommendation 1 above, give rise to a component 

budget requirement for 2011-12 for each constituent body as follows: 

Constituent body Component budget 

requirement 

Greater London Authority: Mayor of London £    132,617,000 

Greater London Authority: London Assembly £        7,640,000 

Metropolitan Police Authority £ 2,713,000,000 

London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority £    409,400,000 

Transport for London £        6,000,000 

London Development Agency £                      0 

 

3. The component budget requirements shown in recommendation 2 above, give rise to a 

consolidated budget requirement for the Authority for 2010-11 (shown at Line 55 in 

the attached Schedule) of –  

 

£3,268,657,000 

 

BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS 

4. [WHERE APPLICABLE, INSERT ANY OTHER BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS REQUIRED] 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

NOTES:   

a. A simple majority of votes cast by Assembly members is required to approve any 
amendment to recommendations (1) to (3) above concerning the draft Consolidated 
Budget; abstentions are not counted. 

b.  To approve the draft Consolidated Budget, without amendment, only a simple 
majority of votes cast is required. Again, abstentions are not counted.
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SCHEDULE 
 

Part 1: Greater London Authority: Mayor of London (“Mayor”) draft component 
budget requirement calculations 

 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure 
is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure 
is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If ‚nil‛ 
or ‚£0‛ is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(1) £212,696,000 £212,696,000 estimated expenditure of the Mayor calculated in accordance 
with s85(4)(a) of the Act 

(2) £10,621,000 £10,621,000 estimated allowance for contingencies for the Mayor under 
s85(4)(b) of the Act 

(3) £5,000,000 £5,000,000 estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the Mayor under s85(4)(c) of the Act 

(4) £0 £0 estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
Mayor under s85(4)(d) of the Act 

(5) £228,317,000 £228,317,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the Act for the Mayor (lines (1) + (2) + (3) + (4) above) 

(6) -£80,200,000 -£86,200,000 estimate of Mayor's income calculated in accordance with 
s85(5)(a) of the Act 

(7) -£9,500,000 -£9,500,000 estimate of Mayor’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
lines (1) and (2) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act 

(8) -£89,700,000 -£95,700,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the Act for the Mayor (lines (6) + (7)) 

(9) £138,617,000 £132,617,000 the component budget requirement for Mayor (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (5) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (8) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the Act) 

 
The draft component budget requirement for the Mayor for 2011-12 is: £132,617,000 
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Part 2: Greater London Authority: London Assembly (“Assembly”) draft component 
budget requirement calculations 

 
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure 
is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure 
is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If ‚nil‛ 
or ‚£0‛ is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(10) £8,000,000 £7,640,000 estimated expenditure of the Assembly for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act 

(11) £0 £0 estimated allowance for contingencies for the Assembly under 
s85(4)(b) of the Act 

(12) £0 £0 estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the Assembly under s85(4)(c) of the Act 

(13) £0 £0 estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
Assembly under s85(4)(d) of the Act 

(14) £8,000,000 £7,640,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the 
Act for the Assembly (lines (10) + (11) + (12) + (13) above) 

(15) £0 £0 estimate of the Assembly’s income calculated in accordance 
with s85(5)(a) of the Act 

(16) £0 £0 estimate of the Assembly’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in lines (10) and (11) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act 

(17) £0 £0 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) 
of the Act for the Assembly (lines (15) + (16)) 

(18) £8,000,000 £7,640,000 the component budget requirement for the Assembly (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (14) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (17) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the Act) 

 
The draft component budget requirement for the Assembly for 2011-12 is: £7,640,000 
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Part 3: Metropolitan Police Authority (“MPA”) draft component budget requirement 
calculations 

 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure 
is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure 
is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If ‚nil‛ 
or ‚£0‛ is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(19) £3,547,200,000 £3,547,200,000 estimated expenditure of the MPA for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act 

(20) £25,100,000 £25,100,000 estimated allowance for contingencies for the MPA under 
s85(4)(b) of the Act 

(21) £0 £0 estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the MPA under s85(4)(c) of the Act 

(22) £0 £0 estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
MPA under s85(4)(d) of the Act 

(23) £3,572,300,000 £3,572,300,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the 
Act for the MPA (lines (19) + (20) + (21) + (22) above) 

(24) -£824,500,000 -£824,5000,000 estimate of the MPA’s income calculated in accordance with 
s85(5)(a) of the Act 

(25) -£34,800,000 -£34,800,000 estimate of MPA’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
lines (19) and (20) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act 

(26) -£859,300,000 -£859,300,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) 
of the Act for the MPA (lines (24) + (25)) 

(27) £2,713,000,000 £2,713,000,000 the component budget requirement for the MPA (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (23) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (26) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the Act) 

 
The draft component budget requirement for the MPA for 2011-12 is: £2,713,000,000 
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Part 4: London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (“LFEPA”) draft component 
budget requirement calculations 

 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure 
is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure 
is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If ‚nil‛ 
or ‚£0‛ is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(28) £459,600,000 £459,600,000 estimated expenditure of LFEPA for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act 

(29) £0 £0 estimated allowance for contingencies for LFEPA under 
s85(4)(b) of the Act 

(30) £0 £0 estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of LFEPA under s85(4)(c) of the Act 

(31) £0 £0 estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of LFEPA 
under s85(4)(d) of the Act 

(32) £459,600,000 £459,600,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the 
Act for LFEPA (lines (28) + (29) + (30) + (31) above) 

(33) -£30,900,000 -£30,900,000 estimate of LFEPA’s income calculated in accordance with 
s85(5)(a) of the Act 

(34) -£19,300,000 -£19,300,000 estimate of LFEPA’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
lines (28) and (29) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act 

(35) -£50,200,000 -£50,200,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) 
of the Act for LFEPA (lines (33) + (34)) 

(36) £409,400,000 £409,400,000 the component budget requirement for LFEPA (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (32) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (35) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the Act) 

 
The draft component budget requirement for LFEPA for 2011-12 is: £409,400,000  
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Part 5: Transport for London (“TfL”) draft component budget requirement 
calculations 

 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure 
is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure 
is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If ‚nil‛ 
or ‚£0‛ is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(37) £8,441,000,000 £8,441,000,000 estimated expenditure of TfL for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act 

(38) £154,000,000 £154,000,000 estimated allowance for contingencies for TfL under s85(4)(b) 
of the Act 

(39) £245,000,000 £245,000,000 estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of TfL under s85(4)(c) of the Act 

(40) £0 £0 estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of TfL 
under s85(4)(d) of the Act 

(41) £8,840,000,000 £8,840,000,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the Act for TfL (lines (37) + (38) + (39) + (40) above) 

(42) -£8,834,000,000 -£8,834,000,000 estimate of TfL’s income calculated in accordance with 
s85(5)(a) of the Act 

(43) £0 £0 estimate of TfL’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
lines (37) and (38) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act 

(44) -£8,834,000,000 -£8,834,000,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the Act for TfL (lines (42) + (43)) 

(45) £6,000,000 £6,000,000 the component budget requirement for TfL (being the amount 
by which the aggregate at (41) above exceeds the aggregate 
at (44) above calculated in accordance with section 85(6) of 
the Act) 

 
The draft component budget requirement for TfL for 2011-12 is: £6,000,000  
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Part 6: London Development Agency (“LDA”) draft component budget requirement 

calculations 
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure 
is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure 
is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If ‚nil‛ 
or ‚£0‛ is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
Proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(46) £213,700,000 £213,700,000 estimated expenditure of the LDA for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act 

(47) £3,000,000 £3,000,000 estimated allowance for contingencies for the LDA under 
s85(4)(b) of the Act 

(48) £0 £0 estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the LDA under s85(4)(c) of the Act 

(49) £0 £0 estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
LDA under s85(4)(d) of the Act 

(50) £216,700,000 £216,700,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the Act for the LDA (lines (46) + (47) + (48) + (49) above) 

(51) -£216,700,000 -£216,700,000 estimate of the LDA’s income calculated in accordance with 
s85(5)(a) of the Act 

(52) -£0 -£0 estimate of the LDA’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts 
in lines (46) and (47) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act 

(53) -£216,700,000 -£216,700,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the Act for the LDA (lines (51) + (52)) 

(54) £0 £0 the component budget requirement for the LDA (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (50) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (53) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the Act) 

 
The draft component budget requirement for the LDA for 2011-12 is: £0  
 

 



Conservative Group Amendment     Blue paper 

 22 

Part 7: The Greater London Authority (“GLA") draft consolidated budget requirement 
calculations 

 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure 
is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure 
is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If ‚nil‛ 
or ‚£0‛ is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s proposed 
consolidated budget 

requirement 

Budget 
amendment’s 

proposed 
consolidated budget 

requirement 

Description 

(55) £3,275,017,000 £3,268,657,000 the GLA’s consolidated budget 
requirement (the sum of the amounts in 
lines (9) + (18) + (27) + (36) + (45) + 
(54)) calculated in accordance with 
section 85(8) of the Act 

 
 
The draft consolidated budget requirement for 2011-12 is: £3,268,657,000 
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