
 

 

Appendix 3 
 

London Assembly (Plenary) – 10 November 2010 
 

Transcript: Question and Answer Session: London Development Agency 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Can I welcome our guests: Harvey McGrath who is the Chair of the London 
Development Agency, Sir Peter Rogers, the Chief Executive of the London Development Agency and 
Sir Simon Milton, Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff of the Greater London Authority.  Thank you all for 
coming.  I understand that Harvey and Simon wish to make brief opening statements. 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  I will make three brief points if I 
might.  The first is that I fully support the Mayor’s proposal to fold the London Development Agency 
(LDA) into a reconstituted GLA.  The reason for that is straightforward; it is to ensure that as much as 
possible of available funding for economic development spend in London goes into projects and 
programmes rather than supporting duplicated functions.  We have been working closely with the GLA 
to ensure a timely and smooth transfer of activities to accomplish this. 
 
Secondly, and obviously, as we meet, we have not yet had confirmation of the funding for economic 
development activity in London.  However, Treasury officials have indicated that it is probable that we 
will have funding only for existing contractual commitments and the costs of transition and closure by 
March 2012.  I know that the Mayor is robustly arguing the case for London, supported by the LDA 
amongst other parties, and I am sure that Simon will have something to say on that subject briefly. 
 
However, having looked at the consequences of a probable range of outcomes for funding for the 
LDA, it is clear that a discretionary spend above and beyond Olympic commitments and other 
contractual commitments will be relatively small, if not non-existent.  It is for this reason that we have 
started consultation with trade unions and staff as to how to manage through the consequences of 
those scenarios in the size of the workforce.  As we get clarity of the actual level of available 
resources, which hopefully will be sooner rather than later, obviously we can flex that consultation 
process.  Of course, in the same phase, we will continue to be liaising closely with stakeholders and 
delivery partners so that they can evaluate the impact of these changes on shared activities, 
programmes and projects 
 
The third and final point I want to make is this.  Over the last two and a half years we have 
transformed the standing, effectiveness and the impact of the LDA.  We have an organisation now 
that is fit for purpose, with a strong and robust multi-disciplinary Board, a new and effective 
management team, transparency of process and a business model that seeks to use influence and 
innovation at least as much as investment to achieve positive outcomes.  I think that progress is 
evidenced in and reflected by the many positive comments that we have received about our work from 
the private sector, from our partners in the boroughs and, indeed, here in the Assembly.  It has also 
been reflected in numerous awards the Agency has won for its work, particularly in the regeneration 
area. 
 
I would like to take this opportunity to underline my gratitude to the staff and the Board of the LDA.  
Their work, individually and collectively, has transformed the Agency into one that is unrecognisable 
from what it was some two and a half years ago.  Regardless of how structures evolve from here, in 
this next phase, I think that the Board and the staff of the LDA should be proud of their role in 
helping create better futures for London and Londoners. 
 
My closing hope is very simple and it is that as much as possible of the expertise which is now 
excellent in the LDA can be captured and utilised within a restructured and reconstituted GLA going 
forward. 
 



 

 

Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  What I would like to say, by way of 
opening remarks, is that I was invited to join Harvey and Peter today and I always do my best to 
accede to invitations from the Assembly and its Committees to attend those meetings, but I do think 
this meeting could be a little premature because the CSR negotiations with Government on LDA 
budgets are still ongoing and there is limited information that I can give you today.  That is not 
because of any desire on my part to withhold anything from you or to keep you in the dark; it is 
simply a reflection of what is a fast moving situation. 
 
What I can tell you is that the Mayor is in active discussion with Ministers across Government on plans 
to support economic development in London.  We have been assured that the Department for 
Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) Ministers will be making an allocation to the LDA comprising a 
single pot for economic development, Olympic and administrative contractual matters.  Where costs 
can be reduced the Mayor will be able to use the savings to reinvest in priority projects.  The 
Government has also confirmed that the Mayor will be able to coordinate bids from London into the 
Government’s £1.4 billion regional growth fund, which obviously we welcome.  We are working with 
Government departments, led by and through the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), 
to produce a funded legacy plan which will set out our vision for economic and sporting legacy 
including the regeneration of east London and the Big Society agenda post the Olympic Games.  We 
know that the Government recognises the importance of promoting London to tourists and for inward 
investment purposes.  It is our intention to press ahead on all of these fronts to ensure that London 
will be in a position to perform its historic role of leading the country out of recession. 
 
Of course we recognise that tough choices lie ahead as the Government struggles to reduce the 
historically high deficit that it inherited and that all parts of the public sector, including the LDA, are 
in this together, to coin the phrase.  We are, therefore, looking hard at all current LDA programmes to 
ensure that we prioritise effectively to ensure we can deliver value for money within a reduced budget 
and we are also examining other potential sources of funding in the public and private sectors. 
 
I know there are a number of questions that have been tabled and we have discussed between us who 
will lead off on them.  Obviously we will then all chip in on any supplementaries. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Thank you very much.  If I can just explain how the next bit of the session will 
work.  There are four lead off questions.  The questioner will put their question and then they will 
have up to two supplementary questions.  We will then move on to the next question until we have all 
four questions.  Then I will open it up to general debate, at which time I will ask for an indication of 
who wishes to speak.  The first questioner is Len Duvall.   
 
180/2010 - Grant Reductions 

 

Len Duvall 

 
What impact will the draconian grant reductions and impending abolition have on the ability of City 
Hall to oversee, initiate or promote the functions of the LDA and will any large scale regeneration 
projects be possible following these changes? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  As I said in my opening remarks, it is 
simply too early to talk about what the cost reductions are and how we will respond to those cost 
reductions because the negotiations are ongoing; that part of Len’s question simply has to be parked 
for now. 
 
On the other two parts of your question, the idea is that City Hall will be able to oversee and develop 
the functions of the LDA because the Government has agreed - and it was in its recent White Paper - 
that the LDA functions will be folded into the GLA.  We understand that will be made clear in the 
Decentralisation and Localism Bill which is soon to be published.  Therefore, we are working to ensure 



 

 

that the GLA is able to make use of those functions and take them forward in the way that we are set 
up. 
 
Yes, we will be able to undertake large scale regeneration in future.  The largest regeneration project 
in London, the one that has the Mayor’s highest priority, is the regeneration of east London post the 
Games, and that is part of the funding that we do know that the Government is making available.  We 
will be able to be doing regeneration into the future. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Is anyone else going to have anything to say?  Shall I get on with my 
supplementaries, Chair?  I am a bit gobsmacked about how we are going to proceed with this. 
 
On your opening statements, I am completely flabbergasted you are telling us where you are, what 
you are doing now and all the hard work you are doing now.  What hard work were you doing in the 
past that got us into the mess?  You were working on a number of assumptions.  Somehow you not 
only just dropped the ball, you, the Mayor, whoever was holding the ring piece, has got their 
underpants round their ankles running round on this bloody sports field.  The question then is what 
went wrong?  In your opening statement, as Chair of the LDA, you do not even express sorrow.  You 
express gratitude to the staff.  There are hundreds of extra staff walking, potentially, out the door.  
You cannot even say sorry for that position that we are in.  I am amazed by that. 
 
How did we get into this mess?  Why did you not anticipate where Government was going?  I will 
quote to you that maybe there were some indications and maybe you could have had a Plan B.  “We 
have lobbied the Treasury hard but I have not received any indication that they believe there is a role 
for economic development at a London level”.  That was given to the Economic Development, 
Culture, Sport and Tourism Committee (EDCST) last week by Anthony Browne [Policy Director for 
Economic Development, GLA].  When did we realise that the cuts that were being imposed, or 
potential cuts being imposed, by central government were in excess of the working assumptions you 
were working on? 
 
Are you responsible for this, Simon?  Were you responsible for lobbying and talking to Government on 
this issue?  On the LDA issue were you responsible for it? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Amongst others, yes.  I, as Chief of Staff -
- 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  So you take responsibility? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I take responsibility as Chief of Staff. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Thank you.  I am glad someone does.  That is the first time someone has taken 
responsibility to say, “Yes, I was responsible”. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I take responsibility as Chief of Staff for all 
of the staff work that went into the lobbying programme across Government.  There was a detailed 
submission to Government on LDA funding.  That went not just to the Treasury but to all relevant 
departments.  Follow up meetings were held at official level, at special adviser level and at ministerial 
level and we were told by Treasury officials, at a meeting I was in, that the Government accepted the 
need for an ongoing economic development function in London.  That was the assumption that we 
were labouring under and I think that was a fair assumption for us, because that is what we were told. 
 
You will have to ask Ministers what happened in the final days of the CSR settlement as to why things 
ended up the way they did and why different money was shunted around different departments.  I 
think we put in an extremely well argued, well developed and well thought through case.  That has 



 

 

been followed up with meetings and those meetings are continuing.  You said we dropped the ball; 
the ball is in play. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  And your underpants are around your ankles and you are running around like you 
do not know where you are going. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Is that your second supplementary? 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  No, it is not, Chair. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  The ball is in play and I think we are 
midway through the second half. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  In terms of the commitment that you think that you had from BIS, you are still 
standing by the commitment - in terms of your opening remarks - that you have got around the 
Olympic obligations that you have got from another Government department?  Mr Pickles [Secretary 
of State for Communities and Local Government], that well known friend of the Mayor.  Is that 
commitment safe? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I do not quite understand your question. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Is the money from the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) 
safe in terms of that part of the ongoing contractual commitments -- 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Are you talking about the Olympic Park 
Legacy Company (OPLC) money or …? 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  It is more than OPLC money, I believe, but maybe you could clarify, because the 
LDA did have some other grants attached to that? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Chief Executive, London Development Agency):  You will be aware we have a 
sponsoring department which is BIS and it has a begging bowl that goes round government and 
people put money in it, including CLG.  There is a letter from George Osborne [Chancellor of the 
Exchequer] to the Mayor which guarantees the future of the OPLC and its funding streams.  Clearly 
our future is dependent on the assets that we make going forward in terms of sales as part of that 
deal; that is secured.  The reduction beyond that is in terms of our theme spend and that is where the 
issue is around contractual commitments. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Are you busy then, in terms of going back on those commitments, to make sure 
that we do not have any more surprises in these negotiations that are going on now?  Are you double 
checking that those commitments are sound and safe? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Chief Executive, London Development Agency):  Sir Simon has already said 
those things are ongoing.  I have already explained to the Chair that I am accompanying the Mayor 
this morning to BIS and I am going with Sir Simon tomorrow to CLG. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Are you saying there could be more surprises? 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Len, you have had your questions.  Please do not answer that.  The next 
question is from Mike Tuffrey.  We have an agreement between Groups as to how we are doing this 
and we are sticking to it. 
 



 

 

201/2010 - Future Activities 

 

Mike Tuffrey 

 
What agreement has been reached about the future of activities which are currently undertaken by the 
LDA, once the LDA becomes part of the GLA? 

 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  The Mayor published his proposals for 
devolution in June of this year and asked the Government to agree that the LDA function should be 
folded into the GLA.  The Government published its Local Growth White Paper.  There is a long quote 
from it, which I will not read out, that essentially says that the GLA will assume responsibility for the 
bulk of LDA’s activities.  That is the basis on which we have been working for some time. 
 
The Chief Executive has been chairing a devolution working group for several months now, which 
meets weekly, which is looking at the organisational implications of this within the GLA, and there has 
been a huge amount of cooperation and discussion between the LDA and the GLA about how these 
things will be carried forward.  I think the broad outline is that we are seeking to create a housing and 
regeneration agency within the GLA that will be a combination of LDA and the Homes and 
Communities Agency (HCA) London functions.  The environmental programmes that were being 
carried out by the LDA would come into an enlarged environment team here at the GLA.  The 
Promote London Council will be cliented from the GLA but will, in effect, be an arm’s length 
organisation.  The other elements of LDA work which are not being centralised by Government which 
is happening, for example, on business support and, to a lesser extent, skills, will be slotted into the 
relevant parts of the GLA.  That answers your question. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  It does, and that is sensible.  To pick up two areas to open up - and we will 
pick it up a bit later when we get into the general questioning - around the transition to that, on the 
face of it, sensible disposition for the future.  The first question is around people.  Harvey, you talked 
about capturing expertise.  In this period of uncertainty people will be leaving.  There is talk of making 
people redundant.  We have a rather poor record in Government generally of hiring back people we 
have previously been made redundant, at vast cost, because it is found they are doing essential work.  
I am thinking, particularly, for example, around the Olympic site and the negotiations still ongoing 
with businesses to conclude disputes around relocating people.  If that expertise is lost that will be a 
disaster.  On some of the environmental work that Simon just talked about, if we lose the key people, 
we will not be able to do the work, even if we do get central Government. 
 
Can you give us a guarantee, first, that you are actively planning, at the people level - maybe I should 
talk to Sir Peter first - who is going to transfer and making sure we keep those?  Secondly, give us a 
guarantee that there will be no question of rehiring people that we have made redundant? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Can I start - Harvey will do the bulk of the 
answering that - by saying the principles that we have adopted in this process.  That is that we should 
have the best of whoever is available carrying out those functions, so people from the LDA would be 
entitled to be assimilated into the GLA if they are the best people for that role.  The other thing we 
have done, as an interim measure, is to ensure that any vacancies that arise at the GLA are advertised 
to LDA staff as well.  We intend to extend that to all functional bodies so that, in particular, support 
staff and others would have the opportunity to move quickly into a guaranteed role where their 
position may be under threat. 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  Clearly there will be net 
redundancies because of the reduction in the scale of activity implied under optimistic scenarios.  
Since June of this year, in the light of the likely changes, we have been planning for the fold in of 
LDA functions to the GLA.  That has been a full blooded process, working with GLA colleagues, and 



 

 

has been specifically driven by the desire to avoid precisely the loss of talent that is so valuable to the 
GLA family. 
 
We have of course been hamstrung, collectively, by the process of negotiation with Government so, 
whilst it would be really highly desirable to be able to be concrete about this on a function-by-
function basis, until the negotiations on funding have been completed, that is not possible.  That is an 
uncomfortable position to be in; we recognise that.  In human terms it is not a happy position for staff 
to be in either, it has to be said, in the LDA or in the GLA.  The best in class principle, which Simon 
has enunciated, is absolutely the right way to drive this process.  What that implies is that there may 
be LDA people who sit in the reconstituted GLA. 
 
I certainly acknowledge the human -- 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Can I just interrupt because time is limited and we will probably want to come 
back to you. 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  Sure 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Can I move on to my second area which is around the assets.  I think, Simon, 
you mentioned the Decentralisation and Localism Bill.  Clearly there is real danger that the land and 
the property will be nationalised which would be perverse from this Government which is committed 
to localising.  Can you tell us for sure that, in the Decentralisation and Localism Bill, there will be the 
full powers that the LDA currently has assigned to the GLA to own property, plus a commitment from 
the Government not to roll it into the HCA nationally but to transfer it across to the GLA?  That is 
absolutely crucial.  Can you give us that? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I think there are two issues here.  One is 
powers and the other is assets. 
 
On the powers, yes, our understanding is that the GLA will have those powers; the powers to initiate 
compulsory purchase and order proceedings etc.  That I think I am fairly confident on. 
 
We are still debating the issue of what happens to the assets.  We have made a case that, to really 
make this housing and regeneration department of the GLA work effectively, we would like to have 
the assets of the LDA, of the London Thames Gateway Development Corporation - when that is 
abolished in 2012 - and the HCA London assets and these should all be in one pot.  That is where you 
get best value for money in being able to bring forward development and encourage joint 
partnerships.  However, we have to have that discussion and that debate with the relevant 
Government departments that also will have a claim on some of those assets.  We are putting together 
our value for money case to the Treasury for arguing why it would all best sit under one management. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  If they do not agree there will be a monumental row. 
 
 

181/2010 - LDA Transition 

 

Tony Arbour 

 
What preparations have the LDA made for the transition into the GLA? 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  We have already covered some of 
that territory I think.  In the answer to the last question, a significant amount of work has been done: 
Mapping the LDA functions against GLA; looking at the consequences of that in the context of the 



 

 

residual LDA organisation.  As a result of the work that has been done, as you know, we have started 
consultation with unions and staff at the LDA because it is clear that there will be a reduction in 
headcount, even given the funding under the more positive scenarios that we have touched on.  A lot 
of work has been done.  I think the principal structure of the approach is right.  There is more to be 
done.  As I noted earlier, we really do need to see fairly early resolution of the funding issue with 
central government because the reality is that we are likely to lose talented people who will not be 
able to contribute going forward if this becomes protracted unnecessarily. 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  I do want to make it clear that we, on this side of the Chamber, like you, wholly 
support the folding in of the LDA into the GLA.  One of the reasons why Constituency Members in 
particular welcomed it is because we thought that there was going to be a much more local handling 
of the kind of projects which the LDA dealt with.  The London-wide local enterprise partnership (LEP), 
which we understand has been requested by the Mayor - but I guess that is actually you, Sir Simon - 
has asked that there be a single LEP for London.  How is that going to be different from the LDA’s 
existing business support programme and why on earth, given that this administration does believe in 
localism, are you not going to allow LEPs to be dealt with locally, at borough level, or, indeed, at 
groups of borough level, if borough groups want to take it on?  We will feel that the cup has been 
dashed from our lips if this thing is, once again, going to be done on a London-wide basis. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  On the question of LEPs, I think there are 
several questions wrapped up there.  First of all, in business support, the Government model for 
business support going forward is a central model; this is a national model.  It is not going to be done 
by regional or local government in the future.  You may think that is a cause for regret but that is a 
policy decision that the Government has taken. 
 
In terms of LEPs in London, the Government has still not really been entirely clear as to what problem 
the LEPs are the solution to.  What it has made clear is that there is no money for LEPs.  The idea that 
some boroughs had that this was a pot of money waiting to be tapped is just pie in the sky. 
 
There are many aspects of economic development which can only really be effectively carried out on a 
pan-London basis.  It would be ridiculous to have 32 inward investment agencies, 32 tourism 
promotion bodies and it would be ridiculous to have 32 climate change bodies, when these are pan-
London issues -- 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  Our boroughs would not have those! 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  -- that need to be tackled.  They can only 
really be done on a larger scale basis.  We think that it would be a mistake for London to have a 
plethora of small LEPs, whatever they end up being, and that the most sensible thing would be for 
there to be a pan-London LEP with very strong arrangements for sub-regional working where that 
makes sense.  One of the areas where it will make the most sense is in the Thames Gateway where 
there are a number of boroughs in east London who do need to work together but where business 
needs to work with us. 
 
It is very interesting to look at the attitude of business towards LEPs.  For the most part business has 
told us - and they have certainly told the Government - that they are not interested in engaging 
because they do not really yet see the purpose of them.  I think that it is sensible for the Mayor to 
want to have a position which protects London but which does not involve London, either at a 
regional level or at a local level, running around incurring costs for no good outcomes. 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  I understand that but you could say that about every function which is run by 
boroughs.  Why are there 32 refuse collection departments?  Why are there 32 library systems and so 
on? 
 



 

 

Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  A number of them are merging of course! 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  Indeed.  That would be a matter of choice on the part of the boroughs.  In 
effect, what has happened is that the Mayor has decided - and you have enunciated this - that there 
will be a single LEP for London.  We do not believe that really is either acting in the spirit of localism 
or, indeed, is acting in the way that localism should be personified.  I can put it to you that some 
boroughs take the view that, under the LDA, they were utterly ignored. 
 
In the future - which brings me to my next question - there may well be a contribution from the 
precept to the continuing functions of the LDA, something which had never existed before.  Boroughs 
take the view - and I am sure that London residents will take the view - that if they are going to have 
to pay for a function out of taxation, out of precept, they should get the benefit of it.   
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I just would repeat that there is a 
fundamental misunderstanding about what the Government is intending LEPs to be for.  These are 
not things for boroughs or the public sector, or even the Mayor.  It is intended to be a business-led 
model driven by the needs and the demands of business.  It is all very well for boroughs to get 
together and say, “We want to have this or that for our borough”.  If business is not interested in 
playing then it is all a waste of time. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Tony, sorry, but you have had two questions. 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  I will come back to it.  I think we have got lots of time on our side. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Thank you.  The next question is from Jenny [Jones].   
 
 
173/2010 - Climate change  

 

Jenny Jones 

 
What is the future of the LDA’s programme and function to mitigate and adapt to climate change in 
London? 

 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I think I have partially answered Jenny’s 
question in some of my earlier remarks.  Fundamentally, this will, of course, depend on the funding 
available.  One of the many, many successes of the LDA’s work in this field has been that it has 
developed and proven the value of models which can continue in the future with or without a strong 
GLA/LDA input.  Some of the programmes have been around procurements which allow other people 
to play in, including boroughs.  The Green Fund, which will have a life of its own after the LDA.  Some 
programmes are funded through other mechanisms such as the JESSICA (Joint European Support for 
Sustainable Investment in City Areas) model which will ensure that certain activities can continue. 
 
As far as the immediate future and the CSR is concerned, there is about £10 million of contractual 
commitments for the coming year.  Whatever happens with the CSR we know that funding is going to 
be much more constrained in the future, although we are discussing with the Department of Energy 
and Climate Change (DECC) how the Government’s new Green Bank will operate and what 
opportunities exist for us in that.  Therefore, we will have to look at some of these models that the 
LDA has bequeathed to us to see how much we can get out of them through other sources of 
funding. 
 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/climate-change


 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Could I pick up on something Mike mentioned which was the London Green 
Fund assets?  He mentioned assets.  We do not know at the moment if the land assets are going to be 
passed to us in that case? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Chief Executive, London Development Agency):  The £100 million is roughly 
made up of cash, rather than land and assets. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  I understood that there was a sizeable chunk of land assets. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Chief Executive, London Development Agency):  We put land assets into 
JESSICA and have substituted it with cash.  What we did was put in £32 million of land to secure 
equivalent cash from Europe.  Part of that was to redeem it over time with cash, which we have now 
done.  The LDA land has been released and it is now cash in that fund from the LDA, rather than land. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  That will still be available. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Chief Executive, London Development Agency):  Correct. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  Mike also mentioned the staff.  It is all very well to talk about an orderly wind-
up and so on but it is absolutely inevitable that we will lose expertise and the longer the uncertainty 
goes on the worse it is because all the good people will go.  I wonder if you are really geared up for a 
fairly fast orderly wind-up with a view to retaining real expertise. 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  Very much so.  We are ready to go 
on that as soon as we have clarity about funding.  The LDA Board’s view is that, thereafter, we would 
seek to wind-down as rapidly as possible in order to minimise the costs of that wind-down period. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  You have had two questions, Jenny [Jones].  We are now moving into general 
debate.  The first person who has indicated is Len Duvall, followed by Richard Tracey. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Simon, you outlined earlier the worst case scenario is a Mayor coordination role in 
economic development activities across London.  Is that correct as you would see it, if the worst case 
scenario is that the figures that have been indicated to us happen?  Do you think it is more than that? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I would say that the indications are that 
we will be getting a settlement out of BIS which will be more than the basis on which the discussions 
are being held now, which is why I said in my opening remarks that I think this all may be a bit 
premature.  You may want to have us back at a future date. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Can I just be clear then on the staffing issue, whether you get money or not, and 
the extra money?  In answer to questions from EDCST, Anthony [Browne] was not unclear - because 
he is inside the loop - but did not give any confidence to Committee Members, I think it is fair to say 
across the party - in fact the Chair of the Authority described it as quite extraordinary in some of the 
answers he gave - about some of the transitional arrangements of integrating the LDA staff into the 
GLA.  Can you describe the process that you are envisaging?  If it is worst case scenario there are 
some GLA jobs that are vulnerable because the LDA is supporting GLA activities - we have heard it in 
environmental in terms of some jobs there and there are certainly other projects.  When will you be in 
a position to tell us about what the implications are for GLA staff? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Once we know what the settlement is.  I 
am sorry, I do not mean to antagonise you -- 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Give me a timeframe, roughly. 
 



 

 

Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  -- by repeating my answers, but that is 
the position we are in. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Roughly.  End of December 2010?  January 2011? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  No.  I would hope before the end of the 
calendar year. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  In terms of the transitional arrangements you are confident that they are fairly 
robust and everything is fine?  We are not going to end up, if we had some massive windfall or the 
Government changes its mind, with duplication with HCA staff coming in, GLA staff coming in and 
LDA staff coming in?  There will not be three people doing the same job? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  There are two areas which we have been 
focusing on in this transition.  The first is programme delivery and management.  For example, officers 
here under the auspices of Mr Boland’s working party are coming up with the organisational design 
for the new agency and what skills will be needed, how many posts there will be and so on.  Then it 
will be to assimilate the staff, where necessary, that will have to be recruited into posts in a 
competitive way but it will be ring-fenced for the staff who are already in the agencies for those roles. 
 
The other main area of duplication and overlap is in shared services.  There we are working very hard 
on driving the shared service model so that existing staff have the fairness of being able to be 
considered for the roles that are available but that we do not have duplication and that we operate in 
the most effective way possible. 
 
One of the considerations has been when you could start moving people over.  Whilst we would have 
loved to have done this, the Chief Executive, quite rightly as it turned out, said all along that you 
cannot create a contractual TUPE (Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) Regulations) 
position until you know what the funding is because all you are then doing is transferring potential 
redundancy costs on to the GLA from the LDA.  We have been taking a cautious approach but we 
have been doing a lot of planning to be able to press the button when we need to. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Can the LDA clarify whether Project Daedalus is a contractual commitment?  This 
is the Time for Action project on youth offending. 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Chief Executive, London Development Agency):  There are two levels of 
commitment.  The first is what is legally committed and the other is a statutory obligation on the LDA 
to meet Mayoral directions.  The Treasury does not recognise the second.  It has recognised the first.  
The Treasury has been asking BIS for a number of months for its legal commitment only.  That is an 
area which needs to be clarified and which is subject to further debate with Government. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  That seems very clear.  So academy funding has gone? 
 
Sir Peter Rogers (Chief Executive, London Development Agency):  Academy funding is a 
Mayoral direction.  It is not a contractual commitment and, therefore, it is not in the identified 
contractual commitment. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Thank you for that clarity at least. Maybe my colleagues will try to follow up with 
other questions. 
 
On the wider issues, you are pulling up your underpants and you are picking up the ball.  Who is 
following up the demise of the other urban development company (UDC) and those assets?  They are 
London assets.  They are not national assets.  Who is picking that up?  Are you picking that up 
because they have got an interaction with the LDA as well as in some of the environmental work?  I 



 

 

understand the Green Business Park in Barking and Dagenham is UDC money as well as LDA 
contributions.  Are you holding the ring?  I want to know who to hold to account when this all goes 
belly up, or does not, and who to praise, or not.  Are you holding the ring? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  That is part of the discussion we are 
having with CLG. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Right.  You are holding that ring? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Yes.  
 
Len Duvall (AM):  You are? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I am attending the discussions, yes. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Are you responsible for it?  Is the Mayor ultimately responsible?  Are you doing 
the work, Simon?  This is very important.  I suspect, when we go back to see the ins and outs of why 
we got into this mess, it is because we had people talking to the wrong departments or maybe there 
were some mixed messages.  I want to know whether there is one person on the eighth floor who is 
holding the ring.  Is it you? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Yes. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Thank you. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I have already answered that. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  That is it. 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  The question has regularly been asked by those of us certainly from this side 
in the past about handing regeneration back to the boroughs.  Where does this current situation leave 
us on that question, if I can follow the line that Tony was taking about on localism? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Boroughs have always had regeneration 
powers.  There is nothing to stop boroughs regenerating themselves. 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  Indeed, there is the specific area of the LDA.  I have been involved in this 
before, before I was a Member here, and LDA people were quite often supposed to be at meetings 
about regeneration but, quite often, they did not turn up.  Nevertheless, the responsibility was not 
with the boroughs.  The LDA had a fair degree of intervention in the projects. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I do not believe that is factually correct. 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  I was there, Simon, you were not. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I am not saying it is not factually correct 
that people did not attend meetings.  I am in no position to comment.  I am saying it is not factually 
correct that only the LDA has the power to do regeneration and intervenes the whole time. 
 
All the time that I have been working in this area at the GLA, which is for the last two years, the LDA 
has worked at the request of boroughs on regeneration projects.  If I look at some of the successes we 
have had and are having, for example, in the Royals and areas like that, if you speak to Newham, if 
you speak to the Mayor of Newham, Sir Robin Wells, who came along and spoke at the LDA’s annual 
public meeting yesterday and praised the work of the LDA, you will see that it is by invitation that 



 

 

boroughs want the LDA there because they value the skills and the expertise that the LDA has.  If 
they did not, we would not be there. 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  That is a fair point.  The other one that I wanted to pursue is this question of 
the LEPs and the pan-London LEP.  You mentioned in your answer to Tony, the Thames Gateway.  
You know very well that in my constituency there is a vast amount of work going on in Nine Elms 
which does seem, to me, to be as good a qualifier as a real LEP, as Thames Gateway is.  What would 
you say to that? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I would say that Nine Elms is on such a 
smaller scale than the Thames Gateway that it would make no sense to have an LEP.  You have to ask 
yourselves what are LEPs the answer to; what is the problem.  At Nine Elms I would argue that there is 
an extremely good set of working arrangements between the GLA, Transport for London (TfL), 
Wandsworth, Lambeth and the private sector that is making real progress there.  Why would you want 
to create a new layer or mechanism of bureaucracy called an LEP when we are doing perfectly well 
without it.  Before rushing into this latest fashion called LEPs, just ask yourselves each time, what is 
the problem that is meant to be solved.  Is there another set of arrangements that are doing the job 
adequately.  What is the most cost effective way to make progress.  In almost all cases the answer will 
not be an LEP. 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  Perhaps you could continue the discussions with the local authorities and, 
indeed, with the companies and the developers that are involved in it.  There is a really strong feeling 
that is coming to me from them that an LEP would be a good idea in Nine Elms. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  The Leader of Wandsworth has never said 
that to me.  If you just want an example of how it is boroughs that are often in the leadership role 
here, the working group which is drawing forward the regeneration of Nine Elms is chaired by the 
Leader of Wandsworth Council.  We merely sit in attendance at those meetings.  I think we have got 
to look at the reality on the ground and not what myths may have arisen from the way that things 
operated in the past. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Harvey, given your opening remarks and the role that you attribute to the 
Economic Development Agency and the remark Simon made about the historic role - and I think it is 
true now - that the Agency can play in economic recovery and leading economic recovery of this 
country, what role has the London Business Board, which I believe meets regularly with the Mayor, 
played in lobbying Government?  I would have expected the businesses of London, through London 
First, the Chamber of Commerce, the Confederation of British Industry (CBI) and London media to 
have really played a strong role in lobbying Government. 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  Each of those bodies - London 
First, CBI, Federation of Small Businesses - are involved in the London Business Board and have been 
very engaged in providing their perspective to the Mayor.  I am not directly involved with those 
organisations so I cannot speak for them.  They have been involved in lobbying central government, 
to a lesser or greater extent, on a range of issues that are important to London.  Crossrail is the 
obvious one on which those organisations have taken a very vocal stance.  Certainly London First and 
the CBI have strongly supported the need for a pan-London approach to economic development. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I am really asking whether the London Business Board - which meets regularly 
with the Mayor - has, with the Mayor, lobbied Government?  It is no good, these little bits.  It has got 
to be a coordinated sustained approach. 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  The short answer is yes. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  They have? 



 

 

 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  They have. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  If I wrote to you, you could tell me when? 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  I can get that information.  I have 
not personally been involved in that process. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Fine.  I would recommend, if it has not happened, that it should happen. 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  Completely agree. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Now to move to Simon, I know the emphasis is on the contractual 
commitments but if you were to take the climate change field where reductions from 19 million to 
12 million and then down to virtually nothing, some of the priorities in climate change are not 
contracted, like renew and refit.  I am wondering how you are going to cope with that? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I will start with the same answer which is 
that negotiations are still taking place about what the eventual settlement will be.  I think renew and 
refit are two separate projects. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I know they are separate. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  One of them is able to be funded through 
JESSICA and, therefore, it is not really affected by the CSR settlement.  The Homes Efficiency 
programme is the one which is.  Clearly, these are commitments and priorities not just for the Mayor 
and London but for the Government as well.  The Government has national targets for carbon 
reduction which will not be met unless there is an effective programme of homes retrofitting.  That is 
something that we are talking to DECC about because it is their targets that will be missed if there is 
not the ability to continue those programmes. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Also the Mayor’s 60%. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Yes, the Mayor’s 60% target.  As I said, it 
is not just the Mayor who has a target; it is national government who has a target.   
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Anthony Browne gave us evidence that he knew of 15 potential LEPs across 
London that were being proposed.  Why would you turn them down if they have made a good local 
case? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I think I have answered that question to 
both Tony and Richard [Tracey] before.  We think that a plethora of small LEPs is going to be both 
confusing, duplicatory and very inefficient. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Confusing for whom? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  For business. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  For business? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Yes. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Even though it would be the businesses that would be backing those LEPs? 
 



 

 

Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  All of the indications we have had from 
talking to business through the London Business Board, the London Advisory Council and so on is 
that they believe that these are, essentially, talking shops.  Let me just be clear.  If you go to a local 
business in your area and you say, “We are thinking of putting up a LEP, will you support it?” most 
businesses are not going to say no because they do not want to fall out with the local authority.  That 
is very different from senior people, with decision making ability, sitting on these things. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  What you are saying is the businesses who you have consulted with on a 
London-wide basis would trump local businesses getting involved in LEPs on a local scale? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  No, I have said that there are many ways 
in which businesses and local authorities work together very effectively.  The idea that somehow you 
then want to create a new tier of bureaucratic machinery for which there is no money and no funding 
from anyone, not from the Government, not from the Mayor and not from the LDA. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Forgive me.  It would not be any more of a tier than a London-wide LEP.  It 
would be in replacement of the London-wide LEP.  The tier count is the same. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  There is no reason why businesses and 
boroughs cannot get together for whatever partnerships they want.  They can call it whatever they 
want.  It is not what the Mayor considers to be a LEP as defined by the Government. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  You earlier said you do not know what an LEP is as defined by the Government. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  If you talk to different Ministers you get 
different answers to what an LEP is meant to do.  You will even have seen a report in the Times last 
week of correspondence between Ministers which I think highlighted some of the confusion which 
exists. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  We all have that confusion as to what an LEP is.  How can you so assertively say 
that we only need one LEP on a remit that you do not know about? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Because we believe that most of the issues 
that we are concerned with should be best dealt with on a pan-London basis.  For the Mayor to start 
backing lots of different mini LEPs would be a retrograde step in terms of having a strategic oversight 
of what is going on in economic development in London. 
 
As I keep repeating, Andrew, there is nothing to stop businesses and their local boroughs forming a 
partnership to do economic development work.  Nobody is going to stop them but nobody is going to 
give them any money either. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  One of the objectives of the LEP, as I understand it - and you are right, it is 
quite vague what they stand for at the moment - was to be able to attract external funding.  In fact 
some local funding would not be available unless there was an LEP from Europe, as I understand it - 
thank you to my colleague from Newham - some funding would not be available unless there was an 
LEP.  Are you not shutting off funds to local initiatives driven by local businesses with their local 
councillors to address local need by this early point - we do not quite know what an LEP is - by ruling 
out a local LEP and saying you want a London-wide one?  I do not understand how you can be so 
certain when the remit of such a body is so vague at the moment. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I leave it to LDA colleagues to clarify the 
point about European funding but my understanding is that Europe does not fund things at a local 
level and only funds things on a regional level. 
 



 

 

Secondly, in terms of bidding for external money, the only external money which appears to be 
available, new money, is this regional growth fund and the Government has made it clear that you do 
not have to be in an LEP to bid into the regional growth fund.  There is nothing to stop groups of 
boroughs and businesses bidding into the regional growth fund. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  To put on record, despite the fact that we do not quite know what this body is, 
you are ruling out having local ones? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  No.  You are not answering my question 
which is an LEP -- 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Simon, can I remind you that you are here to answer Members’ questions! 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  The point I have been trying to get across 
is nobody has been able to answer the question, “What is the problem that an LEP is meant to solve 
that is not already capable of being solved by other arrangements?” 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  I am not going to answer your question!  You are paid so much more than I am 
because you have to answer this! 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  I have two points I want to raise.  One is on the back of what Andrew 
and other colleagues have raised and I agree with the confusion that there is out there with the LEPs.  
If I take my own area, the growth corridor of the Upper Lea Valley and Stansted, lots of work is being 
done on the LEP; lots of hours are being put into it to make the bid.  They thought the Mayor was 
going to support it.  Then, suddenly, the Mayor is putting the block on it completely; not letting it go 
through to be evaluated on its own merits.  It seems, now, putting the block on it.  Can you not do 
that?  That is my plea to you.  Let them go forward.  Let them be assessed.  If there is a good case for 
them, they will be able to be formed.  The Mayor seems to be saying, “No, I am going to block it”. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  No, if boroughs wish to work with partners 
outside of London of course they are very much able to do that.  The various North London corridors 
are good examples, again, of where good work is being done, where funding is being attracted and 
where you do not need to recreate something as a LEP because it is already happening.  I am aware 
that one borough, Croydon, has signed up as part of a LEP with Brighton, which is an interesting 
concept.  Good luck to them.  I have no idea what they think they are going to get out of it that is not 
already being developed but that is an example of where boroughs are working outside of London 
with other authorities.  Within London, we think that the Mayor has a strategic economic 
development role, that London is a functioning economic region and, as such, a pan-London LEP is 
the best way of taking, whatever a LEP is, forward. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  There are some sub-regional benefits -- 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Yes, there are. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  -- that do not transfer into that major strategic and some parts of 
London feel they are being left out at the moment. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I do not see any reason why any part of 
London need be left out because we believe that, if there is a pan-London LEP, what we would expect 
is there to be strong sub-regional working.  As has already happened in the past when the LDA was in 
existence.  We know how to work sub-regionally and to get things done. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  My second question is on academies.  You have said that the 
Government is not recognising them as a contractual obligation.  The two Mayoral academies that 



 

 

have just opened have been in Enfield - my area.  What is going to happen to them?  We have got 
parents and children expecting to be -- 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  They will not be affected. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  -- offered work placements and so forth. 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  The existing academies are there 
and they will continue to operate. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  For how long? 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  Ongoing.  The issue is about those 
that have not yet been created in terms of the Mayor’s intention to create more than the two that are 
up. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  So the Mayor’s intention of having ten academies is no longer feasible? 
 
Harvey McGrath (Chairman, London Development Agency):  There is a debate going on, in 
Government, to resolve the conflict between a contractual commitment and a Mayoral direction.  The 
latter, in statutory terms, is interpreted in some circles as being binding on the LDA, but not in others.  
That is a debate that is currently running. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  In any case, I think we need to consider 
the Mayor’s aspiration for academies in light of the changing national educational context: the 
Government’s Academies Programme, the Free Schools etc.  It is not beyond the bounds of possibility 
that we would be wanting to tweak that anyway to ensure that a programme that was dreamt up 
under a previous Government under a previous set of national education policies is still fit for purpose 
going forward. 
 
Richard Barnbrook (AM):  I am very keen on the LDA being brought into the GLA house, however, I 
do have some concerns over security and safeguards.  Under the last Mayoralty there was a major 
problem of suspected media covered flawed mismanagement of finances relating to certain groups in 
Brixton and a certain Lee Jasper [Ken Livingstone’s [Mayor of London 2000-2008 former advisor on 
policing and equal opportunities].  What safeguards are laid out in this new changeover to in-house 
working which will prevent anything like that happening again? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I suspect Harvey may wish to comment on 
the most recent audit report on the LDA and its safety and security functions. 
 
The LDA has undergone a huge transformation - which Harvey reflected in his comments - from an 
organisation that had become in a large part a grant giving body, as opposed to what I think it should 
have been and what it has now become, which is an investment body.  If you look at the approvals 
processes in the LDA to green light projects, they are far more rigorous now than they were a few 
years ago. 
 
One of the important things for us is to ensure that the GLA processes for approving projects - let us 
hope there still will be multi-million pound projects - are robust enough to ensure that all Members of 
this Assembly can feel confident that proper probity is in place.  We currently have a system of 
delegated authority for spending money and for approving projects.  All of that is going to need to be 
reviewed to ensure that we can cope with the larger scale projects that would come our way once we 
take over the LDA functions. 
 



 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  I did not hear the commitment around staffing that I was looking for.  Could 
you agree to shift the language both sides from the orderly wind-down language to the language of 
rapid transfer?  Simon, can you commit to look at the resources that we have available here - whether 
it is reserves or whether it is a media freeze on activity here - that is a lesser priority than some of the 
services that we are at risk of losing?  What was a prize that, after a decade we would finally get this 
all together, we are turning to going back ten years and the sort of fragmentation that we have been 
hearing - you are absolutely right; we cannot have 33 economic development strategies for London.  
Will you commit to do what is necessary here to make a rapid transition possible? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Yes, we will, subject to the budgets being 
available.  It would be foolish and foolhardy to rapidly transfer people for whom you have no budget 
to pay. 
 
On your second point, that is precisely the work that is ongoing now.  We are looking exactly at all of 
our activities - whether they are GLA or other functional bodies - to see what headroom can be 
created, so that key priorities can be continued? 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  You talked earlier about the LDA’s success in developing funding models for 
programmes that can outlive the LDA.  While that is true for a number of programmes where either 
they are commercially viable or that they can expect continued Government support or, maybe, 
support through LEPs or whatever, there are clearly some programmes that have depended on a 
recoverable public subsidy, such as rolling out the home energy efficiency measures in the renew 
programme, supporting the low carbon zones, the trees in the parks programmes.  Surely these are 
dead ducks now are they not? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  No, they are not dead ducks for two 
reasons.  First of all because, as I say, we have yet to conclude the negotiations and we believe some 
of these things are national Government priorities that they will want to see continued one way or 
another.  The homes efficiency programme being a good example. 
 
The second reason is the one that Mike raised a moment ago, we will be looking at what head room 
we can create through other budgets to continue to fund key Mayoral priorities, parks and trees being 
a good example. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  To fund them internally from the GLA? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  From wherever, yes. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  Simon, one of the things that was good about the LDA - and we do not object 
to having it folded into the GLA either - was at least it had a commitment to the mitigation of and 
adaptation to climate change.  Would you say that you, personally, have a strong commitment to 
that? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Of course. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  So you will make sure, as far as possible, for example when you are talking 
about the LEPs and so on, that green industry and a low carbon London will come into all your 
thinking on that? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  The Mayor is very passionate about this, 
as you know.  The Green Enterprise District is a very good example of an LDA initiative which the 
Mayor strongly supported and which is beginning to have an impact and to drive some regeneration in 
east London that is very welcome.  We clearly want to see that continue.  It is not all about funding in 
cases like that.  You are quite right to highlight commitment as being, in many cases, the more 



 

 

important ingredient because, for a lot of environmental programmes much can be done by attracting 
external investment, particularly from the private sector, because this is a topic that a lot of private 
companies want to be part of. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  I am very grateful for your answers to Len Duvall and to other colleagues on the 
Assembly.  The picture I have is still rather blurry.  It is that you spent a lot of time speaking to the 
Treasury about how you might be funded, meanwhile this BIS, quietly got on with its job and 
scrapped all your funding.  Is that essentially what happened? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  No, we spoke to BIS as well as to Treasury 
as well as to CLG as well as to a range of departments. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  What I cannot understand is this cognitive dissonance between your 
understanding and their understanding when they decided not to fund you at all. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  You will have to ask Ministers. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  They led you up the garden path in other words? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  One of the factors which I imagine has 
played into this is that BIS funded the regional development agencies by taking funding streams from 
different Government departments.  As all Government departments had their budgets reduced the 
easiest thing is to stop giving money to other Government departments.  I suspect BIS found it quite 
hard to get funding streams continuing from other Government departments and it took a decision on 
all the RDAs.  Despite, on several occasions, it saying that the LDA was different, it turned out that 
the LDA came under the same knife that the other RDAs did. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  So the Government agrees at a high level that it is going to support you and then 
it abolished your funding rather foolishly -- 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  You need to ask Ministers some of these 
questions.  Government does not always act in a joined-up way; whoever is in power at the time, 
sadly. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  Joanne asked a question about academies and you said that there was a 
continuing commitment, although the impression I got was of a commitment that was not quite 
contractual but is one of the Mayor’s.  So the Mayor, even if he gets no money from the Government, 
will need to find the money from somewhere to fund those commitments.  Is that right? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  As you will be aware, rules around 
sponsoring academies changed at the end of the last Government. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  I do not mean specifically about academies but there are various things like the 
annual firework -- 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Sorry.  I thought you were talking about 
academies. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  -- display funding, extra work, training and skills for academies, the sports 
programme.  Mayoral commitments but they may not be contractually committed.  They still need to 
be funded in the Mayor’s view. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Some will and some are contractually 
committed. 



 

 

 
John Biggs (AM):  Some will bite the dust and others may still be funded? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  Again I repeat, it is too early to talk about 
things biting the dust because we have not yet got our final settlement and nor have we completed 
the work of seeing what things we would wish to reprioritise within the funding that we do have. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  Would you rule out, or perhaps rule in, the use of council taxpayers’ money in 
London to fund the former activities of the LDA?  For the past ten years not a penny of precept 
money has gone into its activities. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  The precept is there to fund the Mayor 
and the disposition of his duties.  It is too early for me to tell you what the precept policy will be 
because one of the new funding pots which has been created is the Government’s desire to incentivise 
precepting authorities, including us, for freezing their precept.  Therefore, we have to balance money 
that we -- 
 
John Biggs (AM):  So you are not ruling it out then? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  At this stage I would not want to rule it 
out. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  Back to the fascinating subject of LEPs, by the look on your face you knew I 
would raise this.  I would like your thoughts around Croydon’s aspiration - already signed-up - to a 
coast-to-coast LEP with the Gatwick Diamond and Brighton?  I sense your earlier comment was a 
rather lukewarm welcome for that concept.  I would like your thoughts around that. 
 
Also, to be supportive of my learned colleague, Andrew Boff, do you agree that there is no reason why 
a borough could not be a member of more than one LEP, so it may see the attractions of a pan-
London LEP but also have a more localised model?  In other words, be a member of two LEPs, which 
is a model that Croydon is pursuing.  I would like your thoughts around that, Simon. 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):    I do not know enough about the coast-
to-coast LEP.  I have not read its prospectus so I am not sure - going back to my earlier point - what is 
the problem that it is seeking to answer.  I am sure it will no doubt be very strong if Croydon is 
involved! 
 
On the second question, this is one of the areas of mystery around LEPs.  At one stage during the 
process Eric Pickles said that authorities would not be able to belong to more than one LEP.  Now that 
may have been overtaken by another Ministerial announcement subsequently.  I think we still need to 
get to the bottom of that. 
 
Steve O’Connell (AM):  I think we have got to the bottom of that; a borough can actually be a 
member of more than one.  My comment about what problem is it solving and why would an outer 
London borough like Croydon want to, it could well be because the outer London boroughs have not 
been well served by the LDA in the past.  I will put that to one side. 
 
Your point really, Simon, is that any new body should be not just a cash cow but an enabling or a 
commissioning body.  Can I urge you, therefore, to support, in a modest manner to move it on, 
Croydon’s bid for an Opportunity Area Planning Framework (OAPF) which is an ideal example of a 
regeneration body being an enabling body, not asking for large amounts of money to be pushed out, 
but enabling boroughs themselves to take a lead on regeneration?  May I have that commitment? 
 



 

 

Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  You can have more than a modest 
commitment; you can have a strong commitment for the OAPF process in Croydon which strikes me as 
an excellent example of the borough, the LDA and the GLA working together, cooperatively, at the 
request of the borough, to make sure that economic development is taken forward. 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  I would like to return, please, to the question which was raised by John Biggs 
about the possible burden on London council taxpayers of the change of control.  It is clear that there 
are going to be some continuing obligations which the LDA has entered into which are going to have 
to continue to be paid for.  I want to know how you decide how the payments are going to be made?  
If those payments are going to be made, where is the money coming from?  As I understand it, the 
vast bulk of the money which Government is going to be funding, as the LDA winds up, is going to be 
spent on redundancies, rather than on continuing projects.  If that is so, that the central Government 
funding is not going to cover all of the obligations of the LDA, who is going to fund them?  If they are 
going to be funded by us, i.e. by the GLA through its precept, how are we going to be able to 
demonstrate to council taxpayers that somehow or another the folding up of the LDA into the GLA 
has turned out to be a good thing, as we fondly hope it will be? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  The folding of the LDA into the GLA, the 
precept is obviously going to be decided shortly, once we have all of the knowledge that we require.  
It is, therefore, not correct to say that everything that is not contractually committed will 
automatically have a fall or have to be taken from other sources, because we do not yet know what 
that final settlement is and whether it will go beyond contractual commitments.  Of course, once the 
LDA ceases to exist, there is no question about the LDA getting a precept or a share of the precept.  
The precept will be raised for the GLA to be spent on GLA activities which will include activities that 
might have been done formerly by the LDA.  As with anything that is funded from the precept, the 
value for money will be there for people to see; everything is done transparently.  If people do not 
believe that they are getting value for money from their Mayor they can vote for a different Mayor. 
 
Tony Arbour (AM):  Can I get this right because this was the fundamental point - and I rarely agree 
with Mr Biggs?  The LDA has, hitherto, never been a burden on London’s council taxpayers.  You are 
saying that because the GLA will be undertaking some of the roles previously taken by the LDA, that 
is going to involve a cost and, that, therefore, will form part of the precept.  It does not really matter 
what the level of the precept is; it is to do with the content of the precept.  If the content of the 
precept is going to pay for this then the question must be, if the LDA was able to fund all of its 
activities without coming to the council tax payer, surely the deathbed arrangements should be such 
that whatever is willed to the GLA will cover whatever expenses the continuing LDA activities will have 
on London? 
 
Sir Simon Milton (Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff):  I think that the philosophical point about 
the precept is one that will rapidly become obsolete because, once things are all part of the GLA, then 
it is only people with particularly long memories and who care about it who will say, “This activity that 
the GLA does could be funded by the precept and that activity which the GLA does cannot be 
funded”.  You cannot run an organisation that way.  The precept does not raise very much money, let 
us be clear, and, therefore, we have to be very good at prioritising what we want that money spent 
on.  Clearly, in the future, the Mayor will be looking at a precept and looking at all of the activities 
that he is responsible for and deciding how those can be funded.  Some of it will be funded through 
precept, others will be funded through the other mechanisms, external financing, partnerships, joint 
ventures etc.  Whatever it may be. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  OK.  Thank you very much indeed.  That is the end of our questions so can I 
formally thank Harvey and Simon for coming along and for being so open in their answers.  We realise 
the constraints that you are working under at the moment but thank you very much indeed. 
 



 

 

Before we go on to the next item I wonder if I could ask Members’ indulgence.  I would like to cover a 
couple of points that have arisen during this session.  The first is about Sir Peter Rogers.  When 
Sir Peter was summoned as part of the normal summons to this session, he phoned me up to explain 
that he had to go to a meeting at BIS with the Mayor and that he would have to leave half an hour 
earlier.  I asked if Harvey was able to stay and I was told, yes, Harvey was able and willing to stay and 
knowing that Harvey could answer the questions I said that was fine.  There was a suggestion that I 
may have, inadvertently, exceeded my powers.  I am told by officers, however, that that is not the 
case because, although Sir Peter was summonsed, the rule says that if he refused or failed, without 
reasonable excuse, to attend the proceedings, that would be wrong, but I considered that he did have 
reasonable excuse and I hope that Members will accept my decision on that.  Yes, Brian [Coleman]? 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  That is a dangerous precedent.  This is the first time ever any officer, or 
anybody else whom we are entitled to summons, has left before the end of the questions that 
Members had to them.  I am sure Sir Peter had very good reason.  The power of summons is the only 
power that this Authority has.  You have set a precedent and I suspect other people will choose to use 
it. 
 
As you know, Chair, the only time that a summons can be lifted is by resolution of this Authority, 
which we had to do on one previous occasion.  I think it is a dangerous precedent and I think it was 
unwise to do that because what is now a reasonable excuse? 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Thank you, Brian.  I accept that you feel strongly on this.  I am being advised 
that you are not correct; that there is no power to lift a summons.  I acted correctly.  I must take 
advice from my officers.   
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  I propose that the Chair acted reasonably and responsibly and that we move 
to the next business. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Thank you very much.  The second point I wanted to raise was how we dealt 
with this session.  I must say that I do not think that this experiment has worked and I think it might 
have been better to do it the way we normally do.  Just to be clear, when officers asked, on my 
behalf, Groups for their feedback, three Groups agreed that this was a good idea to try and the 
Labour Group expressed their unease.  I went with the majority.  I fully accept that I do not think it 
was as good as it might have been.  Andrew [Boff] and then Darren [Johnson]? 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Whilst there might have been some problems with the conduct I do not think 
you can overcome those.  The advantage of this session was that we were able to ask questions 
outside the set questions that were put to the guests and that is a very valuable tool for Members.  So 
I hope you will not throw the baby out with the bath water because I think that ability to ask 
questions that are not on the order paper is very valuable. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  That is why we did it.  I am going to suggest that we take this to a meeting 
outside for discussion.  Darren [Johnson]? 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  Thank you, Chair.  It is always worth experimenting with things and you did 
have the support of Groups to experiment with this.  Like you, I do not feel it worked as well as it 
could have done.  What we have done in the past, when all Groups have wanted to pursue a very 
similar line of questioning, is that we have begun the questioning with a formal first question, lead off 
question, from the Chair, which probably would have been better in the circumstances with the police.   
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  That was one of the options that Groups did not want. 
 



 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  I think, with hindsight, that would have worked much better, when all 
Groups want to come in with a very similar line of questioning.  Taking on board Andrew’s [Boff] 
points, other questions that did not follow on directly from that could have come right at the end. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Len [Duvall] and then I am going to move on. 
 
Len Duvall (AM):  Chair, the real difficulty of today was really the timing when we had the 
questioners.  It was quite clear - albeit I think they answered to their best abilities - the detail that we 
sufficiently want in terms of pursuing our scrutiny of some of the issues means that we have to have 
them back very shortly.  Again, I would like to formally request that we timetable, not so much the 
LDA but maybe Simon Milton and others - maybe the LDA in support - to follow up some of these 
important issues because they are the major issues that we are confronting on some of the activities 
and certainly some of the localist arguments that are being pursued and need to be followed through. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Yes, I absolutely agree.  I think the timing was unfortunate but none of us 
knew we were going to be in this position, and we are where we are.  I think we now take it outside 
and try to see what the best thing is to do.  We will be examining the budget in detail because we will 
not have any figures for police or the LDA until at least the end of January 2011 and it might be a bit 
later. I am going to move on.   
 
 
 


