
 

 

Appendix 1 
London Assembly (Plenary) Meeting – 20 October 2010 

 
Question and Answer Session: Housing in London 

 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Can I formally welcome Richard Blakeway, the Mayoral Adviser on 
Housing, and David Lunts, the London Regional Director at the Homes and Communities 
Agency (HCA), to the meeting.  The Assembly will be putting the questions set out in the 
agenda to both Richard and David.  First of all, I am told that both Richard and David would like 
to make an opening statement and we have agreed that it should be quite brief.  I would just 
like to remind Members I am not planning to take any questions to their opening statement but 
to move straight into the questions for the meeting. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Thank you very much.  I really do not 
want to say very much so I will be incredibly brief; David may want to say more.   
 
Clearly over the last two years we have seen enormous challenges in the capital, throughout the 
market, and we have also seen the creation of the HCA.  We are now moving into a period 
where obviously the outcome of the comprehensive spending review (CSR) is about to be 
announced, later today.  Obviously there will also be structural changes to the HCA. 
 
Within all of that maelstrom I think we have still been able to deliver a good number of 
affordable homes, as well as starting a good number of new affordable homes.  We have 
brought a focus on issues like overcrowding and rough sleeping and a strategic focus on those 
issues which were not necessarily seen as priorities previously.  I think there is a lot to build on 
but all I would say is clearly this session is very much caveated around the outcome of the CSR 
today. 
 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  I wanted to add almost nothing to that 
except to say that it is true we have had quite a strong year or two in terms of both starts and 
completions, particularly in the affordable sector.  We can talk through the numbers in a 
moment if that is of interest.  I think as well that London is in a pretty fragile state in terms of 
the wider housing market - that is no surprise – but, in many respects, perhaps is in a stronger 
position than most of the rest of the country.  This is something we should take some assurance 
from in the period ahead. 
 
The other factor, of course is, notwithstanding some of the headlines that I am sure will emerge 
from the CSR a little later today, is that there are other factors that are going to have to be 
borne in mind as we try to work out how to sustain that performance over the next few years.  
Not least of these are obviously the changes to welfare, changes to the regime in which the 
housing associations sector is working and indeed some very important changes in terms of the 
devolution of further housing and regeneration powers to the Mayor. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Thank you very much.  I am sure we will return to many of the issues 
that you have covered in the questions. 
 
Let us move onto the questions.  The first question is on affordable homes for rent.  
 



 

 

105/2010 – Affordable Homes for Rent 
 
Jenny Jones 
 
What barriers prevent a greater proportion of affordable homes being delivered for rent, given 
the planned changes to housing benefit? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  I have to say that David and I looked at 
that question and it is an interesting question you have posed there.  I think there is something 
within that question which I have maybe not quite got.  Clearly the significant impact of 
changes to housing benefit is not really around affordable rent, but is around the private rented 
sector and tenants on Local Housing Allowance.  To be honest, in terms of what the impact 
might be around the supply of affordable rents I would make two observations.   
 
Technically, I suspect probably the issue which is greatest is around the potential universal 
credit and the direct payments to landlords - in this case social landlords.  Clearly, were they to 
lose the direct payment there may be an issue there for landlords around borrowing and all the 
rest of it, but that is something which housing associations and the G15 have taken up with 
Ministers.   
 
It is something where Grant Shapps [Minister for Housing and Local Government] has said 
publicly that he would look to see whether the direct payment could continue.  Otherwise there 
are many factors around affordable rent, whether it is planning or public subsidy, which impact 
on the supply of affordable housing; I would not just isolate housing benefit. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  No, I understand that.  If you put what little money you are going to have 
- and you did not sound as depressing as I thought you might in your opening comments - into 
rented homes, cutting any subsidy for shared ownership, would that not be a better way of 
actually protecting the more vulnerable people rather than giving it to people who are 
income-rich, in essence? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Well, I think we have to look at the 
outcome of the CSR.  Conventional social housing will clearly help reduce the housing benefit 
bill and I can see the argument around that.  I think we have got to just see what the settlement 
is for housing.  The only thing I would say is that obviously conventional social housing costs 
more to do.  There is a higher grant rate so you will get fewer homes if you focus purely on 
social rented homes.  I think also we have to recognise that London requires a mix of tenures 
and a mix of different types of homes; we do not just need social rented homes but we need all 
types of homes.  I think we have to recognise that and whatever we do with our public subsidy 
has to encourage a mix of different tenures, not least because you can then end up with mixed 
communities. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  We are going to disagree on the change in proportion I am afraid.  David, 
you have been quoted as suggesting that there may be no new headroom for new programme 
and starts next year.  The National Housing Federation suggests that new rented housing may 
drop to as few as 243 starts per year in London and the south east in following years.  Is that 
something you more or less agree with? 
 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  I hope I have not been quoted as saying 
that there will be no new starts next year.  There will be new starts next year; we are pretty 
confident about that because we have obviously got a programme that has commitments to 
new starts next year.  What I think is likely to be very, very difficult is finding money for new 



 

 

allocations beyond those starts that are currently forecast in the programme.  Now, all of this is 
clearly dependent on what we are going to hear later today about the level of reductions in 
budget.   
 
We do know that if we cost out the commitments for next year, both in terms of new starts 
which are currently agreed and in the programme, and the completion commitments - because 
we pay our money to housing associations in two tranches; we pay 50% when they start on site 
and 50% when they complete - then anything much beyond a 30% to 35% cut in our budget 
means that there will not be headroom for anything beyond what is already programmed. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  Thank you. 
 
 
106/2010 – Strategic Leadership 
 
Nicky Gavron 
 
Is there adequate strategic leadership of housing policy and its implementation in London? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Your question is twofold.  My answer 
would be yes, I think there is adequate strategic leadership on the policy side.  I think the issue 
is around the implementation and the powers of the Mayor around implementation, which I do 
not think are adequate at the moment.  It is exactly why we are negotiating a devolution 
settlement to give the Mayor more strategic housing powers. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  That is helpful.  I would just like to look at it bit by bit, then; to look at 
policy first and then implementation.  We spent the whole of last week looking at housing policy 
[at the Assembly’s Planning and Housing Committee and at the Examination in Public of the 
London Plan].  Just on policy, at the Examination in Public (EIP) last week on the London Plan 
there was agreement from everyone around this horseshoe who was there, including the 
development industry, that not having a percentage target - i.e. you have abandoned the 50% 
target for new housing to be affordable - but going for numerical targets was actually 
destabilising land policy and their ability to know what to pay for that.  They did not know site 
by site what was going to happen.  Have you got any comment on that? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  The first comment I would make is I 
think you have you have to distinguish in your mind planning policy and housing policy.  
Obviously today’s session is very much around housing delivery not planning policy, so I hope 
we are not going to spend this question just talking about the Examination in Public, where we 
will see what happens.  The two things I would say are, firstly, I am not entirely sure that the 
development industry was part of the coalition you are currently talking about there in terms of 
picking up on the 50%.  If we look at the history -- 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I just want to agree with you on something.  This is a development 
industry and there were different opinions on whether the percentage target should be 40% or 
50%, but not having a percentage target and instead having a numerical target was actually 
destabilising land values.  Now, I do not know whether you agree with that or whether you are 
prepared to look again at it.  I am just saying that was what was said last week round the 
horseshoe, and I am talking about the development industry.  Of course, most of the people 
there felt that it should have been a 50% target, but I am just saying not having a percentage 
target was roundly criticised by everybody. 
 



 

 

Moreover, there was general criticism that the overall target for all housing was too low. Most 
people thought that the affordable housing target was also low, and of that too much was 
going towards intermediate and not enough towards social rented housing.  If you were trying 
to get mixed communities, meet unmet need, overcrowding and so on, all this had to be looked 
at.  Finally there was a lot of criticism of the fact that there is no policy to introduce any kind of 
tenure split, social rented or intermediate really, into areas of high market housing.  So what 
people were saying was that you do not have a coherent set of policies in the London Plan 
which frames your strategic leadership. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  I will try to answer the three points that 
you have raised there briefly but re-emphasising again, this is not a session around the London 
Plan; this is a session around housing delivery. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  It is around policy, I thought.  The first answer to my question was on 
policy. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayor Adviser on Housing):  What I would say is no-one has raised with 
me the issue of land values and the 50% target; no-one has raised that with me. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Not 50%, percentage targets-- 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair): Nicky, let them answer the question please. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  All I would say about the 50% target - 
and this has been well rehearsed before and it has also been rehearsed in here - is that 50% was 
never achieved.  The average was about 37%, and it usually bumped around 32%. That 
happened year after year after year.  It was a tool which did not deliver 50% affordable homes 
across London and it is a tool which could often be applied in a way in which meant it was a 
barrier to the delivery of housing and affordable housing.  It is tool which I think we are also 
right to remove in a market where it is extremely difficult to deliver and you do not want to add 
more burdens onto developers.   
 
Turning to your next issue, which is about the numerical target for the delivery of the number of 
affordable homes, the target which is proposed and the draft replacement London Plan target 
for affordable homes is for more homes than have ever been delivered in terms of affordable 
housing in the capital.  It is, therefore, an ambitious target.  It is expressed in a way which 
means it actually recognises that you need a greater proportion of affordable housing in terms 
of overall need.  
 
What was the third issue that you raised?  You had three very familiar criticisms; what was your 
third one?  I cannot believe it slipped my mind!  What was your third one? 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  It was about mixed communities; it was about the split between 
intermediate and the fact that there is no policy to introduce any other tenures or into areas of 
high market value. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing): The Mayor has a 60/40 split between 
social and intermediate housing.  In the last investment round under the previous Mayor, the 
average achieved was 55%.  It was not 70% which was the previous Mayor’s proposal; it was 
55%.  Therefore, the Mayor’s split at 60/40 - something we are actually achieving - means we 
are achieving a greater proportion of social rented housing.  I think actually having that mix is 
absolutely necessary.  I think you need to distinguish between targets which were applied and 



 

 

never achieved and an approach which the Mayor is taking in a difficult market, which he is 
achieving. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  OK.  Thank you.  I am very familiar, of course, with the fact that you 
always have to trash the previous record in order to defend the current one. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  It is comparative. 
 
Kit Malthouse (AM):  And vice versa. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  However, I just want to say that the last Mayor did not have the powers 
that the Mayor now has – 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  He had a very good market to work 
with. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM): -- he had a third more money and, as a last administration, we were on 
our way to establishing this.  Now, just on one point, and I want to move on to implementation 
– 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  I want to be clear.  You were not on the 
way to establishing it.  The 50% target was consistently in the 30s so it was never increasing. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I would like to move on now to delivery.  You talked about the delegated 
delivery agreements.  Now I am very intrigued by these.  I understand that all boroughs want to 
bid.  I would like to know what criteria you are going to apply for deciding between boroughs. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  I think it is to be welcomed that all 
32 boroughs have expressed an interest in having a devolved delivery agreement.  I think it 
shows that a more consensual approach on a partnership with boroughs is the way forward for 
housing delivery in London rather than a more adversarial approach.  Insofar as the criteria for 
boroughs being eligible, as I have explained I think previously at the Housing Committee, and I 
also think it is contained within the document which was published, we have talked about 
boroughs having to agree some broad outcomes and we have talked about boroughs having to 
be in conformity with the Mayor’s Housing Strategy.  The precise detail on all of it is now being 
drawn up - post-consultation - and a paper will go in due course to the HCA London Board for 
the precise criteria to be agreed. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  So the criteria are not there.  It is very hard to understand.  In order for 
boroughs to agree to do more housing, I thought they were going to be given some flexibility 
about when, where and, perhaps even, what the makeup might be of that housing.  Is that true? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Yes. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  So each borough is going to be able to work out its own way forward - 
so to speak? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  The proposal that is on the table is that 
boroughs will agree some broad outcomes with the Mayor and will seek to deliver the Mayor’s 
Housing Strategy.  They will be given greater freedom and flexibility over the delivery of that 
programme on the ground in their borough.  The overall aim is the delivery of more high quality 
housing in the capital. 



 

 

 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  It is a mosaic really, so how will you ensure that the social rented housing 
proportion is met? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  We obviously have a strategic target on 
the proportion of social housing delivery in London and that will form part of our conversation 
with boroughs in terms of their broad outcomes.  Clearly it will be different for different 
boroughs but that recognises that it is different across London. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  It is very hard to see how, with every borough being able to decide its 
way forward, you are actually going to be able to get anything coherent.  It seems to me you are 
giving up your strategic leadership to appease the boroughs and it will not end up with 
developers knowing what to put where and when.  I think they will be sitting on their hands.  I 
think you might find this is a recipe for incoherence and for not meeting London’s huge 
overcrowding needs and all the homelessness and temporary accommodation. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Insofar as the overcrowding is 
concerned, there is a strategic target to halve severe overcrowding and in social housing by 
2016.  That is something new; that is something the Mayor has introduced; that is something 
the Mayor has done through his strategic powers and that would apply.  Boroughs will have to 
demonstrate through devolved delivery how they will contribute to that.  I want to be absolutely 
clear that the Mayor retains responsibility for the budget; the Mayor retains responsibility for 
the strategic housing plan; and the Mayor retains responsibility for the strategic Housing 
Strategy.  So, in many ways, it is how we then deliver that on the ground. 
 
Now your view, Nicky, might be that you have to have 50% affordable housing in every 
borough and it is uniform across the capital.  Our view is that you will clearly have different 
needs for different homes in different parts of London.  We should take a flexible approach, but 
what we should do is be very clear that we want to see how boroughs will contribute towards 
the strategic housing needs of London, yet have sufficient flexibility to meet local needs as well. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  All I am saying is that without any kind of percentage target to guide 
developers, whether it is 20%, 30%, 40%, 50% - I submitted it should be 50% but it could be 
40% - without that and with all this flexibility and absolutely no clarity about the criteria it is 
incoherent and unstrategic.   
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  Richard, a question for you.  Would you not agree, following on from 
that debate you just had, that inflexible percentage targets are indeed a tired and lazy analysis 
of the needs of our residents? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Steve, I think it is important to refer 
back to housing policy and its achievement previously.  There was not some sort of gold 
standard where 50% was being produced every year.  I think we have got to recognise that that 
target was not being achieved.  This more flexible approach, which is based on outcomes and 
number of units, is one which is more productive and also more sensitive to local circumstances. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  Absolutely.  You know I welcome very much the devolved delivery 
project although, of course, that is notwithstanding any announcements later.  Would you not 
agree, actually, that the top down regime as exemplified across the way [on the other side of 
the Chamber] there exhibits a complete lack of trust in boroughs for their ability and local 
knowledge to deliver the housing that their residents need in those boroughs? 
 



 

 

Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Yes, I think so and I think also it 
restrains the potential of boroughs.  I think one of the aims of devolved delivery is how we can 
unlock the potential of boroughs across London.  Boroughs clearly have planning powers; they 
have land assets; they have a real role to play around housing delivery and it is absolutely right 
that we unlock that potential.  If you look at other reforms which may come up throughout the 
housing revenue accounts and elsewhere, again there is clearly a role here for local authorities in 
housing delivery and it is one which we seek to encourage. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  Lastly, setting aside the political rhetoric, would you share my delight 
with Londoners that the Mayor is on course to build 50,000 affordable homes in four years; 
more than in any other Mayoral term in the past? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Yes, I think it is important that those 
homes are contractual commitments and beneath that I would say there are two other things.  I 
think it should be recognised that there has been a 35% increase in new affordable housing 
starts over the last two years and also there is a greater proportion of family-sized affordable 
homes which will help us meet our very acute need. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Could you, Mr Blakeway, promise me not to carry anything over from the 
last administration with regard to housing?  Could you promise three things really: first of all, 
could you promise not to disappoint Londoners with oversold targets that are unachievable?  
Could you promise me not to raise the aspirations of Londoners and then dash those hopes and 
blame someone else?  Could you also promise not to build a home for somebody in housing 
need but actually deliver a rabbit hutch?  So in short, can you assure me that the strategies will 
be realistic, achievable and honest, which would be a real departure from the previous 
administration? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Yes.  Clearly our approach is very much 
based on how we can have stretching yet realistic targets, particularly taking into account the 
market that we are in which is a very challenging market.  We have got CSR coming up later 
today which will present its own challenges.  We have to recognise the world we are working in 
rather than having some one size fits all targets which are divorced from what is happening in 
the capital.   
 
I think also the fact that we are, even in these difficult circumstances, pursuing an improvement 
in quality is important.  I think it is absolutely right that every £1 of taxpayers’ money which is 
spent on housing is spent on decent housing and high quality housing.  That is why the new 
space standards are being introduced; that is why for affordable housing we have got the 
application of the new design guide in the Parker Morris, plus 10%.  Otherwise it is a scandalous 
waste of public money if you built something which you know is not meeting the highest 
possible standards; schemes which later on in life will only end up regenerated.  So I think it is 
right that we pursue not just numbers but also quality. 
 
 
107/2010 – Housing Devolution 
 
Mike Tuffrey 
 
What are the risks and opportunities of the proposal for a new Housing and Regeneration 
department with the GLA? 
 



 

 

Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  I think the opportunity is to bring 
together housing with transport, economic development, planning and all the other areas under 
the Mayor’s remit, which will help us have joined-up approach.  For the risks, we are doing a risk 
assessment on this. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  The big picture here is we all want more and better homes of all types.  
From the public sector perspective, we can bring money and land and then the question is: how 
is that resource used?  On the resources the debate continues - we are fighting our battles in 
London - but on the other side of the equation we have the opportunity of devolution.   
 
So I might just ask David, since, Richard, you have been doing all the talking so far, when you 
were with us a year or so ago - 14 July 2009 - you said you were trying to do three things and 
HCA was a new way of doing things.  You were talking about complete flexibility in the ability to 
innovate; you were talking about packages with large housing associations; and you were 
talking about new business models saying that you were pretty confident the flexibility would 
come but probably not until after the other side of the spending review. 
 
Well, here we are a year later. Can you excite us with the flexibility; the way you will be able to 
use these new devolved powers; and the joining-up by bringing it in here to use the available 
resources more effectively so we get more and better housing? 
 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  Well we have been doing our best to be 
flexible before the CSR as well.  I think within the constraints that we have inherited, because, 
as you know, we took the programmes from our previous organisations: English Partnerships  
and the Housing Corporation with us.  I think we have been able to do quite a lot in London.   
 
Just a month or so ago we sealed the deal on a rented portfolio -- 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  This is the other big thing that has happened since the change of 
Government: devolution, localism, more powers for here.  How are we going to use that to really 
make more bang for the buck? 
 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  Again, I would say that it is almost certain 
that on the other side of the spending review we will not have nearly as many programmes to 
administer with their own rules.  At the moment I think the HCA has got 16 or 17 separate 
programmes. It is very inflexible.  Going forward, I would be surprised if we ended up with more 
than three or four.  So that will give us more flexibility. 
 
I think, as Richard has already pointed out, the opportunities of a formal merger of our 
organisation with the London Development Agency (LDA) and the GLA is going to bring us 
some increased flexibility around how we use land.  The LDA has got substantial landholdings in 
east London; we have got substantial land interests in east London.  I think the economies of 
scale in a difficult spending round of how we utilise those assets; how we put them to the 
market; and how we find strategic partners, will become, I think, easier for us and hold out more 
promise.   
 
I think, as well, the opportunities of devolution mean that, notwithstanding the fact there will 
also be less programmes, we will also be able to perhaps tailor our policy responses more 
specifically to the conditions of the London housing market.  As a national agency, we are 
inevitably - to some extent - constrained by views that are taken nationally about how public 
investment and the private market operate together.   
 



 

 

Now very clearly that is going to require different outcomes and different responses in large 
parts of London than it is likely to in Hartlepool, Doncaster or St. Austell in Cornwall.  So I think 
we will be able to tailor policy responses more directly.  On the point I was making about some 
of the work we have already done on looking at long term investment models in particular, I 
think there is potentially a lot of scope in London to do this.  London, perhaps more than 
anywhere else in the country, ought to be able to look forward over the long term to rising 
values and we know we already have a buoyant rental market.   
 
So I think there are all sorts of opportunities after today, although clearly it will be in the 
context of very constrained public money. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Well it becomes even more essential then to get it right so that we get 
that.  Richard, you said in terms of getting the planning framework, the land, regeneration 
goals, the housing strategy, the housing money - and there is still transport to factor in - but 
there is a real prize here - are you going to blow it by the way you then organise internally so 
that people sit in their little silos, albeit in this building rather than in Palestra House?  How are 
we going to ensure that internally we get that synergy across those functions to really get that 
prize? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Fair point.  I think we have been very 
alive to that but we have made significant progress.  I do not want to get tied up too much in 
bureaucratic progress here, but the LDA, the HCA and the GLA are working very closely 
together to bring this forward.  Proposals are being drawn up at the moment on how this would 
work within the GLA.  Those proposals should be completed by the end of this year.  There is a 
clear process there which is being led by the Chief Executive to bring all this together and make 
sure that we are well on top of it.  I think we have come out of the traps very quickly on all of 
this.  We had very early discussions with Communities and Local Government (CLG) and we have 
got the legislation coming forward in the autumn.  I think we are very well prepared to avoid the 
bad track we talk about. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  The marker has been put down.  I would like to ask one specific thing 
about what sort of governance there will be over it.  The joint letter talked about a decision-
making board comprising the Mayor, three borough representatives and three Mayoral 
appointees.  Anthony Browne [Mayor’s Adviser on Economic Development] has been talking 
about a kind of functional body type arrangement - so again with some sort of LDA-type board.   
In other words getting experts in so it is not just the bureaucrats and the politicians here.  What 
is the plan for having that outside input and that oversight? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  The structure and the numbers you have 
talked about are right; it is a board governing it. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Governing just housing? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  The housing and regeneration as we see 
it as a housing regeneration department, if you like, within the GLA.  The three Mayoral 
appointees are not just restricted to the ten plus two; they can include independent experts.  It 
is the Mayor’s quota, if you like. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Well I would hope that the Mayor uses your advice, as his adviser, and 
uses that shape to ensure that we have outside input otherwise it just comes back to civil 
servants and bureaucrats administering public funds again. 
 



 

 

Murad Qureshi (AM):  Last week it was announced that the Office for Tenants and Social 
Landlords, otherwise known as Tenant Services Authority (TSA), was to be devolved and no 
longer a public body.  I am just wondering in the context of housing devolution in London 
where all these regulatory powers will be going. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Corporate HCA.  It is a committee of 
HCA; it is not something which is part of the devolution package for London. 
 
Murad Qureshi (AM):  I would like to go to David because I suspect he knows more about 
this.  There are two aspects to this: firstly, the financial regulation of housing associations - and 
I personally am concerned at the number of properties that the large housing associations have 
been selling off in central London.  You only have to look at auction catalogues to see that.  My 
understanding of the system was that they were getting the appropriate authority to do that 
from the TSA.  I just want to know that that will not continue when it comes under the Mayor’s 
powers. 
 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  As Richard has already alluded, I do not 
think the regulatory function will come to the Mayor.  I think the view has been taken, and I 
think it is the right view, that it is not sensible to devolve regulatory powers because so many 
housing associations operate not just within London but more widely.  So the economic 
regulator will rest with the HCA corporately as Richard has explained. 
 
I think the position with regard to property sales - you are right and the TSA has to give its 
consent.  I think there are two questions here.  There is a question about what the regulator can 
and cannot legitimately do and that is really a question for the regulator.  There is then the 
policy position which is more of an issue for the Mayor about how registered social landlords 
(RSLs) manage their assets.  This is quite a complicated area because I entirely appreciate the 
reluctance that housing associations sometimes feel, and certainly those that represent 
constituents feel, when property is released to the market.  On the other hand, there are 
genuine pressures on housing associations which increased during straitened times to manage 
their assets as efficiently as possible at a time when we are trying to push grant rates down and 
keep delivery going. 
 
There is a case, from time to time, for housing associations to release some of their assets that 
are expensive to manage, maintain and repair, in favour of keeping new supply moving.  I think 
that has to be the trade off.  It should not be the case that property is simply disposed of and 
there is no quid pro quo for Londoners. 
 
Murad Qureshi (AM):  I think it is a reflection of poor management and I think what is 
appropriate is if you are going to give with one hand development funds, it is right and proper 
that you expect them not to get rid of their portfolios in critical areas like central London.  We 
are going to be discussing the impact on housing benefit caps in central London and the Crown 
Estate sell-offs in central London.  I think there has to be a consistent picture on this front. 
 
I will just park that issue.  The final issue is actually consumer regulation.  Where do tenants go 
to make their complaints and there are plenty there?  I just want to be clear so that, as 
Assembly Members - and we get it through our constituency business - we know where to go. 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  The details have got to be worked 
through on this and I think formal announcements have got to be made.  The Housing Minister 
is certainly looking at how local politicians can be empowered, whether those are councillors, 



 

 

MPs or, indeed, Assembly Members, to refer complaints.  Clearly we retain the ombudsman as 
well around housing management. 
 
Murad Qureshi (AM):  I would just make one point.  At least with a council tenant you can go 
to a councillor, but I am not sure where a housing association tenant goes.  In this new world, I 
suspect they will be making their way to us. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  On the subject that Mike was pursuing about structure and powers, 
what thoughts have you got around devolving or increasing the powers of the Assembly around 
scrutiny in the new world? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  Certainly, the aim would be to increase 
the scrutiny and indeed that is one of the anomalies, if you like, of the current arrangements.  
There would obviously be the potential to increase scrutiny around the Mayor’s Housing 
Strategy and the progress of that.  I am just going back slightly; it has been worked through but 
clearly it is part of the thinking. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  So this is something that we can continue to have conversations 
about.  One example would be extending the possibility of scrutiny to the Assembly around 
Mayoral decisions on very large applications.  That is the sort of thing that you might be 
considering, without pinning you down, in the future? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  That has not been specifically looked at 
but clearly the role of the Assembly is being looked at. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  You talked about levers and about your optimism about new flexibility 
and new innovative ways of delivering housing in the future.  I have seen somewhere that tax 
incremental financing (TIF) is at last being considered.  Could you shed any light on this?  What 
form of TIF would it be and how would you use it to help social housing? 
 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  I am not sure that I can shed a great deal of 
light to be honest, Nicky.  I think beyond the announcement that I think the Deputy Prime 
Minister made a couple of weeks ago, I do not think there is much, if any, detail that has 
followed that.  So I think we are anticipating a post-CSR announcement or consultation of some 
sort.  I simply do not know the answer to that.   
 
We do know that the current Government is very clearly committed to things like the New 
Homes Bonus, which I suspect is not going to be an equivalent of TIF because it is probably 
going to be shorter term.  Perhaps the revenue streams will not amount to enough to secure the 
kind of capital investment that TIFs are looking to do for infrastructure.  So I am afraid I am not 
in a position to really shed much detail on that at all. 
  
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Can I ask you to look into that because think there is potential there?  A 
New Homes Bonus is top-slicing where this would not be. 
 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  Yes.  Well certainly we await the further 
announcement or the further detail with some interest.  I suspect in terms of the delivery of 
housing, it may or may not be the case that TIF is particularly relevant.  I suspect that there are 
some investment models that potentially could deliver more homes in London that would not 
require TIF-style models. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Why? 



 

 

 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  I think housing is a clearly understood and 
valuable asset in its own right.  I think TIFs could be potentially useful, but I think it may well be 
that there could be other announcements in terms of wider housing policy that could lend some 
sense of potential around investment-driven models.  We will just have to wait and see. 
 
 
108/2010 – Families in Housing Need 
 
How have the prospects for families in housing need improved since the current Mayoralty 
began? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):   They have increased significantly.  The 
Mayor is currently delivering on targets to deliver the largest proportion of family-sized social 
rented homes in the last decade at a target of 42%.  I will just give you a very quick piece on 
numbers.  If you look at the delivery so far over the last two years of this investment round, 
9,942 family-sized social rented homes have been delivered.  That compares with the two years 
of the previous investment round where it was 3,557, which represents an 80% increase.   
 
So there is significantly more, but also the work that we are doing on under-occupation; the 
work that we are doing for low cost home ownership opportunities for families; the work that we 
are doing around refurbishment and adaptation of existing homes all helps to tackle 
overcrowding. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  Clearly there is some good news here so far and I am sure we will 
agree that for there is a need, and I know that Andrew has done lots of work on this, for family-
sized homes as well as other homes for other people.  A couple of points I would like to pursue 
really: first of all, is around the London Housing Company which clearly you will know is close to 
my heart from the Croydon model.  Can you give us an update on the progress of the 
development of this model pan-London? 
 
Richard Blakeway (Mayoral Adviser on Housing):  The LDA issued a prior invitation notice 
over the summer.  They had 86 expressions of interest in the model.  They have announced 
three sites: Silvertown Way, Parcel Force and South Dagenham East and Gallions to go into it.  
There will be a report to the HCA London Board in November on progress.  I think the important 
thing to say about it is post-CSR we have got to be a lot cleverer with the cash that we have got 
and we have got to utilise our existing assets.   
 
I think mechanisms which are seeking to bring forward land - particularly public land - is exactly 
the sort of direction we need to go in because, as I say, whatever happens in the settlement we 
have got to be a lot smarter with the money. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  Another subject I am very interested in is the Private Rental Sector 
Initiative and I would be interested to see what sorts of developments have been made and how 
we have been progressing that in London. 
 
David Lunts (London Regional Director, HCA):  We have done our first private rented 
sector deal actually which was a package of sites that Berkeley Homes brought to the agency 
through the kick-start programme a few months ago.  There are half a dozen sites in London 
and a number of sites elsewhere in the South East.  This is a rental model - it is not exclusively 
rental - it is a mix of traditional affordable housing, market sale and market rent.   
 



 

 

The HCA, with the agreement of the HCA London Board, took the view that we would put some 
funding into that as an equity stake.  So we have taken a 15% interest in that rental portfolio 
and we will get that 15% back with a return within the next five years.  So we have done the 
first one of those and Berkeley Homes are so pleased with that that they are now thinking about 
finding another 500 homes; most of which I suspect will be in London to extend that model.   
 
So we have done one deal with a house builder.  I think what we are now looking to do, as 
Richard suggested, is to see whether with HCA land in London, and perhaps LDA in London, we 
can extend that model more widely - possibly to housing associations; possibly to other private 
sector organisations - and start to see this emerge as a long-term way of delivering more 
housing, both in the market sector and – where I think the real challenge for us is in - the sub-
market sector. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  I think it is a model that we would all support.  
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Thank you very much indeed.  That is the end of questions.  I would like 
to thank you both very much for your attendance and for answering our questions today.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


