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Len Duvall (Chair):  Let us move on to item 6. Can I formally welcome Richard Blakeway and David 

Lunts.  We have a set of questions, if you can bear with us, they are quite extensive.  We will be 

following up in probably a week with further written questions in terms of your answers.  Do you want to 

do an opening or do you want to go straight into questions? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I am very happy to go 

straight in.   

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Can you then tell us, what are the Mayor’s main objectives in relation to housing 

and regeneration over the coming four years? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Just a quick definitional 

thing. On housing I think it is very clear and I will come on to that.  I just want to pick up on 

regeneration, because clearly regeneration encompasses things you might consider which are beyond my 

brief.  For example, the stuff around the Outer London Fund, high street regeneration, are all labelled 

“regeneration” but they are the responsibility of Kit Malthouse AM (Deputy Mayor for Business and 

Enterprise), and not myself. 

 

Within the stuff which I am doing, clearly there are a number of objectives that are set down in the 

Mayor’s manifesto, and which are also outlined in the Mayor’s draft housing strategy for public 

consultation.  Three things which I think are worth highlighting: the first is the delivery of 55,000 

affordable completions within this investment round, the 2011-2015 investment round.  The second is 

making real progress on the landholdings of the Greater London Authority (GLA), which, within City Hall 

itself, amount to about 625 hectares, a slightly higher figure than the one that has previously been used 

and which I think went to the Budget Committee - but in the last period - so making real progress on the 

landholdings.  The third thing, which is early days at the moment, but there will be an enormous amount 

of work to do around the next spending review and the forward pipeline, which is a clear priority for this 

administration. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  David, can you answer anything on regeneration, do you want to add anything in 

terms of the regeneration brief?  Because you are housing and regeneration, are you not? 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  Not exactly, I am responsible for 

housing and land.  So the responsibilities in my directorate are to take a very direct responsibility and 

lead for the housing investment programmes and the delivery of the housing targets that Rick’s 

[Blakeway] just explained.  In addition to that, we hold the GLA’s land portfolio, a significant proportion 

of which is destined for probably largely non-residential outcomes because it is employment land in 



 

 

 

Barking, Dagenham and Havering and so forth.  So I am responsible for the management and the 

procurement of those sites for both residential and non-residential. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  OK.  I think we can take it that, on the non-residential side, I think from the 

Mayor’s manifesto, nine-point plan, he wants to boost up employment-related issues.  Can I suggest to 

the officers that we might do a separate set of questions around regeneration and put them in to the 

appropriate counterparts who can deal with those issues? 

 

Of course, within the main objectives, you also hold the brief of rough sleepers.  Can we just clear up one 

matter.  You have been in communication with Nicky Gavron AM and the issue is the missing sums of 

money from the rough sleepers budget. Where has that money gone, can you just clarify that now?  I 

think you have been in communication for a couple of months now.  There have been numerous 

questions to the Mayor.  Are you in a position to tell us where the money has gone? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Sure.  As we have made clear 

to both Bob and I think we made clear in the letter to Nicky [Gavron AM], and this will be set out in the 

directorate’s business plan, the intention is to spend £33.8 million on rough sleeper services over this 

investment round period.  That money for rough sleeping services is not missing, it is held within our 

budget to deliver rough sleeping services. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  So it is still there then, the full £33.8 million that was within the December draft 

budget is still there?  But according to your latest submissions, and the later issues in terms of the full 

budget, it went down to £28.5 million and £5.3 million is missing from the final budget.  Where is that 

£5.3 million, I think that is what we want to know? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The budget, which, as you 

know, was set for 2012-13, allocated something like £9.5 million on rough sleeping services, so that 

carried forward and under-spend from the previous financial year.  There was then a line in the budget, 

which alluded to overall expenditure on rough sleeping services of an additional £21 million I think.  

Clearly that is not set in the budget for 2012-13; the number imported for 2012-2013 is £9.5 million. 

When we come forward with the budget for the GLA for 2013-14 and onwards, and when we publish the 

directorate’s business plan, I will be very clear that over that spending round period you will see 

£33.8 million spent on rough sleeping services. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Is that an accounting device or is that real money? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It will be money, which is 

spent on homelessness services. What we have been able to do, to talk more broadly, is expand No 

Second Night Out. It is a very tangible service, we now have a second hub, for example, as well as the 

existing hub.   

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Can I just ask, Richard, very quickly, why did we get into a position that in the 

draft budget we had a very clear £33.8 million, then in the final wash-out budget we go down to 

£28.5 million, leading to this exchange - which is quite substantial, £5.3 million - not, presumably at that 

moment on paper, being allocated to the rough sleepers initiative.  How does that happen? 

 



 

 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The line, which is the 

difficult line, the £21 million, and that refers to, not this financial year, it is nothing that was set down in 

the budget, nor indeed in the directorate’s business plan.  In so far as the spend is concerned, as you can 

see from the last financial year and this financial year, we are on a trajectory to spend £33.8 million and 

we have carried forward the under-spend. We will obviously set out future financial years in more detail 

as we go through the budget process. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  OK, we might return to that.  Can I just raise an issue around the private rented 

sector in terms of priorities, in terms of the Mayor, and really it is something that you said on the Sunday 

Politics Show, saying, “We have tackled the private rented sector”.  Are you going to go any further in 

tackling some of the problems in the private rented sector in terms of some of the issues?  I mean rents 

rose by 12% last year; complaints to the Property Ombudsman about letting agents rose by 228%, is 

that really something that would come under your brief or that you are concerned about?  What are you 

going to do in the future, or do you feel it is a done job, you have finished with the private sector, you 

are moving on? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  To be clear, I am not sure 

that I used the past tense on the Politics Show. I think, if you are referring to the interview on Sunday, I 

said there was a range of challenges that need to be tackled.  In that case the only questions I received 

were around affordable housing numbers.  I said there were a range of challenges that needed to be 

tackled and one of those was the private rented sector.  I do not think I used the past tense, indeed I was 

very clear that we need to look to the future. 

 

What we have said are two very specific things: the first is that we should increase the number of 

accredited landlords. That recognises that there is a role for the Mayor to advocate higher standards in 

terms of daily management.  However, the powers around quality of accommodation, condition of 

properties, is something that the boroughs mainly have and that is set out in various pieces of legislation, 

the most recent being the Housing Act 2004.  So there is a commitment to drive up the number of 

accredited landlords to 100,000 between now and 2016. 

 

The second commitment is to publish a London Rental Standard, which we will publish for consultation. 

We would hope the Assembly engages in it and it is our intention to do that by the end of this year.  

That standard will be able to set out many things around the private rented sector.  It will be able to set 

out its role in the economy, it will be able to set out how we project the growth of the private rented 

sector, as we know it has doubled over the last decade.  On current projections it could be a larger 

component of housing; within ten years one in three households potentially.  So there is a huge growth 

there.  We will be able to set out how we would hope that sector operates, so there is a London-wide 

approach.  The only thing I would say is that, when you ask the question, “Is it within my brief, is it 

within the Mayor’s brief?”, the Mayor’s powers on this are incredibly limited, so it is largely around 

advocacy and persuasion rather than actual control. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Thank you.  Can we just move on to a question to David really.  In the past, there 

have been many obstacles in delivering housing in London, how will the Mayor’s new powers overcome 

these obstacles? 

 



 

 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  I think potentially in a number of 

ways.  Firstly, it gives us a much more complete and sophisticated land bank, because obviously we take 

the London Development Agency (LDA) and the Thames Gateway Development Corporation and the 

Homes and Communities Agency’s (HCA) land into City Hall. We have direct control over that whereas 

previously that was obviously across three organisations.  We think that we can create some additional 

efficiencies and synergies between that land bank and land banks held by the functional bodies, and that 

is quite an important priority for us, to sit down with Transport for London (TfL), with London Fire and 

Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA), with the Metropolitan Police Service, and work out how we can 

co-ordinate our efforts around surplus land and using land for regeneration and housing purposes.  I 

think that is one very important component. 

 

I would say a second important component is that, although at the moment we have obviously inherited 

a very significant housing investment budget, and a less significant regeneration budget but nevertheless 

a fairly substantial sum, and that budget, or those budgets, are very much committed.  Going forward, 

we will expect to see some flexibility. As the existing programme commitments work their way out and 

hopefully we find some new investment streams to support housing delivery, it gives us the opportunity 

to help to influence and shape those for London’s circumstances, rather than being what we have been 

in the past, which is very much administrators of national housing programmes.  As we all know, London 

has some very specific and particular characteristics, which are very different from many other parts of 

the country, so I think we have the chance to shape policy interventions around the investment 

programmes that we have. 

 

I think, for the first time, we have a unified land bank where we can have some synergies with the 

functional bodies and the opportunities to really shape and scope a set of programme interventions that 

work with London’s specific markets.  There is one further thing I would add as well, which I think, if you 

put the land bank, and you put the investment programmes and the budgets that go with that, alongside 

the existing strategic policy obligations that fall on the Mayor, I think if you add all that together it does 

create the opportunities for some significant influence, not just in the orthodox housing sector, but 

potentially with other investors into residential development in London.  I think the totality is more than 

the sum of the parts as well. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  My question is specifically on that point, Chair.  I was just asking, what is the 

golden bullet, what makes you think it is any different?  I mean, TfL is known as a rather rapacious user 

of its land; Thames Gateway Development Corporation, I think half of their staff were employed to make 

excuses as to why they were not developing land.  What makes you think you are going to be any 

different? 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  I think there is already some track 

record to point to.  It has only been since 1 April that we have taken on the new portfolio of 

responsibilities. However, if you point to some of the earlier devolved services, housing services that 

were handed over from the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) well over a year 

ago, a couple of years ago now, around the operation of seaside and country homes, for instance, the 

GLA has managed to, not only I think improve the service, but make quite dramatic savings and 

efficiencies.  I think the savings on that programme are at around about 85% of the pre-existing budget.  

I think we already have a track record at making things work more effectively and offer better value for 

money. 



 

 

 

 

I do not want to comment on what the previous agencies were or were not doing with their land banks, 

but Rick [Blakeway] and I have already had an initial meeting with the functional bodies to explore 

opportunities for more shared services around property and estate management, and we think that there 

is some major progress we can make there.  We have already had a discussion around what we can do to 

help each other in procurement terms, so we are in the process of working with the functional bodies 

and with London councils to procure a new framework panel for developers and contractors to build sites 

out more quickly and speed up the release of land and the procurement of partners. 

 

I think in some instances there is marriage value and synergies to be had by adjacent land banks or 

nearby land banks so that we can look to things like maybe offering portfolios of sites to the market, 

which might make it more efficient in some instances than offering entirely separate processes.  So I am 

pretty confident that over the next year or two we can make some real progress in all these areas. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  I suppose on my last set of questions, what do you see as the key challenges of 

moving the GLA from a purely strategic body into one delivering on some of these projects?  Then, can I 

just add, you both have a record about transparency and those issues, a positive one in that I have heard 

you speak the language of it.  How are you going to make the work that you do in the coming years, 

how are you going to show that and demonstrate exactly what you have just said in that earlier question 

to Andrew Boff?  Because I think on some of your agendas at the moment most of it would not be 

available for public consumption because of the commercial confidentiality.  So what steps are you going 

to take to make sure that you are transparent in what you are trying to achieve and in your dialogue with 

scrutineers such as ourselves? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I think transparency is a 

really important part of it.  If you look at where we have come from, I certainly think back to 2008, that 

largely the only housing figures that would be produced by City Hall were in the annual monitoring 

report for the London Plan, so in a sense they were planning figures as much as housing investment 

delivery figures.  Sure, there were other numbers out there, but it is what comes out of this building. 

 

Secondly, the HCA London board, and because of the various restrictions around the HCA, a lot of the 

discussions and the documents were not published.  We did shift that position, but they were not 

originally published.  So I think there has been a journey around transparency. I think one of the 

advantages of having the power is that we will be able to be more transparent over numbers and issues 

like that and you will see the papers - unless it is commercially confidential information - being 

published. 

 

On the land point, to pick up on Andrew’s [Boff] point, I mean certainly one of the things, which we are 

discussing with the functional bodies, is that there should be a publicly available list of all of the assets 

and surplus land owned across the GLA group.  There are some lists available, they are not necessarily 

updated lists, and you might have to be a subscriber, and there is clearly more transparency that could 

be around that, so the public can see what assets are owned. 

 

Just quickly on, no longer just strategic, but having a delivery arm, I see it as a wholly positive thing.  

Clearly, it does present challenges, but in a sense the GLA was always in that slightly awkward position, I 

felt, in the last Mayoral term, where we would have responsibility for the strategic policy, but the delivery 



 

 

 

arm was outsourced, and you had a body, the HCA, that reported to the HCA national board, so there 

was governance arrangements there, Ministers in White Hall and the Treasury and the rest of it, and the 

Mayor.  That was a very convoluted structure.  Now it is much more straightforward, much simpler, and it 

should mean that the policy you have can be delivered and there are various safeguards through having 

audits and investment performance boards, the Housing Investment Group, the Homes for London 

board, to govern all of that and ensure that it is auditable and transparent.  But it has to be a better 

situation than the one that we had last time. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  I have a healthy obsession with the issue of transparency, which I think is part of my 

job. I just wanted to test you that quite often an organisation that is not very transparent will have a 

report on the disposal of an asset or something, the development of a site, and it will have 300 clauses in 

it and one of them will have the commercially sensitive information, as a result of which the whole thing 

is restricted and you cannot read it.  Would you accept a commitment to minimising the confidentiality?  

You could do that, for example, by dividing your reports.  Would you accept also that something that 

may be confidential at the time of the decision need not be confidential after the decision has been 

made and could be published?  Would you accept also that the way you construct a contract with 

bidders, or a bidding process, can help focus on transparency as well by making it clear to parties that 

you would expect the maximum amount of their bids to be transparent and published following the 

completion of the competition, or whatever it was? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I think that is fair and 

obviously certainly in procuring a developer there are several stages, and so you will have a site, for 

example, which might have a preferred developer, the contracts are not yet unconditional, and so there 

are several stages to the process and it is not until you have an unconditional contract that some of the 

information may be able to be published, because you will have under-bidders and sensitive areas and so 

forth.  However, certainly that is the intention, and the other intention is that, on disposals, it goes 

through a Mayoral Decision (MD), and the MD process is very well established and you will have the 

appendices and the separate section where the confidential information goes, but the meat of the stuff 

should be available in the MD. 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  Can I just add as well, if you look at 

the Housing Investment Group, which is the monthly meeting that actually undertakes most of the 

approvals before decisions go up for formal MD, we already have a process there where redacted minutes 

that do deal with the very detailed commercially sensitive points are issued publicly as soon as those 

meetings are held.  I think you will find that those decisions only redact that level of detail that is 

genuinely commercially specific.  In other words, if there is a decision to dispose or a decision to enter 

into a development agreement, the commercially confidential elements of that will be redacted, but the 

rest of it will be there, and that - I can speak from experience - is a good deal more transparent than the 

arrangements that pre-dated the GLA with the HCA for instance. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Could I just emphasise, it may be partly about busy-bodies wanting to know 

everything, but it is a matter of genuine public interest, and the Community Land Trust decision would 

be an example of that where there was a very wide public interest but it seemed to be a sort of secret-

squirrel process in terms of the availability of information about what had happened. 

 



 

 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  So far as the Community 

Land Trust is concerned, and I assume you are referring to St Clement’s (the former St Clement’s hospital 

site in Bow), clearly there is a procurement process there, hence why some of the sensitivities around 

that. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  You could perhaps write off-line, because I know we have a busy agenda, but I think 

that was an example, which you could perhaps address if you were able to do that, that might be 

quicker. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, my expectation, my 

hope, is that there will be a Mayoral decision on that very shortly, because it has been through all the 

other processes. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  Can I just ask about the commitment to publish a list of all the GLA 

landholdings. You have said just now that there are a few lists about, when are you going to be in a 

position to publish a definitive list? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Certainly by the end of the 

year. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  That would be public?  Is that the 625 hectares that you identified earlier, 

or is there more? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The 625 hectares is land 

owned by this building.  Probably most people know what those sites are already; Grange Place and all 

the rest of it.  The complete list will be the rest of the GLA groups, so LFEPA, TfL and the police. It 

would not include London Legacy Development Corporation (formally the Mayoral Development 

Corporation) or anything like that, so we are looking at functional body land. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  Have you had any preliminary estimates of the potential value of that land 

yet? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The book value of the 

625 hectares, the GLA land, is something like £46.5 million; that is the book value.  The rest of the GLA 

group, that is something we are working through. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  I think it would be useful if we could have that as soon as that has been 

worked through.  Have you done any estimate to date as to the potential number of jobs or homes that 

could be delivered by these sites? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I think the first thing to say 

is that not all of the land, including the 625 hectares within the GLA, is housing-led development, and 

that is very clearly the case around the Royal Docks area and much of the LDA land.  As far as jobs are 

concerned, there are a number of indicators around jobs and apprenticeships, and it is clearly part of the 

procurement process that we expect to see a contribution towards jobs and apprenticeships, and that is 

appraised as part of the bids process.  There is a rough rule of thumb, which is the figure that you will 



 

 

 

know is the Government’s, which is two jobs for every home, and that is broadly what we use to calculate 

it. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  Can I then ask, following that - and this is a question I asked Transport for 

London at the Budget Committee last week - obviously facing budgetary pressures, the police, the fire 

service, are under an obligation to get maximum value to maintain frontline services, and part of that will 

be dealt with by selling off estates or selling off land.  Certainly when I was questioning Transport for 

London they seemed to be pushing the idea of getting the maximum commercial value.  But obviously of 

course you are about regeneration as well and about employment and other opportunities, sustainability 

or whatever, and the two might not necessarily go hand in hand and there will be tensions.  How do you 

see yourself actually managing those tensions? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, I mean David may want 

to say more, but there are some policy objectives, which, within property and land holdings, for example, 

ten free schools and making buildings available for that, and there is clearly funding from the 

Department for Education for those sorts of projects, and that is part of our review of the GLA estate.  

So I think the two can be compatible. 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  Yes, just a couple of things. One 

point, I suppose quite an important point actually, is that, just as the functional bodies need to generate 

receipts to balance their books, so too does the GLA.  The GLA has inherited a very large Olympic debt 

repayment obligation and, because we now have very significant land banks, we need to generate 

receipts to repay that debt and balance the GLA’s books.  So we have the same interest in realising 

receipts.  I accept entirely that there will, on occasion, be tensions between possibly delivering a set of 

policy obligations with land relative to maximising receipt.  Clearly, in some instances, that happens.  

However, I think often you can actually combine those two things. If you look at certainly the release of 

land from the former HCA estate - which I have been responsible for now for a number of years and has 

been through the process with the London Housing Board, which Rick [Blakeway]was a member of - I 

think it is fair to say that the profile of receipts that we have drawn through the release of that land over 

the last two to three years has actually over-achieved our receipts target and we have actually got more 

in return than we were originally budgeting for.  In virtually every single instance, we were very careful to 

align the purpose of those land receipts with housing delivery, particularly affordable housing delivery, 

and regeneration.  So I think you can sometimes balance these things quite successfully and still get very 

good levels of capital receipts. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  Could you just tell us a bit more how you are going to co-ordinate 

the use of the new powers and budget within City Hall? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Co-ordinate? 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  You have various boards and we were looking at these recently as a 

committee, there is the Investment and Performance Board (IPB), the Housing Investment Group (HIG), 

the Regeneration Investment Group, Homes for London, all of which seem to have a similar cast of 

characters on them, and I am just wondering how it is actually going to work in practice.  You and David 

seem to be on all these differently-named boards and committees and bodies and so on.  I just want to 

get a sense of how it is going to work. 



 

 

 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, OK, very fair question.  

The main investment group is the Housing Investment Group, which I chair.  That reports both to the 

IPB, which Sir Ed Lister [Chief of Staff and Deputy Mayor for Planning] chairs and it oversees the GLA 

budget as a whole, but most of the time it just reports what it has done. However, there is a mechanism 

to escalate a decision if we think that it requires Sir Ed Lister and other Mayoral advisers to engage on 

the decision.  It also reports to the Homes for London board and there is provision for up to three 

members of the Homes for London board to sit on the Housing Investment Group. 

 

The Homes for London board itself is obviously a partnership between ourselves and the London 

councils. The first meeting, as you know, was yesterday and at that meeting Sir Steve Bullock [Mayor of 

Lewisham] was appointed by the members as the Deputy Chair of that group, which I think sends a very 

strong signal about the partnership between us and the boroughs. It was a core part of the transfer of 

the powers here that there were governance arrangements governing the boroughs.  That board wants to 

take a very strategic approach and it wants to look at a whole wide range of aspects around housing 

policy, use of land and the next Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR).  It is less interested - it was said 

at the board - in getting into the minutiae of individual investment decisions around land, which is the 

role of the Housing Investment Group.  It sees itself as very strategic, looking at policy, and monitoring 

overall outputs. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  Where does Homes for London fit into the equation then?  Can you 

say a bit more about how that fits alongside the other boards? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Homes for London; that was 

the last bit, the board with the boroughs and Steve Bullock as Deputy Chair and all of that. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  How are you going to ensure that either we do not have a massive 

duplication between these various bodies, but also that there is a genuinely strategic approach across 

them and that there are not major areas that are actually missed out? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  By being distinct about the 

role of each body. So Homes for London: engagement with the boroughs, strategic housing challenges, 

monitoring overall delivery of programmes that are in the GLA’s control.  Housing Investment Group 

(HIG): heavy lifting, makes the investment, or the Mayor ultimately makes an investment decision, but 

scrutinises what is happening, does the appraisal of the bids on a piece of land and all the rest of it, so 

that is the heavy lifting as an investment group.  IPB, which only deals with matters if it is escalated by 

HIG to it because we say, for example, on the Royal Docks that might be something that many people 

are interested in, not just the Housing Investment Group. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  How does that work at an officer level then, on the employment side of land, and 

your and I suppose David Lunts’ interaction with Fiona Fletcher-Smith [Executive Director of 

Development and Environment, GLA]? 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  We sit next to each other, which 

helps, and we talk to each other very regularly, as you would expect.  I think it is a very fair question 

because clearly what has come into the new Housing and Land Directorate, largely anyway, apart from 



 

 

 

the policy team that was already there, has come from three separate organisations.  People have moved 

across on Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) Regulations (TUPE) terms, so effectively 

what we have inherited are teams very much doing very similar or the same work that they were doing in 

separate organisations. 

 

I think things have settled down very well and I think within that team I am pretty confident that things 

are working as well as I would have expected at this point.  I think, going forward, we will want to think 

about whether we need to make any changes to that. Fiona [Fletcher-Smith] will need to think about 

whether she wants to make any changes to the way that her team is organised in order to ensure that we 

do optimise the opportunities for joint working, for collaboration, and making sure that what we do and 

what Fiona’s people do add value to each other.  I think that point is not lost on me; it is certainly not 

lost on Fiona.  Indeed, we have already made some changes, I mean some minor changes. For instance, 

the team that was part of Fiona’s directorate, part of the environment team, which deals with retrofit, 

green deal, very much around climate change with regard to property, and particularly homes, that now 

is part of my directorate because it just makes more sense to fit it in there.  So we have made some 

short-term changes.  I think the communications are good, but I would not rule out some subsequent 

changes to ensure that we do make sure that we fit together as well as we can. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I suppose this is a question for both of you really, could you tell us what key risks 

you have identified with regard to achieving the Mayor’s housing and regeneration objectives? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Any particular area, on land 

or on ...? 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I just want to know in general what you have identified. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Where to start.  If you take 

the delivery of the affordable homes, I would say compared to previous programmes, for example the 

National Affordable Homes Programme (NHP), so the Affordable Homes Programme (AHP) compared to 

the National Affordable Homes programme, which was its predecessor in 2008-2011, I think we have 

been able to do a lot of work to de-risk that programme and mitigate the risk by signing contracts with 

providers so they have contractual obligations to deliver a certain quota against the Mayor’s goal of X-

number of homes through the Affordable Homes Programme by 2015.  The majority of those units are 

on identified schemes, so again that de-risks it.  For the residual amount where they are having to 

identify schemes to deliver the homes against, they are obligated to do so in their contract. 

 

There is an active programme to identify sites but I suppose a residual risk might be that they do not 

identify sites or they do not gain planning permission, so that would be a risk.  However, that risk is upon 

the provider who has a contractual position rather than upon us, and I have to say it is a risk that is much 

lower than would have been the case in previous investment rounds where most of the programme 

would have been speculative and not on identified schemes.  To mitigate that risk and monitor the 

position we have a quarterly review of all of our registered providers. We have about 63-64 registered 

providers and we have a quarterly process. We obviously have a profile of starts against the programme 

and our goal is to ensure that it delivers the completions by March 2015. This year we are anticipating 

something like just over 8,000 starts to deliver against the programme that is monitored on a quarterly 

basis. 



 

 

 

 

Do you want me to go into risk on land? 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  If David has anything to add on that first of all. 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  Rick [Blakeway] has covered the 

way that we manage the main affordable housing programme very well and you can be assured we are 

very keen to de-risk the programme. It is a constant worry for us, but actually this programme is looking 

less risky in some respects than the previous one because, as Rick [Blakeway] says, the vast majority now 

of the four-year programme is on firm sites, which is a much higher proportion that we are used to at 

this stage.  I am reasonably confident that we will have de-risked that to the point where we can be quite 

confident about achieving the outcomes. 

 

On land, I think there are some different scales of risks on some of the larger sites.  Clearly, with a very 

diverse affordable housing programme with 60-odd different providers there are different ways to de-

risk that.  Some of the larger regeneration sites where we maybe have one preferred development 

partner or one particular project outcome, the risk profile is different.  It is hard to generalise because I 

think different sites have different risk profiles. Suffice to say that on the very large schemes like 

Greenwich Peninsula or Barking Riverside, to name two, we have worked very hard with our development 

partners and the local boroughs there to ensure that some of the obstacles around viability, which have 

obviously impacted since the downturn, are addressed through various flexibilities: do we need to look at 

planning policy section 106?  So we take a bespoke view about risk assessment and risk adjustment on a 

site-by-site basis. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  There is one specific thing in particular that concerns me, and I think probably 

certain other members on the Committee, and that would be the reinvigorated or perhaps reanimated 

right-to-buy scheme that the government is moving forward with.  I am wondering, Rick, if you have 

made an assessment of how the changes to right-to-buy will impact on the objectives of the revised 

London housing strategy. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, the right-to-buy is 

reflected in the housing strategy and we have had a number of conversations with Government around 

right-to-buy.  The biggest concern that we had around right-to-buy was to ensure that the receipts from 

right-to-buy were ring-fenced and protected for London; we did not want to haemorrhage investment 

from the capital.  The Government has set out a process which gives boroughs the opportunity to sign a 

contract, a memorandum of understanding, or whatever it is called, with Government, and I think they 

have until 27 June, or the end of this month to sign those contracts, and then they retain the receipt, 

and then they have an obligation to re-provide.  If they do not sign those agreements then the default 

position is the money comes to the GLA and that ensures that we protect it for London. 

 

The second issue around right-to-buy is just to ensure the re-provision, and this is obviously the big 

lesson from the 1980s where we lost stock and it was not re-provided.  The Government’s analysis 

suggests that there will be certainly sufficient money to re-provide one-for-one, and probably slightly in 

excess of one-for-one, I think it is 1.2 per sale, with an average receipt expected to be around £65,000, 

which, if you look at the grant that we are providing in the current programme, is ample to re-provide.  I 



 

 

 

think protecting the money for London and ensuring re-provision are our two major concerns, while 

reflecting that, as a whole, it is obviously great that people are able to go on the property ladder.  

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Just specifically on councils making an agreement with the Government, Grant 

Shapps [Housing Minister] has actually expressed concern that very many councils have not made an 

agreement with the Government.  Do you have an assessment of what the situation is in London in terms 

of which councils or how many councils have signed up, and are you doing anything strategically to 

encourage councils to make an agreement? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I am conscious that not 

many councils nationally have signed their memorandums or the agreements with Government as of yet.  

I suspect more than anything else that is not a reflection of lack of appetite, it is a reflection that these 

things tend to come in at the last minute, so I do not think that is unusual.  But I am relatively relaxed to 

the extent that I know that, if the agreements are not signed by the councils, then the default position is 

the GLA will deliver.  Therefore, unlike other parts of the country, if Hull does not sign an agreement 

then the money might be spent in Manchester and outside the local area. I know that the money will be 

retained by the GLA and spent on re-provision. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Just on that, obviously it is a good thing that the money is staying in London and 

not being re-provisioned nationally. However, London is a very big area and a council home sold in, for 

example, inner London, if it is then replaced in outer London, there is obviously an impact for the 

communities in inner London.  Are you clear, within the GLA, and how the GLA will then spend this 

money on rebuilding homes, are you going to look to replace homes in similar areas?  Is that something 

you are committed to? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  That would certainly be our 

intention. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Moving on, I have spoken to a number of housing leads on councils and many of 

them are very concerned that, even when they sell, you have spoken about the one-for-one, but even 

when they sell obviously they are only allowed to spend 30% of the receipt in then providing a new 

home.  What provision is there or what can councils do that cannot stump up the other 70% to build a 

new council house? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  If they want to subsidise it 

further, they can obviously look at their own landholdings; that is one option.  To be honest, looking at 

the cost of grant against the total scheme cost, 30% is fine; I do not think that creates any problem in 

terms of re-provision.  I think at the moment - I am trying to remember the figure - but I think at the 

moment our grant as a total cost of delivering that unit represents something like I think 21%, 22%, so 

well within the 30%.  I do not think 30% as a cap presents a problem in London.  It works within the 

model. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  In terms of replacing like with like, let us say money has come to the GLA, there is 

no specification I believe within the rules on the number of bedrooms you are to replace.  So, for 

example, a council sold a four-bed flat, in theory it could be replaced with a one-bed, which obviously 



 

 

 

has an issue in terms of family homes.  The money is coming to you; will you be looking to place 

particular emphasis on providing family homes, which is obviously a very big issue? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, I mean I think again this 

is something that is set out in the housing strategy and it is certainly something set out in the Mayor’s 

response to the Government, was that we would want to see the re-provision of the same number of bed 

spaces, if that is possible.  Certainly it is the intention to replace like with like rather than just one for 

one. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Just finally on this, in terms of council housing, obviously there are a number of 

boroughs now, which are starting to build new council housing, Camden, Southwark, will be building I 

think several thousand between them, new council homes, over the next four or five years.  In terms of 

monitoring this, this is something that we have not really had, mass construction of new council housing 

in London, for the last few decades.  In terms of the London Plan Monitoring Report, that currently 

reports housing by social, intermediate and market housing.  Do you think you should be creating a new 

category in that report for council housing? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, absolutely.  The DCLG 

figures, which are on affordable housing supply, which tend to come out in the November of each year, 

looking at the previous financial year, they have captured homes delivered by local authorities, and that 

was particularly the case when we had the local authority new build programme in the last investment 

round. I think you saw a significant increase in the number of homes provided by local authorities in 

London, I think it shot up - you can check the figures on the table - from something like 60 completions 

to about 230 completions, so a significant increase. 

 

However, I think you are right, with Housing Revenue Account (HRA) reform and so forth, I think there 

is potential for local authorities to deliver more of their own homes, and it is absolutely right that we 

capture those statistics and that should be part of the data that we publish.  It requires the local 

authorities to report it to us though. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I cannot see them being unhappy to report that, but no more from me, unless 

David wants to add anything on those.  

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Can I just ask, you have not identified in the risks any of the changes that there 

have been to things like the benefits regime, affordable housing, and the problems that there will be in 

developing larger family properties as a result of the affordable housing model.  Do you not see those as 

sufficient risks? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  They are risks which were 

accounted for.  They are less of a risk around delivery now because they were accounted for in the bids 

process previously which took place last February, when I think the prospectus was published, and then 

the contract negotiations. What we were very clear about at that stage is that, within London, firstly we 

would expect rents to be set within local housing allowance caps, and secondly we would expect 

providers, in the provision of family-sized accommodation, three-bed or larger accommodation, to 

account for the total benefit cap.  We were very clear on that; that is something that has been reflected 

in the negotiations with registered providers so I think we have mitigated that risk. 



 

 

 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Do you have sufficient data to make a judgment upon the effects of the various 

caps in terms of the migration of lower-earning tenants, private sector tenants, across London?  Do you 

have sufficient data to report on the effect of those? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It is something that the 

Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) have been monitoring and I think very recently, within the 

last couple of weeks, they published their two-year report, their impact assessment on the changes to 

local housing allowance and so forth.  I think that report, which is I think available publicly, showed that 

they had not detected a noticeable shift or any trends in terms of where people lived in the private 

rented sector and so on.  So DWP have done an impact assessment.  

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  So the concerns about people en masse leaving from say, for example, 

Westminster and moving into less-expensive boroughs, the DWP are saying that is not happening? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, on the evidence of their 

impact assessment that has not happened yet. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Do the DWP make available the real-time data on this, the data of moves from 

borough to borough, tracking where people are moving? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I suspect there are a number 

of publicly available sources which are probably not consolidated in one place.  How granular that data 

is, as in this particular household moved here, it is not necessarily going to be captured, and I suspect 

only the boroughs or DWP would know that. You could look at total number of claimants in an area, I 

think that information is publicly available. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  The total numbers does not really do anything to try and answer the question of 

whether or not these moves are taking place, does it?  That is the problem.  Is there no way of capturing 

that data? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Perhaps the best thing is if 

we set out what the scope of DWP’s impact assessment is because it is a continuous assessment, it is not 

a one-off, and we can see what gaps there are, if there are gaps in that assessment. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  To save the Committee’s time, if I can write to you about this, because I am 

concerned about the case, because there are assumptions that all these moves are taking place, but 

there does not really seem to be any data either to back that up or disprove it, and we really need to 

have a better quality of data in order to find that out. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, absolutely, and at the 

moment it would appear to be that there has not been a significant impact. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Of course that would be shared with the rest of the Committee. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Of course. 



 

 

 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Hopefully quickly, the question asked by Tom Copley, which was about risks 

identified in achieving the Mayor’s housing and regeneration objectives, and when I was a councillor in 

the East End I once jokingly - but there was a very serious point within this - suggested we could rename 

the borough the ‘London Borough of Housing’, because housing was such an important issue it tended 

to swamp everything else.  Would you not agree with me that there is a risk, given such a heavy housing 

agenda in London, that, although the Mayor has assumed powers for housing and regeneration, the 

regeneration part will be swamped out by that? Could you perhaps briefly describe the process by which, 

if we have a piece of land, we might want to look at missed-use development of that land, we might 

want to look at employment-related use of that land, as against dominated by housing.  In saying that, I 

am in no way watering down the importance of housing, it is just I think there is a strategic importance 

for job creation in London as well. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It depends what you mean 

by regeneration, because I think “regeneration” covers a number of things across a number of portfolios.  

Certainly in so far as our land holdings are concerned, we are very clear that some of this is for housing-

led developments and for housing purposes, and some of it is not suitable for that. If you broadly 

wanted to divide it I would say that the LDA land was largely - not exclusively - either for mixed-use 

developments or predominantly for commercial development, and that is very clear with the Royal Docks 

area and Silvertown and so forth.  Then the HCA sites broadly speaking are, as you would expect - 

because they were previously bought by English Partnerships for housing purposes - are largely housing-

led developments.  We are very clear when we appraise it, and David [Lunts] can talk in more detail, at 

determining what is the suitability of that site. It will also involve a conversation with the borough who 

often have the planning powers, or in some cases it has already been determined because there will be a 

planning consent on that site. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  When you described the committee structure, which is quite complicated, it did give 

in my mind the risk - and I can hear the voice of Nicky Gavron AM in the back of my head reminding me 

of this - of creating silos in which one is overly focused on one objective against the other.  Would you, 

Mr Lunts, recognise, since your job description spans both areas, that is a risk and do you feel you have 

the controls to avoid it? 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  Possibly it is a risk.  I would sort of 

pick up the point that Rick [Blakeway] made that I think regeneration obviously takes many forms and 

you will have noticed that I am no longer Executive Director of Housing and Regeneration, is it Housing 

and Land, and I think in some ways it is actually not unhelpful that -- 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Your name tag has not been updated. 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  I am sorry, I do not have eyes in the 

back of my monitor.  But I think it is interesting that the Deputy Mayor’s responsibilities and remits are 

housing, land, property, and I think Kit Malthouse AM is responsible for business and growth. I think in a 

sense the regeneration thing does span both of those briefs and just as regeneration is not just about 

jobs and business, then it certainly is not just about housing.  A sensible regeneration is very often about 

the intertwining of those things and I think by and large we work quite successfully on that.  For 

instance, I think one of the things that is perhaps quite a positive benefit of the new Housing and Land 



 

 

 

Directorate is that we have those different sides with different use intentions, and we can put housing 

skills with economic and industrial development skills into one team and work out what fits best.  To 

some extent that is obviously informed by a discussion with the relevant boroughs and local planning 

authorities, it is informed by what the market view is about a particular site, so we will often soft market 

test before we actually release a piece of land so that we are not going for residential development if the 

market is actually saying that really this is more of an employment-led site, for instance. 

 

Richard Tracey (AM):  I just wanted to explore a bit more this question of transparency which a couple 

of colleagues have mentioned already.  The Mayor talks a lot about transparency and one of his great 

objectives is that so much more of the work of the GLA as a whole should be transparent to the public.  

But yet you have created these various bodies.  Not necessarily you but the GLA has created the 

Investment and Performance Board, the Housing Investment Group, the Regeneration Investment Group, 

Homes for London, all these things, which frankly do have agendas that are not published and they are 

rather closed. 

 

What is the purpose of that when the Mayor’s agenda is transparency?  Why not release far more 

information so that indeed this Committee can do its job properly and monitor what you are doing? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I hear what you say but, just 

to be clear, firstly, the agendas of all of those bodies and indeed the papers with the redactions of 

anything commercially sensitive are publicly available.  They are published. 

 

Secondly, as part of the wider work the Mayor will do around data store, we will provide and have been 

providing detailed information on affordable housing completions and so forth in a way I would say that 

was not the case in the past.  The only housing numbers that were really published on building in the 

past were the annual monitoring reports.  You will see much more than that published in the future than 

you have been. 

 

Richard Tracey (AM):  Yes, but do you accept that you do still overdo the confidentiality aspect? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Where there is something 

that is commercially sensitive -- 

 

Richard Tracey (AM):  Yes, I understand that. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  -- it is important to 

recognise that there is a procurement process.  We have to be compliant with the Official Journal of the 

European Union (OJEU) and it is competitive and all the rest of it, so that has to be respected.  From a 

public sector perspective, that is important also because, clearly, you have a competitive process and 

commercial confidentiality should help you ensure that people are competing against each other, putting 

in the best price and offering you the best thing and that is important.  However, it does have to be 

clearly set out and that is why you will have an MD with the information published.  That is why you 

have governance arrangements where members of the Homes for London board also sit on the Housing 

Investment Group.  They bring external challenge to us.  It is not just internal officers.  It is external 

challenge as well.  I think that those are significant improvements to the process. 

 



 

 

 

Richard Tracey (AM):  Are you confident that you are giving us enough information for us to be able 

to do our job on this Committee, for example, in monitoring and scrutinising how the housing policy is 

being carried out and what it is achieving? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I would hope so, but, clearly, 

the Chair can write to me if there is a sense that you are not having the information required. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  This question, I suppose, follows on in a way from Darren’s line of questioning.  It is 

about Homes for London.  Could you explain what it has been set up to do and how it is going to 

operate? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It is an integral part of the 

devolution settlement we agreed with Government.  It has been set up to be a clear partnership with 

London Councils and the London boroughs as well as bringing in three external independent appointees 

from the Mayor.  Its first meeting was yesterday and, as I say, the sense that I had was, firstly, 

monitoring the programmes which have come to the GLA: they are not the only body which will monitor 

it but they are an important part of that.  Secondly, a strategic housing policy is something which they 

want to also look at.  I suspect that in the future the Homes for London board may consult on various 

issues and publish a document which could be consulted upon in partnership with the Mayor, so you 

have that board and the Mayor publishing a document for public consultation.  So it is partly strategic 

and partly monitoring.  That is its role. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):    There was obviously a very high-profile campaign by Shelter during the campaign, 

which I think garnered cross-party support to set up this body.  But certainly post-election and under 

scrutiny from Nicky Gavron, it looks like this is simply a rebranding of the London Housing Board.  Will 

Homes for London have beefed-up powers? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  For Homes for London, the 

legislation sets out very clearly where the power rests and where the ultimate accountability rests and 

that is with the Mayor through MDs and so forth. That is very clearly the case and that was the case 

when the legislation was set out and so on. 

 

The other important function of the board which I think has to be recognised - and if you look at the 

Shelter campaign, it has to be recognised as well - is whilst the Mayor has new housing powers, he does 

not necessarily have power on everything which people are advocating the Mayor to do something 

about.  Some of the powers, for example, rest with local authorities and that is why the board is a useful 

mechanism for engaging local authorities who also have their own powers.  They have powers around 

planning, they have powers around land, they have powers around housing revenue account with the 

reform.  So, whilst there is a wide range of challenges which were highlighted by Shelter and others, not 

all of those challenges are things within the Mayor’s gift to address. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  But could you just tell us: does Homes for London have any extra powers that the 

London Housing Board did not have before or does it have anything different? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Very specifically, what 

Shelter asked for was a functional body to be set up on housing called Homes for London which would 



 

 

 

replicate or mirror, if you like, TfL.  We said very clearly in response that we would not set up a functional 

body because we thought that was an unnecessary additional bureaucracy and actually it is far more 

accountable if the powers are within this building directly under the Mayor.  So there are no additional 

powers to the powers that have transferred as part of the devolution settlement, but I do not recall 

Shelter calling for additional powers.  We could look at additional powers.  That is an interesting debate. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  The reason I am asking about this is precisely because Shelter did call for certainly 

extra responsibilities or extra functions for Homes for London to carry out which was contained in the 

pledge which the Mayor signed.  I have three of them here.  The first one was to create a London-wide 

lettings agency.  Is there any intention to do that? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  No.  I have not seen any 

pledge which the Mayor signed and so I do not think the Mayor did sign a pledge which said -- 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Or signed up to, I suppose, in the abstract sense when he said, “Yes, I support the 

charter -- 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  What the Mayor signed up 

to - and it was very clearly set out when he wrote a letter to Shelter during the election - was that he 

would not set up a functional body.  That was very clear.  That was in the manifesto.  However, he did 

say, “We will call” – because the aim of the campaign, and we should not move away from this, the aim 

of Shelter’s campaign was to raise the profile of housing and clearly, the key part of the new 

infrastructure around the devolution settlement is that board, that collective group of people from the 

boroughs and so forth, and he said he would call it Homes for London.  That is what we said. 

 

You have mentioned one of the three pledges.  The Mayor did not commit to setting up a lettings 

agency and so we will not be setting up a lettings agency. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  You will not be doing it? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  We never committed to 

doing it. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I agree it was there to raise the profile, but I think Shelter also very much intended 

that there were going to be very practical implications from this. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I met with Shelter yesterday 

and they did not even raise whether the Mayor should set up a letting agency with me. Actually they 

have been very supportive of the fact that the Mayor has taken the profile of their campaign through 

Homes for London and is keeping that brand, if you like, and that aim to raise the profile of housing 

alive through the Homes for London board. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I have had slightly different conversations.  But can I just ask you then finally on 

this point: do you think that Homes for London needs to be much more consumer-facing, as it were, and 

go out there and talk to Londoners about their housing problems across all different tenures? 

 



 

 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It is an important point 

about all different tenures.  I think ultimately it is the Mayor who is the elected representative.  It is the 

Mayor who has ultimate decision and responsibility and accountability for housing.  This is the whole 

thing we were saying around Homes for London.  If you put in a functional body, you can blame the 

commissioner, blame the Transport Commissioner, the Police Commissioner, whoever.  Here, it is very 

clear that responsibility rests in this building and that is with the Mayor and that is the person Londoners 

elected.  I do not think we should pass responsibility to anyone else. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Could you just clarify what exactly will the Mayor be doing then, in using his 

influencing role?  Earlier on in answer to the question you said, “Look, we are very clear about what we 

do in this building but what others do in relation to the Shelter promise or anything” -- can we call it a 

promise that the Mayor signed up to, albeit in terms of highlighting the issue?  So what is it that the 

Mayor will be doing over the coming years in his influencing role around the four policy objectives that 

Shelter were seeking to deliver when they asked various mayoral candidates to sign up to? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Do you want to run through 

the four? 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  I will go through them.  Delivering more affordable homes: I think we can take that 

as read.  Securing longer and more secure tenancies: is that something the Mayor would sign up to? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The Mayor does not 

determine tenancy policy.  That is a matter for -- 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  So what is he going to do? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Tenancy policy is, as you 

know, a matter for Government.  However, the Mayor could advocate longer tenancies, potentially, for 

some households -- 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Sorry.  Let me just interrupt you.  He could?  No, I am asking you what you think 

the Mayor is going to do in the coming years.  Is he going to use his influencing role to seek to change 

an outcome, either put pressure on Government or put pressure on local government about various 

issues?  In securing longer and more secure tenancies, what is the Mayor’s position in using his role in 

this building to secure what Shelter want him to do? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  That is something which we 

will set out -- 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Is it something you are considering? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It is something we are 

considering as part of the work which we are doing around the private rented sector and we will set out 

our position when we publish the London Rental Standard for consultation. 

 



 

 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):    Just clarifying what you said earlier on setting up the London letting service, you 

are not doing it? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  No. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Are you going to influence other people to do it at local level?  Or do you not 

think that is the role of the Mayor at all in this thing that he signed up to or did not sign up to during 

the election? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I am aware that some local 

authorities have looked at setting up their own letting agents.  I do not have a huge amount of detail on 

that but we can certainly find out more and send it to you. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  I am trying to find out via you what the Mayor’s position is.  Does he think they 

are a good thing even though he does not want to do one London-wide?  Does he think they should 

happen locally?  Does he support them if they are being set up by local authorities?  Or does he think 

that we should not be doing this sort of stuff? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I do not think I can make a 

judgment or advise the Mayor on whether it is a good thing unless I know in detail what is being 

proposed.  What he clearly decided was not a good thing was to have a London-wide lettings agency. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  All right, so we do not think that is a good thing.  Again, would you say that you 

are looking at whether they are a good thing locally or are you not in a position to comment on that at 

the moment? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I would need to know more 

detail about what individual local authorities are thinking and intending. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):    Shelter are also asking for a rogue landlord enforcement team.  You could see 

whether you set that up London-wide or you could see whether you do that locally and would encourage 

people to do it.  Where is the Mayor’s position on something like that? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It depends what you mean 

by “rogue landlord” because there are certain powers of enforcement which local authorities have and 

Schedule 7 of the Housing Act 1984, I think I am right in saying, sets out certain conditions that must be 

met in terms of the fabric of the building and so forth in the private rented sector.  Then in 2004 local 

authorities were given the power to intervene and enforce those conditions if they felt the landlord was 

contravening them, so there is legislation on that.  The powers rest with the local authorities and 

therefore I do not think that the Mayor needs to set up an enforcement team.  Instead, I think it is the 

responsibility of local authorities.  You need to look at the definition of “rogue landlord” because there is 

a lot of legislation set out on that. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  That is fair to say.  So, from that conversation, am I right in thinking that the 

Mayor is not going to put an item under “rogue landlord enforcement actions” on your Homes for 

London agenda because that is for local authorities to do?  He is not going to influence them?  Or are 



 

 

 

you going to tell me that there will be a future item and the Mayor is going to try and influence local 

authorities to take up some enforcement action, depending on what the legal definition of a rogue 

landlord is, in terms of enforcement action? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The Mayor’s statutory 

housing strategy, the draft version of which has just finished public consultation, sets out quite clearly 

that local authorities have those powers and it encourages local authorities to consider whether they 

need to use those powers or not, so we do actually say something on that in the Mayor’s housing 

strategy. 

 

As far as the work of the Homes for London board is concerned, it is our intention that the draft of the 

London Rental Standard goes to that board at its meeting in October and is something considered by the 

board then, so it will be something of its work programme. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):   That is fairly reasonable.   

 

Andrew Boff (AM): You have cleared up a lot of my questions because I was horrified when there was 

an inference that Nicky Gavron AM gave that the Mayor had signed up to a London-wide lettings agency 

and a London-wide enforcement team.  Can we have some absolute clarity because there is a sort of 

factoid being constructed that the Mayor somehow signed up to certain obligations presented by Shelter 

and now is not delivering them.  Can you categorically say that the Mayor did not sign up to those 

commitments and it has always been his plan of not setting up these agencies? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  To be absolutely clear, I 

cannot recall anything that the Mayor said which would give the suggestion of him setting up a London-

wide lettings agency, for example.  I am aware that other candidates said it, but I am quite clear from my 

recollection and observing the election that this Mayor did not say that.  I am also aware that he wrote a 

letter during the election which was to Shelter, or to supporters of Shelter, and that set out quite clearly 

what the Mayor was supporting.  It did not include signing up to rogue landlord enforcement or letting 

agencies or anything of that nature. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you very much.  That is nice and clear because I think we needed clarity on 

that.  One of the concerns that Shelter certainly has is on overcrowding.  How will the Mayor’s new 

housing investment in land powers be used to deliver realistic family homes, including the possibility of 

gardens, rather than simply meeting the technical requirements of three bedrooms? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Firstly, in terms of 

monitoring, we should look at bed spaces.  I think that is an important thing, so it is not just units but it 

is also bed spaces.  That is something which is set out in various bits of policy, the London Plan and so 

forth.  It is set out and it is an important aspect of ensuring we are delivering larger units. 

 

As you know, the Mayor emphasised the importance of delivering family-sized affordable 

accommodation during the negotiations around affordable rent and 36% of the programme is three-

bedroom or larger.  I have to say that that is far higher than commentators were anticipating, so that is a 

positive thing.  Then there will be individual schemes, obviously separate and independent of me, but 

what was happening around the Olympic legacy and family-sized accommodation there is important.  I 



 

 

 

would say it is one aspect of tackling issues like overcrowding and there are many other ways of tackling 

overcrowding through conversions and extensions and things like that. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Absolutely, but will you keep an eye out to ensure that we are not getting the 

default position of three bedrooms?  Mr Lunts and I have had discussions about this before.  The 

Mayor’s target is based upon the Strategic Housing Market Assessment but in that particular document 

they classify a family home as four bedrooms and a bath.  Within the Mayor’s target it is three bedrooms 

and a bath and yet they are using comparatively the same figure.  If we are going to meet the demands 

that there are for larger properties, we have to talk about family properties being four bedrooms and a 

bath.  Will you keep an eye on ensuring that we do not default back to just three bedrooms as fulfilling 

that commitment to family housing? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, that is a fair point.  We 

do clearly need to monitor three, four or five-bedroom places. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  In any year, I would expect to see a handful of five and even six-bedroom 

properties.  I am not saying all of them.  I am just saying it would be a symbol that at least it was 

recognising the contribution that these large homes make to freeing up the rest of the system, as 

outlined in the report that I did for the Assembly a while ago. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, freeing them up is also 

an important point because we do have a large existing stock of family-sized accommodation.  Clearly, it 

is always the choice of those individuals what they do, but an offer should be made to them if they want 

to downsize, which is obviously a decision which individuals take in the market to downsize.  However, 

choice can be more limited in the social housing sector. That is why we have safeguard schemes like the 

Seaside and Country Homes Scheme. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):    One tiny bit more.  I am sorry to push it.  You know I am obsessed on this.  I 

accept that one and two-bedroom flats are going to be built.  Can you for me make an undertaking that 

when those schemes come forward which do have a number of one and two-bedroom flats in there, we 

have some kind of statement about how those one and two-bedroom flats are contributing to removing 

the problem of overcrowding?  That is the one and two-bedroom flats that may be attractive to 

downsizers. 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  Yes.  Is it a question about 

introducing that into our investment criteria or is this something that you would want to suggest through 

the planning system? 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  It is when you are coming to make that decision and you are assessing the value of 

a scheme or the value of something.  We are talking about social housing.  There has to be social value 

behind this investment.  If there is going to be a preponderance of one and two-bedroom flats, a one or 

two-bedroom flat does not in itself solve the problem of overcrowding.  That is where all the 

overcrowding is.  But it is justified to resolve the problem of overcrowding if you can say that those one 

and two-bedroom properties appeal to downsizers.  They are attracting people away from the under-

occupied four-bedroom houses and encouraging them to go into one or two-bedroom flats, typically 

pensioners who are finding their homes difficult to deal with, the family has moved off, they do not 



 

 

 

particularly want to move but you have to give them an incentive to move.  For those new 

developments, there is a criteria in there that they should be able to demonstrate that they are fulfilling 

that part of the Mayor’s aim to diminish overcrowding. 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  Yes.  That is a fair point and you are 

right to say that we ought to be able to demonstrate how what we are doing can help to alleviate 

overcrowding because that is an important objective.  What some local authorities and some housing 

associations in London do now on this front is really quite innovative.  As you probably know, there are 

schemes which try to put these chains together with the result that you release a larger unit.  We are 

certainly working very hard with a number of providers and a number of local authorities to support 

exactly that. 

 

There is a caveat, of course, as you well know, which is that in a programme geared not just to meeting 

need but also geared towards maximising new supply, we have done what we can within the parameters 

of that programme, bearing in mind that grant rates have dropped so dramatically, to try and push the 

level of larger units to what we think is pretty much the maximum, 36%, which is a good deal higher 

than elsewhere in the country and we have gone as far as we can on that, I think.  So there are 

limitations which we have discussed before. 

 

I certainly think one of the things that I am sure we want to look at as we start thinking about what 

replaces the current programme period is how we continue to address overcrowding as a particular issue 

in London. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair): Just going back to this exchange about the Mayor’s powers and the 

Shelter pledges and so on, this is an area where the Mayor does seem to take a fairly narrow and 

legalistic approach to his powers and role and responsibilities. So often your answer is, “That is a 

borough responsibility”.  It has not just been in this exchange.  It has been in previous Mayor’s Question 

Time exchanges.  We so often hear that.  Yet in other areas where the Mayor is passionate about 

something, it does not matter whose formal responsibility it is but the Mayor is happy to play a lead on 

that.  When it is an airport expansion in Kent, for example, or academy schools, there is nothing in the 

GLA Act which really facilitates those but that does not prevent the Mayor from taking a passionate 

leadership role.  Why are we not seeing a passionate leadership role in terms of confronting some of 

these big housing problems in London? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  OK.  A couple of points.  The 

first one is that traditionally - and it is slightly old-fashioned - candidates are elected on their manifestos 

and they are held accountable for their manifestos, not for a series of pledges - particularly when they 

were not signed by the candidate - by another organisation.  I would hope that Boris is held accountable 

for his manifesto, not for a publication of Shelter.  I think that is a fair comment to make. 

 

The second point, which is about advocacy and leadership on housing and who is responsible and who is 

not responsible, personally, I think the powers within housing are very complex, separated between a 

wide range of organisations and I think it is important to respect and recognise who is responsible for 

what.  However, that does not negate us advocating or pushing people who hold other powers to do 

certain things.  You have already seen that with some of the work we have done and I do think that the 

role of the Homes for London board which brings us together with the boroughs will be important. 



 

 

 

 

I would also say - and we need to go through this - that it may be that there are other powers or areas 

where the Mayor is not directly responsible on housing but should and could play a role which we should 

look at.  The devolution of the HCA’s powers, or it was not quite that in the legislation, but the transfer 

of the responsibilities of the HCA to the GLA is just one aspect and you have seen since the GLA was set 

up an evolution in terms of its responsibilities.  It could be that there are other areas where a case could 

be made for strengthening the role of city-wide government.  We are six weeks or something into an 

administration.  Let us look at it. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  There are two areas:  there is an advocacy role in terms of lobbying 

central Government for additional powers and resources and so on, so there is an advocacy role and  

there is also a partnership role with the boroughs.  On many issues the Mayor embraces that.  Boroughs 

are facing huge problems in terms of enforcement of rogue landlords, beds in sheds and these sorts of 

things.  I would have thought the Mayor was in an absolutely prime position to play a leading role in 

partnership with the boroughs in confronting some of these big problems. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, but come on.  Firstly, I 

put down a marker with you that there may be other areas where we should explore devolution of power 

to London, but we need to explore those and it is something we could come to in the future. 

 

Also, on beds and sheds, that specific example you mentioned, Grant Shapps [Housing Minister] and I 

met with boroughs and Government provided £1.7 million of which £1.2 million went to London 

boroughs, so there is a relationship which we have with Government there and accessing their money.  

Sure, we did not do a press release on it but it still meant that conversations were going on between us 

and I think the outcome there in terms of resource from Government was a success. 

 

I would point, for example, to the work that we have done around rough sleeping, which has not been 

the statutory responsibility of the Mayor.  When we first started to talk about rough sleeping, there was 

no budget.  There was no existing programme that we inherited from a previous Mayor.  There was 

nothing happening within this building on rough sleeping but that is somewhere where we have built a 

London-wide response and over time accumulated more responsibility for it and that is a good thing. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  I respect that the Mayor may not want to dive straight in on some 

of these issues, but if this Committee over the course of its scrutiny work over the next four years comes 

up with some evidence-based recommendations of where we do need additional intervention, whether it 

is advocacy to central Government or whether it is working in partnership with the boroughs or whether 

it is both, will you be prepared to look seriously at those and consider expanding the Mayor’s role in 

response to those recommendations? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, and clearly the Mayor 

will as well.  In itself, getting those powers from the HCA and getting the land at no cost is a significant 

achievement.  You have to remember it was written into the GLA Act that the GLA should not do 

anything on housing.  Predating the transfer, we had some projects come over to the GLA, the Seaside 

and Country Homes Scheme, for example.  I have always been curious as to why people do not recognise 

that securing those powers and getting the restriction that was placed on the GLA, which the previous 

Mayor was unable to lift but this Mayor successfully did lift, do not demonstrate that the Mayor is keen 



 

 

 

to do more on housing.  It is quite clear that we want to do more on housing and play a leading role and 

a public role. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):   We will wait and see how that unfolds.  Thank you. 

 

John Biggs (AM):   I am quite scandalised by this because I think it is a very important point and it is 

potentially quite a scandal.  I was very clear during the election campaign that Boris Johnson had signed 

up to Shelter’s Homes for London thing, that he had done so at hustings meetings and that he had done 

so on the BBC regional news.  Although I am not one of his natural supporters, I thought, “Credit to you, 

Boris Johnson, because you are standing for election in a city which tends to be to the left of centre and 

you are recognising that in order to win support in that city, you need to trim your policies to be more 

accommodating with the instincts of that city”.  I thought, “Good on you.  I am not going to support you 

but it will be good, if you are elected, that you will follow those inclinations”.  He has form on doing this, 

for example when he stood as a Social Democrat at the Oxford Union, but let us not get into that 

historical detail. 

 

I think there is a real potential sense of betrayal here that he has said something and a lot of people have 

been led to believe - including Shelter, including people who are thoughtful about this issue and watch 

the TV news - that he was signing up to it.  Indeed, there is a little piece of evidence because he has 

signed up to something called Homes for London, so he has borrowed the Shelter logo and he has called 

it Homes for London but all it is, actually, is the London Housing Board with a new name.  I think that 

that creates in me an ever deeper cynicism than I normally have, actually, which is quite hard to imagine.  

My mind boggles that this has happened because I think it is a fundamentally dishonest piece of 

electioneering and I am quite shocked by it, genuinely.  I think we should see the correspondence on this 

and I think it is an issue that will not go away.  It is quite scandalous. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Firstly, maybe it is worth 

having a debate about some of the issues rather than what something is called.  But if you are genuinely 

shocked, I am genuinely surprised that you are shocked because I thought it was always clear that 

candidates are elected upon and held accountable for their manifestos and there is no mention of letting 

agencies or anything in the manifesto. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  It does not matter what they say in the campaign?  If someone is standing on a 

manifesto which says, “I will do A”, and then during the campaign they are at a meeting and through the 

force of argument they say, “Goodness me.  I know my manifesto says A, but I am going to do B”, that is 

the impression that I had. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  No, the manifesto says A and 

we are doing A. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  He is saying that everything he does at hustings meetings or on the TV does not 

mean anything if he has a manifesto which -- did he have his fingers crossed? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  John, the manifesto says 

clearly what it says and it does not say some of the things which you are alluding to.  The Mayor did 

not - I stress: did not - sign a pledge to the effect that you are implying.  I should also say that the 



 

 

 

Mayor said, however, it was important to have high-profile recognition of the role of housing and one 

way in which we could do that is by creating a Homes for London board.  I met with Shelter and they 

have not expressed the same shock that you have.  However, they did welcome the fact that we have 

created a body called Homes for London. 

 

Len Duvall (Chair):  Of course, we will be examining the Mayor’s manifesto as well as his nine-point 

plan, which he says, “That is what I should be judged on”.  We will look at the manifesto.  Of course, if 

you have the letter to Shelter in your records and you could furnish that to the Committee, that would 

be helpful in terms of understanding the Mayor’s approach, particularly in terms of private sector rental 

issues. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):  My question is on delivery and I just wondered what the early evidence is that 

the contracts signed with the housing providers are going to deliver the 54,000 new homes that were 

promised in this spending round. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The evidence is that we have 

delivered 16,000 affordable completions against that 54,000 target this investment round, so there are 

16,000 delivered against 54,000 already.  Clearly, the remainder is contracted with housing providers 

who will be responsible to deliver and obligate those contracts.  I have to say, unlike previous 

programmes where there would be a pot of money and then you would seek to use that money to deliver 

homes, here we are in the position of saying, “Actually, this is the quantum of homes we want and our 

providers have to deliver against that”. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):    I was wondering why Homes for London is only concerned with the 23,711 

homes outlined in the Affordable Housing Programme.  Which programme are the remaining 30,000 

homes going to be delivered through and why, as the relevant provider body, is Homes for London not 

looking at these programmes as well? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I am not quite sure what you 

are referring to there, but we are delivering -- it is concerned with the quantum.  It is concerned with the 

54,000 or 55,000 affordable homes during this investment round and David [Lunts] has separated into 

several different products.  There are essentially three products: affordable rent, social rent and First 

Steps, which is a low cost home ownership product.  It is involved in the monitoring of all of that and is 

concerned with all of that and that is what makes up the whole of the 50,000-odd homes. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):  OK.  What risks have been identified to deliver the Affordable Homes 

Programme’s 23,711 homes and how will any concerns around potential delivery of those be addressed? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I probably do not have much 

more than I can add to the answer I gave Tom before in terms of risks and how we have mitigated them.  

But I stress that in signing the contracts and in ensuring that the vast majority of the homes are on 

identified schemes, we have gone a long way to mitigating the risks there would usually be in the 

delivery of an affordable homes programme. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):  Some of the contracts have not yet been signed, though, so is there any 

particular reason why five of the delivery contracts are still unsigned? 



 

 

 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Those were with local 

authorities who did not have the powers to sign contracts until the HRA reform came through, but we 

have issued a draft contract and if they have not been signed yet, they should be signed very shortly.  

There certainly is not an issue with any of them.  It was simply that legally they were not able to until 

1 April. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):  So they did not have the authority, OK. 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  I think it is three now. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  Unfortunately Len has had to leave for another meeting.  

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  .I wanted to ask you about institutional investment and it is obviously an 

issue.  My predecessor looking at housing, Mike Tuffrey [former Assembly Member], had talked about it 

for a very long time.  During the campaign, the Mayor particularly started following what Mike and 

others had been saying for some time about calling on pension funds to invest in housing.  He described 

it as the Holy Grail, in his usual colourful language, to boost investment in housing.  I think he promised 

to get pension funds together to look at this issue.  What progress has been made with that so far, 

Richard? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I think you are right; it is the 

sort of Holy Grail of housing.  As you know, there was a significant amount of work which was done, 

largely led by the HCA, around the private rented sector initiative (PRSI).  The HCA issued an expression 

of interest document and various discussions took place.  There was also an examination of landholders 

in London and seeing whether they could underpin any institutionally-backed programme.  As a 

consequence of that, you have had the Barclay Private Rented Sector Fund as an outcome of that. 

 

Looking ahead, some lessons need to be learned from the PRSI and also why it did not deliver more, 

which I think is a fair thing.  There is obviously the review which Sir Adrian Montague [Deputy Chair, PRS 

Review] is conducting on behalf of Government.  I suspect there are a number of areas which need to be 

looked at.  The first is the risk appetite amongst institutions to take on development risk, for example, 

and provide funding upfront.  You can understand that they would like to see a product which is built 

and let already, so how do you get them to come in at the development stage?  The second thing is to 

look at yield and the potential around yield because, as pension fund policyholders, we all want them to 

get the best return for our policy, so I think there needs to be an examination around yield as well. 

 

There are some bits of the jigsaw which have changed and which are worth looking at, for example the 

treatment of stamp duty and the creation of real estate investment trust, as well as the Sir Adrian 

Montague review.  Certainly what we are now doing after the election is to look at all of that and see 

what the impact might be for London.  It is then our intention to get together the pension funds and to 

say, “Look, these are the opportunities we see in London.  Is it attractive?”  But I think we need to really 

look at that and go to them with a clear offer and clear products and all of that background work needs 

to be done now. 

 



 

 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Get that work done first.  Obviously there are changes coming up, are there 

not, to the Real Estate Investment Trusts.  Do you call them REITs? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  REITs, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  I was not sure how one pronounced that acronym.  Obviously some of the 

charges are about to be abolished and so on, which might help some of the other bureaucracy around 

that.  But there is a Government consultation on at the moment around that.  I am not sure if you have 

referred to that.  Are you responding to that on behalf of the Mayor?  The deadline is 27 June. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes, it is our intention to 

submit a response.  There are two aspects to REITs.  There are the changes to REITs which the 

Government has already announced and which were set out in the Finance Act 2011.  Then there is the 

second bit which is the consultation you are referring to and which is specifically around social housing. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  So you are going to be feeding into that within the next week on behalf of 

the Mayor? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes.  It is relevant to 

London, absolutely. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):    It would be good if we could see that as part of our work in this area.  But 

there has been some work out of a paper out very recently from Hamptons International and they flag 

that for some of the issues around pension funds and other investors, it is looking at the yield, as you 

say, but it is also some of the issues such as management cost compared to investing in the commercial 

sector.  You are talking nearly 30% as a management cost in terms of housing rather than looking at 

commercial properties.  Are there any things that could be done around that, do you think, or ways you 

could reduce that to try to make this a more attractive option for pension funds and others? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  That is a fair point because, 

firstly, on management, most of the institutions clearly do not want to be involved in the management in 

any sense and they would anticipate others would do the management on their behalf.  There could be a 

role for housing providers such as housing associations to do the management.  It is fair to look at what 

the costs of management are for housing associations as against other organisations.  There are 

suggestions the Mayor could arrange efficiency of management to make it a more attractive prospect. I 

suspect ultimately it will come down to, firstly, the scale that you have.  I think scale is a big issue for 

these guys and that will obviously, in terms of volume, produce efficiencies but also will come down to 

individual schemes and the management costs there.  That is quite micro stuff which ultimately will be a 

scheme-by-scheme issue. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  From what I understand from reading this report, they are talking about far 

larger schemes than the little pockets of land.  What interest have you found already talking to 

institutional investors for long-term investment housing?  Have you picked up that there is an appetite 

for this or do you have to really drag people up the hill, as it were? 

 



 

 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  No, there is an appetite.  

There is a lot of talk around it.  I do not think that talk is necessarily being matched by sufficient action 

and it is a case of institutions deciding whether they are going to invest or not.  There is a compelling 

case to do so and I think most of them would accept and say to us that there is, but ultimately it will 

come down, as with any investment decision, to some very small things. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Clearly one of the huge things that you have now is that you have all this 

land.  You gave us the figure earlier of 625 hectares and that is just owned by the GLA.  You have all the 

rest of the GLA group and the masses of land there.  Scale is one of these issues.  You have the land 

there in huge amounts that you can put forward.  Do you see now that you are really going to be able to 

get a step change to get these institutions signed up on the dotted line and investing in housing? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Land can play a role -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  It is a big cost when building homes. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Sure.  Land can play a role 

and indirectly it is fair to say that institutions are, in a sense, investing already.  Institutions like banks 

will come in as a result of individual schemes and pension funds will invest in housing associations and so 

forth, so whether they are coming into the vehicle, if you like, or the delivery partner rather than the 

individual scheme, we should not forget that there is institutional money already invested. 

 

In terms of individual sites within public ownership, there has been a lot of work done during the PRSI on 

this and in some cases it just did not prove to be the tipping point.  However, market conditions change 

and there are some traits there.  I flag up one issue.  A successful area has been student accommodation 

and part of the reason why that has been successful is that it does not have the same planning 

obligations.  In terms of attracting investment and getting up to scale very quickly, bespoke student 

accommodation is widely recognised to have been successful in terms of scaling up very quickly and 

levering in that funding.  But part of the reason why it has been successful is around the planning and 

having its own use class and less planning obligations. 

 

There are a lot of people who argue for the same around the private rented sector and they argue that if 

you create a use class for the private rented sector, you will not have the same planning obligations.  If 

you do not have the same planning obligations, then clearly the viability and the yield and all the rest of 

it transforms.  But you will very quickly have sat in front of you the housing associations in the G15 [a 

group of housing associations] saying, “We have lost our affordable housing quota”.  So there are some 

careful trades here that need to be considered.  Is that fair, David? 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  I think that is right.  I will just make 

a couple of other quick points on this.  As Rick [Blakeway] says, there is already institutional money in 

the sector.  Housing associations are increasingly moving to long-term bonds.  It is not quite the same as 

equity investors.  We have obviously seen the sale of the Athletes Village in Stratford to Qatari Diar on a 

long-term rental basis.  That underlines the point that if the product is there in the right place at the 

right scale, perhaps the institutions will come because they can get the management efficiencies and so 

forth. 

 



 

 

 

The challenge, as Rick [Blakeway] says, is to find the right product at the right scale in the right places 

and we have already on a number of occasions sought to release sites to the market with a specific 

proviso that if it can be demonstrated to be good value for money, please can we see some long-term 

rented private market housing for rent as part of it?  I have to say thus far, by and large, if you go for a 

more conventional route, it is generally quicker and easier to release.  But we will continue to release 

sites with that intention to explore the potential for long-term rental, so we will keep pushing away at it.  

The work that we described earlier with functional bodies and with boroughs to try and get a more co-

ordinated response to the release of land may give us some opportunities to do that.  We will certainly 

do everything we can to deliver it if it is possible. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  That gives you the opportunity to package the land so you get the scale. 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):  Exactly. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Richard, you said at the start that various things are going on and then you 

are looking at some point, once you have done some more work on this, to get the pension funds and 

others together.  Do we have a timescale for that?  Are we talking by December you hope to have had 

this summit, if you like, with those and the Mayor or are we talking a year?  What sort of timescale? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  This debate will move on 

when the [Sir Adrian] Montague review is published and the intention, I understand, is to publish that 

sometime in the late summer or autumn, so it is right to wait and see what the outcome and the 

response to the Montague review is.  Certainly the end of this year or the beginning of next year would 

seem to be an appropriate time to have a more structured conversation with the pension funds. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  This question is about the Growing Places Fund.  Can you please say what kind of 

projects and priorities the Mayor will be recommending for using the Growing Places Fund, including the 

£70 million given to the Mayor at the end of March this year? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Sure.  I completely 

understand the question but, sadly, I cannot answer it because it is a matter for the Local Enterprise 

Partnership (LEP).  As you know, the Growing Places Fund of £46 million sits with the LEP and the LEP 

has its own board but it is also the responsibility of Kit [Malthouse AM, Deputy Mayor for Business and 

Enterprise] because it is not a sort of housing-led fund.  It is about economic growth, so it is one for Kit. 

 

 

David Lunts (Executive Director for Housing and Land, GLA):    Fiona [Fletcher-Smith, Executive 

Director of Development and Environment] on the Executive side and Kit on the Deputy Mayor for 

Enterprise and Business’s side really looks after that funding, so it is not my responsibility and it is not 

Rick’s.  I think you perhaps need to direct those questions to Fiona Fletcher-Smith and Kit Malthouse. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  I suggest we pursue that in writing with those two, then.  

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  I  have a question that I will wrap up with if there are no more from 

Members.  Can you point to examples of major housing-led regeneration projects that you draw 

inspiration from in terms of success and others that act as warnings in terms of failure?  So if as a 



 

 

 

Committee we are going to do some site visits to a very successful scheme that has delivered in terms of 

housing and regeneration and one that has been less successful, which examples would you give us? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Good question.  Actually, I 

have a couple of points to offer as well.  Generically, we could send you some suggestions.  I would say 

that a live scheme at the moment that is worth looking at is Woodberry Down.  That received some 

funding from the HCA.  It is transforming the area.  It is a great regeneration scheme to look at and 

certainly we could make the offer if you are interested in looking at some of the sites which are within 

GLA ownership or where the Mayor has some locus, if you wanted to go and visit some of those and 

have a look at what is happening. 

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):  We can pursue that dialogue, then.  Andrew, did you want to come 

in? 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Yes, Woodberry Down, those are tower blocks.  Anyway, could you tell me what 

the impact will be on the introduction of flexible tenancies and what effect that might have on the 

available social housing for those people in need? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The first thing to be clear on 

is what flexible tenancies actually mean.  In a sense what they mean is fixed tenancies, but they are fixed 

renewable tenancies, so the idea that after a period of time the occupant has to leave the home or will 

lose their home is not necessarily the case.  They are intended to be renewable but renewed on a fixed 

timescale.  Some providers and some boroughs are still saying they will offer lifetime tenancies and 

others have said, no, they will go for shorter and clearly the Government guidance is that five years 

should be the minimum unless there are some exceptional circumstances to have two years or whatever. 

 

I would say it is too early to tell what real impact it will have yet because this is a change which is very, 

very recent and no tenancies as yet - and I would be amazed if this is not the case - have come up for 

renewal because the time period is too short.  But you will clearly see in five years or maybe less in some 

exceptional cases renewal coming up and that is the time to look at how the system is working.  I think it 

is important to be clear on what they actually mean and they do not mean five years and you are out.  

They are intended to be renewed. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  No, it is all about increased flexibility, of course.  Do you have any data on how 

many people currently in social housing could actually now afford market rates?  We know there are 

some because they bought their houses. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):    There is some analysis in 

terms of what people’s incomes might be and therefore you could extrapolate from that whether they 

can afford to pay a higher rent or a market rent.  I will check this now but I have a feeling it is 

somewhere in the region of 60,000 households but let me find it. 

 

This is, I would stress, something that is based upon a small sample.  The figure that we have based upon 

the English Housing Survey is around 34,000 households in social housing in London that earn more 

than £40,000 in 2009/10.  On top of that there are about 9,000 households earning more than £60,000.  

Then it gets very complicated because then you get into joint incomes and so forth.  I will do you a note 



 

 

 

based upon the information that we have from the English Housing Survey.  I would stress, however, that 

it is based upon a small sample, so you are making some -- 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  But on that data one could say that there are 60,000 homes that should be for 

those people who cannot afford to pay market rents but they are occupied by people who can pay 

market rents. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  When I said it was 60,000, 

we would need to check this.  It might be a bit less than 60,000. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  But on the basis of that data, thank you very much indeed.   

 

Darren Johnson (Deputy Chair):    If there are no further questions from Members, then thank you to 

Richard and David for answering our questions this afternoon.  I am sure we will be seeing a lot more of 

you, so thank you for coming along this afternoon.   


