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John Biggs (Chair):  The next item is to talk about the implications of the transfer of LDA and 

Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) functions to City Hall. We have four witnesses: 

Martin Clarke [Executive Director of Resources, GLA] who is a perpetual witness at this 

committee; Lurene Joseph who is the Chief Executive of the LDA, David Lunts who is the 

interim Executive Director for Housing and Regeneration; and Sir Edward Lister, Chief of Staff 

and chair of the Investment and Performance Board. 

 

If I could start the ball rolling and thank you, Ms Joseph, for coming, and we are looking at this 

from several perspectives, but if you could tell us, we have all received the briefing notes I think 

from you about the wind-down of the LDA.  If you could tell us what you think the biggest 

financial risks are with the wind-down of the LDA it would be most helpful. 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  Thanks very much to the Committee for inviting me 

to come to share the progress of the LDA in terms of its close-down.  I think in terms of the 

financial risks, I can characterise those as possibly four, the first one being around the project 

management and the budgeting arrangements there, the end of year close-down, the assets 

and liabilities and where we are with our Compulsory Purchase Orders (CPO); and I feel those 

are risks that are well known to the Committee and we feel that those are well mitigated within 

the organisation. 

 

Firstly, we have just had last year in 2009/10 our financial accounts, which were well audited 

and unqualified, and our draft accounts for this year would appear from the district auditor to 

be the same.  It demonstrates good financial management and also the continuous drive for 

value for money. 

 

With regard to the end-of-year accounts, this is 2011/12 because the LDA will be closed in 

March of next year, we have had very good conversations, one with the district auditor, our 

Audit Risk and Performance Committee, as well as the GLA, Martin Clarke, which is also going 

to involve the district auditor, with regard to plans around close-down or our accounts. 

 

With regard to the CPO arrangements, which we all know has been a challenge throughout the 

eight years of settling claims, etc, we feel very much reassured by some of the qualifications we 

have had in terms of conversations with the claimants, some of the conversations and the 

settlements we have had in the courts, which gives us reassurance that the budget that has 

been set aside and the financial strategy that has been put in place for the repayment of the 

debt is on track.  In this year, that has been communicated to the GLA, it has also been 

scrutinised by the district auditor and there are plans in place with Edward Lister to take that to 

 



 

his Investment Programme Board before the point of transfer so that the GLA is completely 

aware of those issues, but there is ongoing conversations. 

 

Our assets and liabilities: for the first time we feel very reassured by those; those have been fully 

audited by the district auditor and valued in terms of book value for our balance sheet in this 

financial year and we will do the same again at the point of transfer in month ten of this 

financial year before we transfer to the GLA, so those assets and liabilities will be very visible. 

 

I think those characterise the risks and I have given you a thumbnail sketch about the 

mitigations we have put in place to make sure that there is a seamless transfer done in an 

orderly way by 31 March. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Your assets, there is a clear understanding that those will transfer to the 

GLA?  In other parts of the country there is some dispute about whether they will go to 

successful authorities or back to Government. 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  For us, it is very clear that all of the assets at the 

point of vesting, which is deemed to be 31 March, will come to the GLA.  The only difference 

there is the Business Link contract, which goes nationally, but all of our assets and all of our 

liabilities will come to the GLA. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Liabilities, similar, other than the separate agreement about Olympic land 

costs I think, is that right? 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  That will all come here; that is very much part of the 

financing strategy that is in place and very visible to all. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  CPO liabilities are, I know, fairly imponderable, they can come back years 

after the event, so that will be a liability that will be held by the GLA on transfer of the assets? 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  It will be a liability, but if I can give some 

reassurances, as I said, we have been able to settle some of the very big claims that we have 

got, we have 95 claims remaining now to settle.  We have looked at where we are in terms of 

analysis of some of those claims, and we feel that we have put aside the appropriate provisions 

to allow the GLA to meet those claims ongoing. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  The Olympic land commitments though, it is not quite as clear-cut as 

that, is it?  We have some grant allocation, but there are continuing liabilities, recurring 

liabilities, for the Olympic land, which were transferred to City Hall. 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  That is correct. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  As you hand over the keys, what is your expectation as to how they are 

going to be met? 

 



 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  In terms of how they will be met, I mean it will be a 

matter for Martin [Clarke] to decide, but there is a financing strategy, which has been agreed, 

which takes us over a number of years past the demise of the LDA, which the GLA is quite well 

informed of and there is a capital receipts programme in place to achieve that and a monitoring 

programme to deliver that.  The team will come over intact and it will be for the GLA at the 

point of transfer and going forward in April to decide on that financing strategy, but the 

financing strategy, from where I sit, stands as at the point of transfer. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  But your grant allocation covers £3 million in 2014/15 Olympic land 

costs, reading from my briefing, and yet the liability appears to be £54 million for that year. 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  Yes, there is pressure on the financing in 2014/15, 

our advice, as we would have done it in the LDA, should we have still been in existence, is to 

start conversations very early with Government with regard to those settlements and my 

understanding with the GLA is that those conversations have started with the Department for 

Communities and Local Government (DCLG) to secure those financing arrangements in 2014/15 

and beyond. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  So, if we talked earlier about GLA resources being at their ceiling in terms 

of funding/borrowing, if we were to do nothing and inherit this £51 million liability, we would 

be somewhat up the creek, is that a fair description? 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  We would have to take action. 

 

Realise capital receipts, yes, and you might want to pursue it, but this is known within 

Government, dialogue is ongoing, there is a timetable to try and get this resolved by the end of 

October. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  From the GLA’s point of view, resolution would be a grant to cover these 

liabilities I suppose; that is the preferable outcome. 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  Yes because the actual Olympic 

debt finance strategy was also agreed with Government as part of the land that was transferred 

to the Olympic Park Legacy Company (OPLC), so from my perspective, GLA’s perspective, LDA’s 

perspective, people I have been talking to in the Government, it is all meant to be part of an 

agreed package.  The problem is, it is a problem for Government to find the money in 2014/15.  

The helpful thing in the last year, the spending review period, is also helpfully for them is going 

to be the first year of a new one, so it has to be worked through over the next sort of six weeks 

with Government and it is getting the personal attention now of the Permanent Secretary in the 

DCLG. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  The CPO question, every now and then you get a cutting from the 

Estates Gazette or somewhere saying another bunch of landowners in Olympic Park have found 

another £60 million worth of claims and some of that is hot air of course, but I think we know 

that sometimes it is not.  You feel you have identified the scope of those liabilities as well? 

 



 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  Yes, I think claimants will always have a claim; what 

we do is that we look at the precedent, we look at the valuations that we have had, and we are 

reassured that the monies that we have set aside are sufficient for the claims that have to be 

met over the next few years, and we have the contingencies in place of course for that. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  Can I just unpick the extent of the problem and whether it is 

restricted to the Olympics or not?  The numbers we have is that at 31 March 2011 the assets 

were actually not assets overall, they were liabilities to the tune of £192 million, with assets of 

£568 million and liabilities of £760 million.  Is that correct? 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  Yes. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  Is it also correct to say that if you were to split out Olympics 

and non-Olympic assets the liabilities on the Olympics assets and the non-Olympic are genuine 

assets, therefore? 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  I don’t think I would characterise it like that.  I said 

that when you look at the funding arrangements that we have in place, we have budget set 

aside to meet some of the claims.  Where we do not have budge for that it is, of course, made 

up of capital receipts program, which is very clearly laid out.  We will look to the LDA assets, as 

they currently are, to fulfil those requirements in terms of capital receipts. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  I just want to stick at the various physical assets - they have a 

figure in your book, against which there are some liabilities, presumably.  I am trying to establish 

whether it is only on the Olympic plan where the liabilities exceed the assets.  Basically because 

the story has been that the housing land and the regeneration land is all coming over to here 

and that is a plus.  That implies that they are worth something, rather than actually what we are 

inheriting is a whole set of liabilities.  Overall we are inheriting liabilities.  I am trying to establish 

whether those liabilities are essentially related to the Olympics, where there is a different story, 

as Martin was just telling us, and whether on a non-Olympic theme they are genuinely net 

assets. 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  Yes, they are generally net assets that will come to 

the GLA for their use. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  OK, well that is good news because for precisely for the 

reason the understanding was all were transferred to the Olympic Park Legacy Company.  

However it was going to be funded was nonetheless sorted because Londoners would be pretty 

mad if it was discovered in a few years time that we were, as it were the GLA and us Londoners, 

were stuck with Olympic liabilities which was then eating into the capacity to do stuff on the 

stuff that we want to talk to David about in a minute, in terms of housing.  OK, so the problem 

is essentially an Olympics problem.  That is what I was trying to establish.  Thank you. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I understand your assets have been rated with a high or medium or low 

rating for the confidence in their value.  I understand that there are some that have been rated 

as having a medium risk against perhaps not realising their full amount.  Of that there were 



 

some development properties.  Could you tell me whether or not any of those development 

properties are on the Olympic site, or are these separate from the Olympic site? 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  My understanding is, on looking at the books, it is 

separate.  Most of them are.  What we have done with our valuations, as you say, is look at 

them in terms of high, medium, low and this is around knowledge that we have around those 

sites in terms of whether there are remediation issues or any other issues that could impair the 

valuations that we have had done.  The report back, which I think is satisfied in terms of draft 

reporting from the District Auditor, says that she understands where we are with those 

valuations.  As far as I am aware none of them are Olympics related.  It is clear, by the nature of 

the sites that we have, as you know most of them are in brown field areas, there are remediation 

issues associated with those. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I just wanted to clarify that we have not spend so much money 

remediating the Olympic Park only to remediate bits again. 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  No, that is not the case. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you very much. 

 

Murad Qureshi (AM):  You mentioned the CPO liabilities.  Does the power that the LDA have 

to CPO also get transferred over, so a future CPO may be deemed important for the -- 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  Yes, there would be a new form.  At the point 

vesting, at this point in time, the GLA itself does not have CPO powers.  At the time of vesting, 

and my understanding of the way the Localism Bill has been drafted, those powers will be 

provided here within the GLA. 

 

Murad Qureshi (AM):  Local councils have that and it will be interesting to see how mayors do 

that strategically across London. 

 

The other transfer issue from the LDA, which has not been mentioned, and it may not be the 

right place to raise it, is transfer of staff.  I know bits and pieces -- 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  This has all been dealt with at the Business Management and 

Administration Committee, in some detail. 

 

I spoke to Lurene the other day and I described the transfer of the LDA as sounding a bit, to 

me, like ‚so far the dog did not bark‛.  There may be liabilities, which is what we are exploring 

now, but the transfer of staff is ongoing and it has been reported in the Mayor’s reports and to 

the Economy, Culture and Sport Committee repeatedly. 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  I am just happy to mention that we have done well 

working with the GLA on that. 

 

 



 

Darren Johnson (AM):  The performance of LDA programmes been taken over by the GLA in 

2011/12, how is that performance being monitored? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  OK.  We have established three boards.  The primary one is the 

Investment Board, which will take over all responsibility for all of the investments that we have 

in all of the capital programmes, indeed all of the programmes that the GLA is running.  There 

are two other boards in existence, 1) the Regeneration Board, which is fundamentally the old 

LDA activities plus some things, and 2) the Housing Board.  The idea behind that is those two 

boards will look after those two distinct areas of activity and the main Investment Board will 

provide the overall review and also pick up all the other projects which are around the GLA. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK.  In terms of the actual day-to-day monitoring of programmes, it 

is one of the things the Assembly had raised previously in previous terms about the need for a 

stronger monitoring regime of programmes.  We have seen significant progress on that in terms 

of a more robust approach to monitoring delivery and so on, but is that going to be as robust as 

the LDA? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  Yes, we are very much using the LDA model. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  So it is the LDA model? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  Fundamentally, yes.  It is the LDA model with some amendments 

to make it more suitable for the sort of projects and arrangements that we have.  We are trying 

to bring in that same LDA discipline onto all the projects, so the projects have to be justified, 

they are monitored closely and then the outcomes are monitored as well. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  So we should see no relaxation in terms of the performance 

monitoring? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  No.  I sincerely hope not.  If there is any relaxation then in my 

view that is a failure on our part and something we have to ensure does not happen. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK, thanks for that.  For Lurene as well -- 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Can I just ask, Edward, do you feel yourself bound by the same targets as 

were adopted by the LDA? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  No, I do not think so.  I think we have to review all of these. 

 



 

John Biggs (Chair):  Say you inherited a particular project which was to build 100 houses, 

would you decide tomorrow to only build 70 or something?  Do you see yourself bound by 

those general parameters? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I think we have to look at all of these projects.  I think it is a 

difficult question to actually answer that at the moment.  I think what we have done is we have 

inherited from three different places a lot of different programmes.  I think we have to look at 

each of those programmes again.  I think as you have pulled out of the earlier discussions, there 

are new priorities coming along, such as the £50 million fund for the riots.  Things like this are 

going to come along, therefore we are going to have to prioritise what we put into them.  

Therefore, some existing schemes will have to change.  I think that is inevitable, but those will 

have to be evaluated, considered carefully and then obviously presented and argued through 

and ultimately will be scrutinised by this Committee. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  We will come back to that in a second. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Just one question for Lurene about existing programmes still with the 

LDA.  How is the closing down of the LDA, the lead-up to that, affecting performance, given 

obviously shrinking staff, other responsibilities in terms of the winding up responsibilities you 

were talking about earlier?  How is that affecting performance? 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  I think it hasn’t, if I make a bold statement.  One of 

the things that people forget is whilst we are closing the organisation down, as you quite rightly 

say, we are still delivering on a number of projects.  What we have done is to tie in very closely 

now with the structure that Sir Edward has put in place in terms of the Investment and 

Performance Management Board (IPB) and the Regeneration Investment Group (RIG) very 

much so in terms of providing oversight in terms of what we do, to ensure that we are 

continuing to deliver on value for money, so that Sir Peter, who chairs the RIG, and Sir Edward, 

who chairs the IPB, have a clear sight and are able to interrogate those value for money delivery 

positions that we have put in place.  We still have our board that is very, very active in terms of 

our delivery and wanting to ensure that at the point of closure we do delivery on the projects 

that we said we would deliver on, and achieve as far as possible those terms. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  At that point of closure, what is the level of underspend you are 

anticipating there? 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  We are anticipating at month four, which we have 

reported on both to the committees in the GLA, which is the RIG and the IPB.  We have a 

planned under spend of £5 million at this stage.  £2.8 million of that is from the cable car, where 

we had set aside a budget line, not a spend line but a budget line for the cable care, which we 

have no longer been called upon to contribute to.  Then we have about £4 million of efficiencies 

just through closure that we have identified.  These are admin efficiencies. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  They will all transfer and presumably will be available for the GLA for 

2012/13? 



 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  That is absolutely right.  One of the things that is 

being instigated now is that we are starting to look at business planning and support of the GLA 

to move that forward, so that there is a seamless approach in terms of that transfer of funds and 

prioritisation of projects going forward in 2011/12 and 2012/13 with the GLA. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Just to finish off this question, in our pre-meeting we decided to pursue 

a further line of questioning, which is about the need for, possibly, additional resources.  In the 

previous item we discussed with Martin Clarke and Sir Peter Rogers, funding for the 

disturbances.  One of the conclusions of that is we have reached a sort of headroom ceiling for 

borrowings.  I think implicit in the earlier part of the answer from Sir Edward about whether you 

would be reviewing your targets is that you might be looking at these additional funds from the 

HCA budgets and so on to help meet previous LDA-type activities and regeneration priorities.  

Can you tell us whether you have an idea or a programme for bidding for additional resources, 

or whether you have a clear view in your mind about the scope of resources for regeneration-

type activities at City Hall in the future?  Implicit in that question from my point of view is that 

we are a bit under resourced compared to the past, and probably compared to what we would 

like to do in London, but you may take a different view. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I think I am going to answer you a little by saying it is still early 

days on this.  I think what we have to do is to review all of our programmes.  I think priorities are 

changing and, as you have already said, we are going to have to find the funding to meet those 

new priorities.  Obviously the money from the HCA is all ring-fenced to housing, so that is not 

accessible for regeneration projects.  Although of course it could well be that the same land is 

providing a regeneration project and a housing project.  Then we have the split in working out 

how we get best value for money and where does that money go to. 

 

There is a bit of that going on but fundamentally we have to go through all our existing 

programmes and that is an exercise we have started.  We are starting with the LDA ones, we are 

going to then work our way through every other programme to make sure we have the financing 

right, to make sure we have the outcomes right, to make sure we have everything else right and 

it is sustainable going forward. 

 

Could I just also make the point that we are still in the midst of negotiations with the DCLG, 

both on the HCA, and there is also some of that HCA land is also regeneration land.  There are 

all those negotiations still going on.  Martin touched on this earlier, hopefully we are going to 

conclude that all in the next couple of months, but there is a lot of negotiation to be done.  

There is a lot of land involved.  There are a lot of assets involved.  I think we have to make sure 

that as we get hold of those in the GLA we are monitoring them carefully and ensuring we are 

sweating them as best we can and, above all, making sure we are getting value for money out of 

those assets. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Here is a simple question: would you say we are in a good place, a 

challenging place, a very challenging place - a multiple choice question - or a very, very 

challenging place? 



 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I actually think at the moment we are in a good place, but I do 

recognise that it is a very new world that we are moving into as the GLA.  The Investment Board 

is just one of the things we have put in place.  I think the whole GLA, both the Assembly and 

the Mayor, is going to have to change as we become a delivery authority.  We are going to have 

to deliver these programmes.  I think it is work in progress.  

 

John Biggs (Chair):  London is an interesting city that throws up things from time to time, as 

we all know, and we are not going to have other riots of course, but if something requiring a 

similar sort of level of intervention to the disturbances we had over the summer was to happen, 

the message I am getting is that we have already hit the ceiling and we would have to go 

somewhere else with a begging bowl or something because we do not have the in-house 

resources to meet such a demand.  Is that, in your view, a fair assessment? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  No.  I don’t think I could accept that.  I do think there is quite a 

bit of resource here.  I do think we are absorbing a lot of assets, which can be used to produce 

more revenue to fund some of these schemes.  I just think we are at an early stage in this whole 

process.  When you think about, say for example, the LDA land assets it is a very substantial 

amount there.  There is well over £100 million of land.  We have HCA assets, depending upon 

whether or not you include the Greenwich Peninsula, there is £200 million to £300 million there.  

There are big assets that are on the move and we just have to make sure we use those assets 

wisely. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Mr Lunts, could you tell me what the key issues are to be resolved with 

the Government, over the handover of HCA London activities and assets to the GLA? 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  OK.  As I 

think Sir Edward has alluded to, there is a great deal of discussion and negotiation going on 

with Government at the moment.  They have indicated that they want to resolve the issues 

around the HCA transfer now, as part of the overall GLA settlement, which we are expecting to 

be concluded hopefully in a month or two’s time.  In terms specifically of the HCA, the critical 

issues for us that remain still to be finally resolved are, firstly, I think it is fair to say, the terms of 

the transfer of the main HCA land assets in London.  By that I mean everything other than the 

Greenwich Peninsula, which I will come back to in a moment.  These are sites that the HCA, and 

before the HCA, English Partnerships acquired over a number of years.  I think it is fair to say 

that the view of Government is that those will transfer, but they have not yet signed off on the 

terms under which those assets will transfer.  In other words, do we get them at nil 

consideration, do we get them at anything other than a nil consideration and is there to be any 

trailing wires in terms of obligations to pay receipts into the future.  That issue has not yet been 

finally resolved. 

 

The second issue is specific to the Greenwich Peninsula.  Edward has already alluded to it.  It is 

by far the most significant strategic land asset that the HCA owns in London.  It was subject to a 

very high profile and a very expensive acquisition and remediation programme, so DCLG and the 



 

Treasury are taking that through their process as a separate business case.  So that is being 

looked at separately from the main asset portfolio.  That is not to say that there is any 

indication at this stage that it won’t come to the Mayor.  Indeed if it does not come to the 

Mayor it is quite difficult to see what else the Government could do with it because the HCA’s 

legal powers in London will effectively switch off next April.  If the Mayor does not manage it I 

am not sure who will, but that still remains to be resolved. 

 

I think the final issue is on the revenue side.  Obviously these are substantial capital assets, 

some of which have liabilities attached to them as well, in terms of land.  But there is also the 

question about the revenue resources to run the operation.  While it is clear, I think, that there 

is an agreement around the core staffing costs, in other words, the London HCA team and the 

costs directly associated with that, which will definitely transfer, we are still in discussions with 

DCLG over some of what we call the frictional costs.  In other words, overhead costs that it is 

very difficult for the HCA corporately to split out in terms of legal or IT or any number of 

overhead costs.  Nevertheless these are costs which will be incurred by the GLA in future and we 

are looking to get a settlement on that. 

 

I suppose the only other last thing I would add is that although I think this is now pretty clear, 

we still want to resolve precisely what programme budgets come over to support the land assets 

that we are assuming we will transfer.  We just want to be absolutely sure that we have nailed 

down between now and 2015 the programme budgets that we need to support the 

management and the delivery of those sites. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Are you saying that rather than getting the pieces of land with nil 

consideration, we might get some commitments with those pieces of land? 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  If they do hand that over in that condition that could be a very complex 

process.  Especially the nature of the land is that two adjacent bits can have a completely 

different commitment against them.  That could be quite complicated and time consuming to 

do that, could it not? 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  It could be.  

I think there are two related issues here.  One is that assuming that the land is transferred there 

will be some sites that do come with contractual obligations to third parties.  For instance, the 

Big Lottery and British Gas are subject to legal contracts in terms of an overage agreement on 

the Greenwich Peninsula.  So if the Mayor gets these sites, which we are assuming he will, then 

there is no doubt that they Mayor, the GLA, will have to underwrite those contractual 

obligations to repay third parties as receipts come in.  Those are legal obligations. 

 

I think the related issue, and this is one very much for the DCLG and the Treasury to take a view 

on is do we get the sites at nil consideration and with no assumption about any receipts 

returning back to Government.  That is obviously an issue for the HCA because the London 

assets, in relative terms, have been quite valuable, relative to the rest of their programme.  It is 

very clear that the Mayor’s position on this is that we should get a nil consideration transfer of 

all the sites and that that should be a clean break.  In other words it will be for the Mayor to 

manage the receipts here and not return receipts to the Government. 



 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Can we just clarify - forgive me if the Committee knows this - there was 

LDA land, HCA land and then there was Thames Gateway Urban Development Corporation 

(UDC) land.  Is that part of the negotiations of land coming to the GLA?  Are you leading on 

that, or is that being led by the LDA?  I am not quite clear on that. 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  The position 

on the Thames Gateway Development Corporation is they are obviously winding up a year 

afterwards.  The bulk of their assets, such as they are by 2013 will transfer to the Mayoral 

Development Corporation (MDC) because it will be within their patch.  There will be likely 

residual assets outside the boundaries.  For those we are talking to DCLG about whether some 

of those come here, or whether some of them may transfer direct to the borough.  I think it will 

be very much dependent on the size, scale and complexity of those assets. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  It does have quite a lot of land in Dagenham, for example.  It may have 

disposed of that.   

 

Murad Qureshi (AM):  Just developing my theme on the transfer of powers, does the HCA’s 

powers include regulatory powers over registered social landlords (RSLs) at the moment? 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  No it doesn’t 

at the moment because the regulatory powers rest with the Tenant Services Authority.  That is 

being wound up this year, so on 1 April the regulatory powers and functions will transfer to the 

HCA.  What we have agreed with Government is that the Mayor does not want to take the 

regulatory responsibilities separately from London, so we are negotiating a memorandum of 

understanding with the HCA, so that we will have a formal arrangement, a formal agreement, 

about how we interface and relate to the HCA in its regulatory role. 

 

Murad Qureshi (AM):  I think that is actually quite important because my experience of 

working in the sector tells me that it is something in the investment programmes you do need.  

You could have, for example, a regular development programme where RSLs have a very poor 

reputation of being a landlord, with tenants and residents.  You could also have a registered 

social landlord who is playing one local authority off with another.  I think it is useful for it to be 

where the point of investment is being made, rather than kept separate. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  To finish that question one of the benefits of the transfer is that the 

Planning and Housing Committee of the Assembly will be able to get its teeth far more firmly in 

those sorts of investment decisions and understand the thinking that is going on at City Hall on 

where they best lie. 

 

If I could pull us back to the question, we had a schedule of HCA assets.  It would be quite 

helpful if we had a schedule of LDA assets as well.  I think it is of some general interest.  Some 

assets have either a negative value or are of limited further use, some of your HCA assets.  For 

example power lines about the size of a postage stamp or whatever.  So they could not use a 

net liability. 

 



 

You talked about programme budgets but presumably some of these longer term things; they 

may have security guards on their larger sites, which are going to have houses built on them, 

other ones may become long-term liabilities for the GLA.  I assume you are planning for that, or 

would you see yourself as being long-term land owner? 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  I suspect, 

unfortunately, we will remain a long-term land owner in the sense that there are all sorts of tiny 

strips of land and steps up to stations in East London and all sorts of things that were inherited 

via organisations like the London Docklands Development Corporation (LDDC) and wind-up 

housing action trusts, went to English Partnerships, transferred to the HCA.  There is a fairly 

sizeable portfolio of these things, which we have undertaken due diligence on, so we think we 

have a reasonable assessment about the liabilities and costs associated with those.  Obviously 

where we can we would like to offload those, but in many cases it is not straightforward 

because they do not represent anything with any real value whatsoever.  I suspect over the next 

year or two we will do our best to see if we can unpack that and offload some of it, not least 

because actually some of them may be better actually managed and owned by other Mayoral 

organisations, not least Transport for London (TfL).  I suspect a bit like the LDA, we are not 

going to be able to shift all this stuff because there is no one who necessarily wants all of it. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  I know the LDA is going to give us a park, for example.  I do not know 

who on earth is going to maintain that.   

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  We were moving on, and we have already, into what is the real 

potential here.  Again, great headline, we are getting lots of assets, questions about the 

liabilities, a net positive, apparently.  Can we just dig into that a little bit more?  No pun 

intended because decontamination was going to be my question.  I know Andrew on Olympic 

land is the world’s expert on levels of decontamination at certain levels. 

 

What are the assumptions that have been made in terms of whether the land is suitable for flats 

or houses with gardens and all those sorts of issues?  There is a value that has been put on it 

against certain assumptions.  What assumptions are there and to what extent have we dug into 

how robust these valuations are?  I do not know whether that is best directed actually at the 

LDA in the first instance. 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  From the LDA’s point of view, as far as we are 

aware of remediation issues, those have been built into the valuations that we have -- 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  To what level though? 

 

Lurene Joseph (Chief Executive, LDA):  As far as we know, so we are not looking to uncover 

decontamination issues, but as far as we are aware of, we have placed that information in the 

hands of our valuers to really give us a true sense of what the book value could be.  In terms of 

when we move forward, in terms of if there is any sort of remediation issues etc, those then to 

be picked up as part of the development agreement and the negotiations around that.  We 

make it quite clear what our position is with regard to remediation. 

 



 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  So for the LDA land and the HCA land which, David, in a 

previous incarnation you had some responsibility for, what is the assumption that has been 

made that allows a valuation to be put on it? 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  It is perhaps 

a little more straightforward by and large for the HCA because we do not have sites with the 

same sort of contamination and remediation challenges that some of the LDA sites do, which 

were obviously major former industrial sites.  Most of our sites are either residential sites, or in 

the case of Greenwich Peninsula, which obviously did have a major industrial use, the taxpayers 

spent about £250 billion remediating it, so that should be in a reasonable state.  That should be 

ready for residential development. 

 

The basis on which we value is to take account of known constraints, which as I say by and large 

do not include any major remediation costs, but we are usually valuing on the basis of open 

market sale or value for residential development, or mixed use where the site is large enough or 

where mixed use is relevant.  We are valuing this year on the basis of the new Affordable Rent 

programme which slightly modifies values in some instances.  But Lurene and I stay very close 

on this and we are going to ensure that the LDA and the HCA, both of whom are revaluing their 

assets immediately pre-transfer, are doing so with instructions to the valuers on a consistent 

basis. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  Perhaps a question for Sir Edward, in terms of the politics.  It 

is news to me that there is still a potential for robust discussions/rows in terms of whether these 

assets are being handed over cleanly or whether central Government will expect to have some 

good payment later.  Because from the political position point of view, it is one thing to have 

central Government cuts - if that comes with the powers to do things ourselves locally then 

there is some potential there.  If essentially we are not just getting the cuts but the assets come 

with all sorts of strings attached, then the ability to do stuff locally and make things happen at a 

regional level is lost.  I do think there would need to be quite robust discussions to be had if we 

are not being given genuinely the powers to make a difference.  What is your take on from a 

more political perspective? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I think my take is really the same as yours; we need these land 

assets transferred to us unencumbered, and that is the negotiation stance that we have taken, 

and the Mayor is continuing to take that all down the line. 

 

There are inevitably going to be some negotiations on the fringes of this.  There are so many 

different bits of this jigsaw on the table.  You touched upon it a little bit earlier.  There is money 

that we are negotiating for the MDC for their land assets, which we still have to settle.  We have 

land assets for the HCA, we are still settling that.  We are still settling the Greenwich Peninsula, 

we are still settling other bits and pieces as we move along.  We have a fairly big meeting 

coming up with DCLG, we are taking the line all of this should come to us unencumbered. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  To my final point then on what is the real potential here, can I 

just drill into a particular hobby horse of mine, which is the housing company.  We did touch on 



 

it last week and indeed I touched on it this morning upstairs.  The assumption on the work that 

was done by the LDA was there needed to be a separate legal entity created.  A lot of work was 

done to do that; to be able to match assets, public sector land, to give local authorities the 

ability to invest in their land, to bring in private sector money to unlock the development 

potential.  The housing strategy, as amended for consultation, is saying, ‚Oh don’t worry, we 

can do that through some sort of investment panel here‛ which, as I understand it, means that 

the GLA becomes the legal entity that owns the land, has the private money.  Is that the 

proposition, that somehow the GLA becomes a development agency and has all the skills and all 

the powers and all the ability to do that because that surprises me given the constraints that are 

normally put on public bodies to borrow to matching private sector.  The view has been you 

need a separate off balance sheet entity to really get the potential going, so I am surprised that 

there has been such a change of tune to say, ‚We don’t need all this work the LDA did to set up 

a separate London housing company.‛ 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I am sorry, you are going to something before my time so I cannot 

actually comment.  My understanding is that these investment boards will be the vehicles that 

we will use to approve and to move forward on these various schemes.  So it will be the GLA 

which will be the developer. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  I do not want to take up time with my scepticism but I will put 

down that I will want to revisit all the work that the LDA did, which goes back several years, to 

develop this thing which we now decide is not necessary. 

 

Len Duvall:  And the Housing Taskforce. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  And the Housing Taskforce, absolutely said it was necessary. 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  I would just point out to how the 

Government are accommodating this in the Localism Bill.  The commercial activities of the GLA, 

the housing ventures or whatever will have to be run through a subsidiary of the GLA.  So the 

GLA, from 1 April, will have at least one, probably two, wholly owned subsidiary companies and 

the Localism Bill provides for that. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  And a housing one for generation? 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  We have to decide the structure.  

It is almost certainly going to be a little bit like the TfL model.  You will have a holding company 

and you will add then subsidiaries as you require them.  That has to deal with all the taxation 

issues but the -- 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  So GLA Greenwich Peninsula Limited.  If I had a crystal ball, I would say 

that having abolished the LDA, which I think was the right thing, we might end up inventing 

something that is remarkably like it, but anyway. 

 



 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  And far from the housing and property company not being 

necessary, what I am hearing is that there is a housing a property company that is necessary and 

will simply be a subsidiary of here, which probably it would have been all along. 

 

Steve O’Connell (AM):  I wanted to very briefly add to my point that I had, as a former board 

member of the Croydon asset-backed vehicle, I do have some knowledge of how that is 

constructed and how it attracts funding.  I have not really heard, and I will be interested to hear 

going forward, how we intend to semi-replicate that out of this building because it does have 

merit in leveraging private funding.  There has to be a certain structure around it about share 

and profit share of growth and that sort of stuff.  So I would be interested in time, not 

necessarily now, Chair, but in time to show some interest in that. 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  Can I just 

respond very quickly because I am conscious this is probably a separate and longer discussion.  

We have looked very hard at, obviously, the Mayor’s Housing Investment Taskforce Report, and 

considered very carefully the work that was done on the London Housing and Property 

Company and I think there is a further interrogation to be done about the model before we take 

things much further.  Just to say that the intentions behind the London Housing Company 

model were always to bring sites to the market and procure development partners more quickly 

than is necessarily the case to go through the full Official Journal of the European Union 

(OJEU) process1.  It was to maximise private investment into public land and it was to do so in a 

way that could deliver, as far as possible, in accordance with the Mayor’s London Plan priorities.  

So those three principles have been the rules that we have run against the way that we are 

bringing sites to market and procuring development partners.  Thus far our view is, and I think 

this is reflected in the new draft housing strategy because those powers now are resting much 

more closely here, which they were not a year or so ago, our view is that we can bring those 

sites to market without necessarily having to create the company at the moment.  Particularly 

by using OJEU compliance framework agreements it means that we can accelerate process 

beyond the timetables that usually apply through OJEU.  It is not that we are losing site of the 

objectives behind the model - it is just that II think we have refined it in the light of experience 

and what is happening in terms of further devolution to the GLA. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  That may well be the case on housing because you have an investment 

strategy.  On the economic development side we do not have a strategy.  It has been overtaken.  

Much of your drawing up contracts on the eight grove sites or potential bids, but there may well 

be delivery vehicles that will require some better safeguarding, rather than giving money over 

and saying, ‚This is what we expect on outcomes‛ in terms of depending on some of the 

projects and some of our involvement in those projects, I presume.  So I think this is a matter 

either we return to or another committee returns to because I think there are some issues that 

are still very important and valid. 

 

I am going to ask some questions around the Investment and Performance Board. Originally, I 

suppose, and as things develop this is about monitoring and performance, to make sure nothing 

fell off, changed, to see where things are going.  Increasingly from this discussion we are talking 

                                                 
1 The publication in which all tenders from the public sector which are valued above a certain financial threshold 
according to EU legislation, must be published. 



 

about the inception stage - as projects being, as officers draw up.  So I think is there two roles 

to this parent body and the subsidiaries that they are going to be looking at?  One, inception 

projects to see whether they get going off before the Mayor signs off a mayoral direction, but 

also performance management, oversight, making sure once there has been an agreement that 

everything is going well, and we are not getting into trouble on them - are we clear about that? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  That is absolutely correct.  There is a third ingredient, that we get 

the outcomes that we -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Yes, to ensure we get the outcomes.  Then can you just explain the 

relationship then with, let’s say, on the economic development side, if I can call it that, the 

regeneration side, to the London-wide London Energy Partnership (LEP)?  Because clearly, in 

this building we service the Mayor, where does the London-wide LEP, in their discussions and 

their commenting on some of this work, where do they fit into the process?  I presume, this I 

can say for David’s bit, I am not sure, I am not a housing person - I am quite proud to say that, I 

have got a view on housing in that sense, no disrespect to those experts involved, but I have a 

view of experts as well - but where does this joint committee of London Councils, the Mayor, in 

taking some of those decisions, fit into some of these sub wards?  Do they matter, do they not 

matter?  Where do they fit into this? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  Firstly they do matter. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Fine, right, OK. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  Let us be quite clear.  Let us just deal with the regeneration one, 

if I may, first.  The LEP is important because of the Enterprise Zone that we are establishing in 

the Royal Docks.  The business rates that will come from that will of course flow into the LEP.  

The LEP is going to be a very valuable and important source of finance for future economic 

development going forward.  It will take some time but ultimately it will deliver very sizeable 

sums of money for regeneration.  The LEP is important.  The Regeneration Board has to work 

with the LEP in that sense, but the LEP is not attending the Regeneration Board and is not part 

of it.  It is a separate body.  It is a separate negotiation that has to take place.  The investment 

boards are there to make sure, just as you said at the beginning, the schemes are properly 

evaluated then get signed off and then monitored. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  But for us doing the scrutiny, just to be clear in our own minds, are we 

building - I think it makes it sound like - into Mayoral decision making, prior to him doing a sign 

off of a decision, unless there is an emergency, a consultative process with those various 

boards?  Are they going to be involved in commenting as a sounding board on the inception 

work that is going on in these sub wards?  If we draw a diagram, there will be a discussion, 

project plans up, everyone will be aware of it, but before the Mayor does the final sign off, 

would it go to those LEP bodies, housing body, saying, ‚Right, do you want to comment on it 

before the Mayor is going to take a decision?‛  Are we taking soundings on that, as it were?  I 



 

think it is probably sound, making stronger decision making in some ways.  I just want to be 

clear about where decisions are taken and the flow of issues.  Do you see that happening or 

not? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  Yes I do.  Well, yes and no a little bit.  If I can answer it this way: 

firstly, these boards are evolving.  We have only just got them going.  Their first function was to 

get a grip on the various projects and get the monitoring process in place, get the LDA 

disciplines in place, so that we can move forward with that, and not lose anything on the 

transfer.  That is very important.  All this has to be set up in readiness, although the schemes are 

now really coming over here.  Of course it does give us a vehicle to make sure the Mayor is 

getting value for money today. 

 

We have to develop our relationships with the LEP.  We have to develop our relationship with 

the London Housing Board.  Those boards are coming into being; they will obviously have to 

have a say for the schemes that they relate to.  I think that is still something we have not fully 

worked out.  I think it will help the decision-making process, but I do not think every decision 

which we will be putting to the Mayor will need to go to the LEP or to the Housing Board.  I 

think it will be a matter of the right schemes going to the right places. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  The reason why I am asking is it does change the way that we would 

undertake our scrutiny in some of the bodies and that has some quite major indications how we 

do some of our scrutiny as well, if that was the case. 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  If I can just 

add a word to what Edward has just said.  In terms of the London Housing Board, which we are 

hopefully soon to start thinking about launching in shadow form, this will be equal 

representation from the Mayor and London Councils.  So it is very much a partnership.  It will 

probably meet quarterly, so in actual fact it is probably not going to meet often enough to be 

able to take decisions as regularly as we would need to, in terms of projects.  What we have 

agreed is that the Housing Investment Group, which obviously reports to Edward’s Investment 

Performance Board, will have a London Council’s representative on it because that will be 

meeting in the same monthly cycle as Edward’s group.  It is that which will scrutinise both 

performance and make recommendations for individual project approvals.  What I am trying to 

say is we have already put a little bit of detail around that in terms of drawing, certainly the 

boroughs into that partnership and involving them quite directly in the scrutiny of performance 

and draft approval. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  OK, and that would be an officer representation, would it, at that level? 

 

David Lunts (Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration, GLA):  At that level, 

yes.  Not at the Board level but at the Investment Group level. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Yes, at the Investment Group.  OK.  I suppose really, just to understand 

some of the issues.  I can see the flow of the direction of travel, fully supportive on, that at 

some case when, if we call it the ‘parent board’ wrong terminology, but let’s call it that, the 



 

parent of the two children.  At some case when the two children are working together and not 

bickering, housing-led means economic development on those issues, isn’t there a case, 

whether it is going to be at officer level, that somehow is that going to be dealt with within the 

parent board issue?  I can see the arguments of creating two separate ones at this stage, but at 

some stage would you ever want them to come together as one, the two Iinvestment Groups? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I think the first thing is there is no desire to duplicate the work 

between any of these.  I think the reason we need separate housing in separate regions ones is 

simply the sheer amount of work they have to do.  When you look at it over the next few years 

there is going to be about £2 billion worth of activity got to go on through the Housing Board.  

We have probably, by the time you look at the money we are going to be leveraging in with 

partners, similar sorts of money in the regeneration one, depending on how successful we are at 

putting some of these schemes together, big amounts of money on the loom.  So we do need 

two bodies to work on that.  The actual Investment Board is really going to try and pick up all 

the other things that are going on in the GLA, not duplicating work with the Regeneration or 

the Housing Board.  I do not think we should underestimate just how much other stuff, when 

you look at the environmental stuff we have going on, some of the other projects that are 

running through, it will pick up all those and it will deal with the other finance issues, which are 

cross-cutting right across the body. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  But there is one missing party, according to the paperwork that I have in 

front of me - that would be the transport people.  In both there is an element of transport.  

There is a big issue around that.  Where do you see the clearing house?  Do you not feel that 

maybe at your level that you want transport to play at the earlier stages of this, rather than play 

catch up and say, ‚Here’s a project transport, we want you to join in‛?  Because this is about 

getting to grips with the issues, isn’t it?  The major issues.  It is not just about performance 

management, it is about a Mayor determined to do something in terms of London and this is a 

process to doing that.  So where does transport fit into this and shouldn’t they be sitting at a 

table answering these questions? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  At the moment it does not, but I do agree with you, it is 

inevitably going to be part of it because you cannot get some of these sites developed without 

the transport.  The two things go side-by-side.  In fact you will not get the densities without the 

transport, so we are going to have to work closely with the transport people. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  What might be helpful is if the LDA was abolished and the ACA is being 

wound up to solve a number of problems then there needs to be some clear understanding as to 

what those problems were and how we are solving them with the new structures.  The detailed 

policy stuff is for the Assembly, but we need to have a process which is driven by an analysis 

and understanding of what we are meant to be doing.  The prime precedent of the LDA people 

said it was the Mayor’s piggybank.  You could defend that in some ways but the problem with 

that was a perceived lack of accountability.  I would like to be clear that under this new 

structure the same risk does not arise, to protect all existing and future Mayors and Londoners 

from that sort of buffeting that can happen. 



 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I think the whole purpose behind these boards is to provide that 

transparency that you are looking for, and to provide the sort of monitoring control which the 

GLA expects.  I have to go back to the point and say we have only had our second meeting.  We 

are still evolving the whole thing.  A lot of our powers do not actually start properly until next 

March, so we have a little bit of time.  We have to work through some of this.  All I was trying to 

say was I do recognise the transport element is going to be a big element in this and I think we 

have to work that through.  It may well be that we will want to have TfL on the board.  I think 

that is something we have yet to decide. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Could I ask in follow up to that, Sir Edward, why it is that there is no 

representative of TfL, or indeed the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA) on 

the Investment Board, as it has just been constituted, because I think most of us would agree 

with you that TfL should be there and by that token so should LFEPA, but why not? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I think it is still early days.  Our first priority was to get a grip of 

what we have now and what we knew about now, without trying to run before we could walk.  I 

think that was the main consideration.  LFEPA I am not so sure they can bring a lot to the table 

as far as regeneration or the housing side can, but certainly we have go that overview of some 

of the budgetary issues and shared services and things like that. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  That is very much where I was coming from on that because the shared 

services agenda in particular is one that we have talked about at length in this committee and in 

this building for some time, and particularly getting the constituent bodies to work together on 

things and to be scrutinised together on the same playing field has been a challenge.  This 

seems to be a good opportunity to start levelling that playing field.  It seems at the moment to 

be possibly a missed opportunity. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  The intention is that we will bring whoever we need to at the 

meetings.  As we develop this it could well be that we will need them at all of the meetings, but 

at the moment we have just brought people in when we have needed them. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  I appreciate you are at the start of the process now.  Could we possibly 

have a look at the makeup of the Investment Board and see about getting somebody from TfL 

on there?  I note that the Vice Chairman is going to the Regeneration Board, but the investment 

board to me would be another one naturally where TfL really should be represented.  Apart from 

anything else they could be held accountable by that board as well, can’t they? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Chief of Staff and Chair of the Investment Management and 

Performance Board, GLA):  I am very happy to look at that and come back to you.  Certainly 

the intention is not to exclude anybody.  That has never been the purpose.  

 



 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  I think they may want to be voluntarily excluded but I think you should 

have them. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  I think it does illustrate there is a whole bunch of other stuff that needs 

to be done from the Assembly’s side and maybe from the Mayor’s Office side, work in progress 

implies that it is reasonable for us to ask you what that work is and what progress needs to be 

made with it so we can understand better what the thinking is. 

 

Can we thank you very much for coming today. 

 

 

 


