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Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  You gave 
me a month to come back [to the Committee] with something sensible and I think we are in a 
position to do that.  It is not yet finalised and this has been really complex.  We have been 
negotiating hard and discussing numbers with the trustees and with the administrators and we 
have an arrangement whereby we believe that all pensioners’ obligations are covered as of 
today’s valuation by that deal in full.  Also, all other creditors will receive their monies in full.  
 
That needs approval by the Pension Protection Fund and the regulator is also interested in it, 
and we have not yet had the approval.  I would like to say the level of co-operation and 
goodwill from the trustees and from the administrators has been first rate. 
 
When I last met you the numbers were moving around based on almost a daily basis and they 
have continued to do so.  On the website there is a Mayoral Direction which sets out the basis 
of the arrangement but if I run you through what we are hoping to finalise and sign today.  It 
will need four signatures on every document and we have three; we need the fourth.  
Essentially, the Section 75 debt1 for the old pensions would have been £9.25 million.  The other 
creditors estimate at this stage will be about £2.5 million.  We think there are administrator 
costs on top of that.  In round terms, the outstanding liabilities if the Section 75 debt 
crystallises will be around £12 million.  The assets that Visit London has are under half of that 
figure.  Again, crystallising the Section 75 debt has been quite difficult in terms of making those 
numbers work. 
 
What we have done is the Greater London Authority (GLA) will agree to put in a figure of 
around £6 million immediately and provide a short run guarantee for the residual pensions 
liability and then we will come to an arrangement - and have come to an arrangement - with the 
trustees that any residual assets from Visit London - we believe under the arrangement we have 
that will be about £3 million coming back to the GLA - will reduce the £6 million payment.  It is 
cash flow rather than a payment issue.  At that point everybody receives what their entitlement 
is as at the point that we did the notice valuation, which I think was last Thursday was it not? 
 
The market has moved so those numbers have moved very recently.  We are in a position to sign 
that arrangement, subject to the agreement of the Pension Protection Fund, and on that basis 
we think that we will have done what the Mayor recognises is a moral obligation to both 
pensioners and other creditors, which is they receive their entitlement. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Could I ask you how this has been received by the pensioners?  Are they 
satisfied? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We have 
not been in touch with them because, until I have got an agreement which is signed, I think it is 
dangerous to tell anybody.  One of the things that I have learned in my life is that until you 

                                                 
1 A debt due from an employer to the trustees of a defined benefit pension scheme under section 75 of the 
Pensions Act 1995 (as amended) 



 

have got everything on a legal document do not tell anybody it is guaranteed.  The three parties 
- the administrators, the trustees and the GLA - are happy to sign.  We now need the Pension 
Protection Fund to sign.  Given that this deal is better than the pensioners and the creditors 
would otherwise get and their obligation is removed I cannot see that that will be a problem.  
Unfortunately, this is quite a complex deal and getting things out of administration is a lot more 
difficult than getting things in to administration.  We think we have got a satisfactory deal for 
all parties and we think we have met the obligations that really, the Mayor said, he needed to 
make sure were met.  
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  I understand and totally appreciate the amount of work that must have 
gone into this. Could you outline for me, the pension that the pensioners had previously and 
what they will have now? What will be the difference? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  None, 
based on this valuation.  Their entitlement is met in full.  It has met a current valuation.  The 
difference and distinction in what we are doing is it will require a short-term guarantee from the 
GLA and then there will be a supplementary agreement which removes the ongoing obligation 
from the GLA.  That then means that the trustees are responsible for the payments, but the 
payment is received in full as of the latest valuation. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  I understand.  The £6 million that may come down to £3 million. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  It should 
come down to £3 million. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  It should come down to £3 million.  If that £3 million, for whatever 
reason, was not forthcoming, is that £6 million guaranteed? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  The 
£6 million is guaranteed but there is no reason why the £3 million should not be forthcoming.  
We have looked at the assets of Visit London which the administrator has and most of it is cash. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Those are the assets we thought were £1.5 million last time? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  They are 
£4.5 million.  It is well worth going to talk to people, rather than just relying on information that 
comes through. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Absolutely, yes.  Which was the point you made at the last meeting.   
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Thank you for the work that you have put in to rectify what is a 
debacle in terms of how we got into this position.  I suppose from your contribution you cannot 
retrieve the issue of the selling of the assets to the new organisation from the administrators? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  No, it is 
part of the cash flow and also the circumstances so it flows through the system to come back to 
us later on. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  When we last met you could not quite tell us for how much did 
London & Partners purchase those assets that had already been paid for by Londoners? 
 



 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  They 
were partly paid for by Londoners because Visit London also had some private sector 
contributions.  Very small. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Very small. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We think 
that is in the order of about £400,000, from memory. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Fine.  You are waiting on the various pension bodies to say yes.  
There is nothing likely to stop this now is there? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  There is 
nothing that I can see that can stop it because, as I have said, the only thing that, in my view, 
would stop it now is bloody mindedness from the Pension Protection Fund on the basis that the 
deal we are offering is better than the alternative that anybody would get.  Its primary 
responsibility must be to pensioners and we think we have satisfied that obligation, as do the 
trustees. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  My final question then is, from the evidence that was presented 
to this Committee the last time we met, was it the deadline of starting London & Partners that - 
you talked about people co-operating, looking at the figures and coming to an arrangement.  Is 
that what stopped this deal being done some months earlier? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I honestly 
cannot comment.  The fundamental problem is not necessarily the timing; it is the availability of 
people to go through the numbers and understand them.  Had we done that some time ago we 
would have come to exactly the sort of arrangement we have had.  If I am honest there may 
have been some brinkmanship from various parties about trying to secure a better deal and 
other people paying for it.  I have no idea and I would not like to comment on motives.  What I 
do know is that if you sit down with people and you look at this with a view and an objective in 
mind - which is to meet your obligations - you are more likely to get to a solution. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Let me phrase it another way then.  What stopped that 
happening some months ago? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I guess it 
was the unavailability of people who were willing to meet.  This would all have arisen in 
March 2011.  It may well have been that Sir Simon Milton [former Deputy Mayor and Chief of 
Staff, GLA] was not able to meet people.  That may well have been a problem.  Realistically, 
without meeting people you cannot understand the basis of the numbers and you cannot 
understand the nature of the risk.  The actuaries that we employed, and the trustees employed, 
spent a week reconciling numbers and risks and returns to come to a common position, which 
was the £9.25 million figure. 
 
Len Duvall (Deputy Chair):  Chair, one final point really for our minutes, just to tidy up, we 
have still got some work that is ongoing and when we report back for the final bit, we should 
recognise the Mayor has apologised at the London Assembly for these arrangements that 
brought us into the position that Sir Peter Rogers has had to rectify.  I would like that to be in 
the minutes and recorded. 
 



 

Dee Doocey (Chair):  I am very pleased that the Mayor recognised that he did have a moral 
obligation.  Could I ask, Peter, finally, if you were starting this from scratch - because one of the 
issues that the Committee is going to look at is lessons learned - would you perhaps have 
considered not having to crystallise the Section 75 at all by maybe having a different 
arrangement?  Maybe taking the Visit London and moving the other companies into it? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think 
the question of the crystallisation of the pension fund and the structure of the new one are 
entirely separate.  I personally support the separation of the organisations into a new one so 
that it does not have an identity which is a single brand, rather than a multi-brand.  I do believe 
that, had people employed the professionals that we have used and involved the professionals 
as I have involved Martin [Clarke], and actually had some knowledge of pension law and returns, 
then it probably would have been resolved without the Section 75 debt ever being crystallised. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  OK.  On behalf of the Committee can I thank you for all the work that 
you have done, and obviously Martin as well?  Good luck.  I hope you get your final signature. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We are 
expecting it today.  We were expecting it yesterday, which is why I have said do not count 
chickens.  The pension protection organisation has got some more questions. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Bird in the hand. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  As soon 
as we get it what we will do is write to you and tell you that we have received it. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  OK.  Thank you very much indeed. 
 
Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  All the agreement documentation 
is public.  There are no confidentiality clauses; it is all publicly available. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Fine.  That is very good.  Thank you very much indeed. 
 
 


