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Part A 
 

1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 Overview 
 
Following the 8 October 2012 decision by the Chancellor of the Exchequer to provide 
extra money for local councils in England in exchange for a freeze in Council Tax2, the 
Mayor announced in his 2013-14 consultation budget that he would be reducing the 
GLA Council Tax precept for London households by 1.2%3. 
 
Given the threat to public services of a cut in the precept, the inconsequential 9.6 
pence4 per week it saves households – which Boris Johnson’s latest appointment, 
Andrew Gilligan, correctly notes is “almost too small for people to notice”5 – and the 
regressive nature of a cut that gives half as much back to a family in a Band D home as 
it does to those with homes worth over a million pounds, London Assembly Labour 
would not replicate the Mayor’s decision to reduce the precept.  
 
Irrespective of the Labour Group’s unwillingness to place more financial burden on 
London taxpayers at this difficult time, the latitude for increases in the GLA Council Tax 
precept is, in any case, reduced by the Government’s decision to limit council tax 
increases to 2%. To increase the precept beyond this point, the Authority would to have 
to hold a costly referendum6. Given these factors, London Assembly Labour does not 
propose an increase in the GLA’s share of the precept. 
 
The Mayor’s proposal to cut the GLA’s share of London Council Tax is imprudent, short-
termist, regressive, and insulting to Londoners, given his decision to raise transport fares 
by the maximum level allowed. Meanwhile, Londoners are struggling with the 
consequences of the Government’s failed economic policies and the vindictive 
constraints placed on local government by Local Government Minister Eric Pickles.  
 
The Labour Group’s response to such challenging circumstances is: 
 

 To propose a freeze in the precept; 

 To reduce the Mayor’s 2013 4.2% Transport for London fare increase by 1% in 
order to ensure that fares do not rise above inflation7; and 

 To allocate recently-localised Retained Business Rates in a way that protects the 
public services that Londoners depend upon and finances projects that help 
secure a sustainable economic, infrastructural, and environmental future for 
London.  

 
The Labour Group’s budget amendment provides a radical alternative to the do-little 
budget of a do-nothing Mayor. Rather than hand back less than ten pence per week to 
London’s households, Labour propose to give back £34,000,000 to public 
transport users via a part-reversal of this year’s TfL fare increase, which has 

                                                 
2 HM Treasury, Third year of council tax freeze announced, 08.10.12 
3 Mayor of London (2013), Group Budget Proposals and Precepts 2013-14 (Consultation Document), p.6 
4 Ibid, p.84 – this is an average saving across all rent bands 
5 Gilligan, A., The vanity projects that the Mayor must kill off, The Evening Standard, 09.06.08 
6 BBC Online, Eric Pickles outlines funding cuts for England councils, 19.12.12 
77 BBC Online, Rail fares capped by government, 07.10.12 

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/press_89_12.htm
http://www.standard.co.uk/news/the-vanity-projects-that-the-mayor-must-kill-off-6901315.html
http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/councilgovernmentanddemocracy/councils/counciltaxandfinance/bands/
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kzpAIXN1mHs&list=AL94UKMTqg-9CWz8uN_DVCKEWSQjfnUsMK
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become a stealth tax under Boris Johnson, costing TfL passengers hundreds of pounds 
extra every year. We will also use the opportunities provided by the new system of 
business rates localisation to ensure that funds are allocated across the GLA family in a 
way that protects valuable public services while providing a basis for future growth of 
the London economy. 
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2.0 Functional Bodies and GLA Core Budgets 
 
 
2.1 Greater London Authority (GLA): Mayor of London 
 

Core Greater London Authority Mayor’s Council tax 
requirement (nil change) 
 

£ (millions) 
 

72.8 

Additional spending on London’s priorities and needs  

Skills and Employment (see 2.1(i))::  

‘Jobs Guarantee’ to all Londoners aged 16-24 who have been 
unemployed for more than 12 months 

35.6 

Economic Growth & Development (see 2.1(ii)):  

Establishment of a London Small Business Agency (LSBA) 1.0 

Feasibility study in to the creation a new covered market for London 0.5 

Street market revitalisation fund 2.0 

Housing (see 2.1(iii)):   

Private rented sector 'Know you Rights' website 0.5 

Action research project in to the establishment of a London-wide 
lettings agency 

1.0 

Study in to feasibility of a London Living Rent 0.25 

Environment (see 2.1(iv)):  

Action research project in to the establishment of community energy 
cooperatives in London 

0.5 

London air quality study 0.3 

Establishment of a GLA London ‘noise team’ 0.25 

Health (see 2.1(v)):  

Contribution to proposed London Health Board  0.6 

Continuation of various LHIB programmes (see table 1, 2.1(v)) 2.05 
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Funded by:   

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates from Transport for London 44.55 

 
Budgeted spending on GLA services in 2013-14 is £365 million. This represents a £31 
million (8%) decrease compared to the previous year. Income from grants and retained 
business rates is budgeted at £80 million for 2013-14. This is £5 million lower than 
grant income in 2012-13 (before business rates retention was introduced).8 
 
(i) Employment & Skills 
 
The Mayor has set a target of creating 200,000 jobs over the Mayoral term.9 The 
Budget and Performance Committee was recently informed that many of these jobs will 
be created by TfL’s capital investment programme, which includes tube upgrades and 
other transport projects such as Crossrail10. However, the relationship between 
investment in the transport network and job creation has not been fully explained by 
the Mayor (see section vi). 
 
The draft budget is equally evasive on the subject of skills and apprenticeships. 
Although the Mayor expresses an ambitious, if not grandiose, target of achieving 
250,000 additional apprenticeship starts through the GLA Business Plan (planned for 
March 2013), there is no indication as to how these apprenticeships will be achieved or 
how much, if anything, the Mayor is due to invest in this venture.  
 
Labour’s Jobs Guarantee 
 
London’s Labour Assembly Members recognise the unemployment crisis faced by 
London’s young people, particularly those in long-term unemployment11, between the 
ages of 16-24. We also recognise that unemployment in youth can lead to long-term 
reductions in wages, increased chances of subsequent periods of unemployment, and 
poorer health outcomes12. Given this, using the budgetary latitude afforded by the 
localisation of business rates, Labour would provide a six-month ‘Jobs Guarantee’ 
to all Londoners aged 16-24 who have been unemployed for more than 12 
months. 
 
Working closely with appropriate employers, the Labour Group’s jobs guarantee would 
provide participants with 21 hours employment per week at the London Living Wage. 
Based on the 7,45513 16-24 year-old Londoners unemployed for more than 12 months 
as of December 2012, London Assembly Labour would invest £35.6 million in 2013-14 
to finance the scheme, including employers’ National Insurance Contributions.  
 
 

                                                 
8 Mayor’s draft consultation budget 2013-14, page 11. 
9 Mayor’s draft consultation budget 2013-14, page 4. 
10 Fiona Fletcher-Smith, Executive Director of Development and Environment, speaking to the Budget 
and Performance Committee, 22 November 2012. 
11 The Department for Work and Pensions definition of long-tem employment is >12 months – DWP, 
Unemployment falls again as employment rises for over a year, 23.01.13 
12 Lee, Sissons, Balaram, Jones, Cominetti. (2012), Short-term crisis, long-term problem? Addressing the 
youth employment challenge, The Work Foundation 
13 Office for National Statistics, Londoners aged 24 and under, claiming JSA for over 12 months 
(December 2012). 

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/newsroom/press-releases/2013/jan-2013/dwp010-13.shtml
http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/
http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/
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The proposal will provide a range of short-term and long-term benefits to participating 
individuals, businesses, and the wider London economy, including: 
 

 Preventing another ‘lost generation’ of unemployed young people whose 
future earnings potential and employment security is currently threatened by 
long-term unemployment14; 

 encouraging businesses to invest for growth by allowing them to expand 
staff numbers without increasing labour costs;  

 generating up to £27 million for HM Treasury through increased National 
Insurance payments, reducing the jobless total by up to 7,455 people, and 
through the VAT revenue generated from the purchase of consumer goods by 
participants of the scheme15; and 

 generating up to £54 million for the London regional economy through 
additional economic activity resulting from increased employment16, to help 
counteract a culture of austerity economics that is now being questioned by 
institutions as mainstream as the International Monetary Fund17. 

 
(ii) Economic Growth and Development 
 
The Mayor has made jobs and growth a ‘top priority’ for his term.18 In addition to TfL’s 
capital investment programme and his plans to build 55,000 affordable homes and 
improve existing council homes, the Mayor also intends to invest £231 million in 
London’s local places and infrastructure via regeneration programmes19.  
 
Of this £231million, £100 million is available to the London Enterprise Panel via the 
Growing Places Fund20. However, despite the potential of the Fund, it has not been 
clear how it is planned to be spent or what benefits it will provide to London’s 
economy21.  
 
There are also significant sums earmarked for economic growth/development through 
the Mayor’s Regeneration Fund, with a budget of £70 million, and the Outer London 

                                                 
14 Op.cit, Short-term crisis, long-term problem? Addressing the youth employment challenge, The Work 
Foundation 
15 £27 million comprises – 1) Reduced JSA count - a reduction in JSA of 7,455(18-24 yr-olds in London 
in long-term unemployment)*£56.25(under 24 JSA weekly rate)*26(number of weeks the scheme would 
operate); 2) Increased NI payments -  Employees’: £6.5 million(proportion of recipients’ income qualifying 
for employees’ NI)*12%(the rate of National Insurance paid by scheme participants – 12%) ; Employers’: 
£6.1 million(proportion of recipients’ income qualifying for employers’ NI)*13.8%(the rate of National 
Insurance paid by employers) 3) VAT generated by expenditure in the broader economy resulting from 
the scheme - £54 million(expenditure resulting from scheme using an assumed fiscal multiplier of 1.6 (see 
footnote 16))*0.2(VAT at 20%). Please note: i) no income tax would be generated by the scheme as 
participants’ income would fall below the HMRC tax-free allowance of £9,440; ii) Discounting VAT from 
scheme-related consumption, the revenue generated for HMT by the scheme would be £15.8 million  
16 The net pay received by recipients of the scheme (£34 million)*1.6(the estimated fiscal multiplier for a 
study of 27 countries during the 1930s (the episode that most closely characterises the liquidity trap 
currently faced by the U.K. Source – Blanchard, O., Leigh, D. (2013), Growth Forecast Errors and Fiscal 
Multipliers, International Monetary Fund Working Paper 13/1, p.4).  
17 Davies, D., High fiscal multipliers undermine austerity programmes, The Financial Times, 21.10.12 
18 Ibid, page 2. 
19 Budget and Performance Committee, Briefing Paper for 09.01.12 B&PC meeting, p.16 
20 Budget and Performance Committee, Briefing Paper for 14.01.12 B&PC meeting, p.6 
21 Budget and Performance Committee, Briefing Paper for 09.01.12 B&PC meeting, p.16 

https://www.gov.uk/jobseekers-allowance/what-youll-get
http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/rates/nic.htm
http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/rates/nic.htm
http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/rates/nic.htm
http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/rates/it.htm
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/cat/longres.aspx?sk=40200.0
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/cat/longres.aspx?sk=40200.0
http://blogs.ft.com/gavyndavies/2012/10/21/high-fiscal-multipliers-undermine-austerity-programmes/
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Fund, with a budget of £50 million.22 While we are aware that Croydon is to receive £23 
million from the Mayor’s Regeneration Fund, and additional funds from the Outer 
London Fund23, the Mayor has provided little supporting evidence that demonstrates 
the relationship between this spending and economic and employment growth. We are 
also aware that the Outer London Fund has experienced “teething difficulties” in 2012-
1324. 
 
Small and Medium-sized Enterprises 
 
The growth of SME’s, which account for 59.1% of private sector employment25, is vital 
to London Assembly Labour’s vision for the future London economy. While our headline 
proposal on employment and skills (see 2.1(i)) would in itself generate growth for 
London and help foster small business growth, we are also conscious of the need for 
other measures aimed at directly assisting small businesses. With this in mind, the 
London Assembly Labour Members are proposing the establishment of a 
London Small Business Agency (LSBA).  
 
The LSBA would feed-in research and ideas to the GLA, which would provide the 
Authority with an understanding of the diversity of needs across the small business 
community so that areas of policy, such as access to finance, GLA procurement, and 
investment are made with small business interests in mind. The creation of the agency 
would aim to replicate the success of similar ventures in both the U.S and Singapore26 
by providing a formal working conduit between the Authority’s economic development 
policy officers and small business entrepreneurs.  
 
Street Markets 
  
In 2009, the House of Commons Communities and Local Government Select Committee 
investigated the future of street markets in the 21st Century, identifying “prolonged 
decline [of street markets] coinciding with the growth of supermarkets”27. This is a 
matter of concern not merely because of social value of street markets but, also, 
because of the important economic contribution that they make to life in the capital. 
 
In 2008, for example, the London Assembly’s Economic Development, Culture, Sport, 
and Tourism Committee noted that a study of Queen’s Market in Newham generated 
more than £13 million for the local economy per annum and provided 581 jobs28. It was 
also found that the market delivered twice as many jobs per square metre as a 
supermarket; provided a significant amount of employment to people living in the 

                                                 
22 The £231 million total investment in London’s local places is made up of £70 million for the Mayor’s 
Regeneration Fund; £50 million for the Outer London Fund; and £110 million for the Growing Places 
Fund, £10 million of which is revenue budget. 
23 Mayor of London Press Office, Croydon’s future secured with agreement to redevelop town centre, 
17.01.13 
24 Budget and Performance Committee, Briefing Paper for 09.01.12 B&PC meeting, p.16 
25 Federation for Small Businesses, 2012 Small Business Statistics 
26 Doughty, N. (2011), Fulfilling the promise of British Enterprise (Interim Report of the Labour Party 
Small Business Taskforce), p.6 
27 House of Commons Communities and Local Government Committee, Market Failure?: Can the 
traditional market survive?, HC 308-I, p.16 
28 London Assembly Economic Development, Culture, Sport, and Tourism Committee (2008), London’s 
Street Markets, p.11 

http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/business-economy/investing-future/mayors-regeneration-fund
http://www.fsb.org.uk/stats
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immediate local area; offered more highly skilled and varied jobs; and provided greater 
opportunities to start a business and acquire business knowledge29. 
 
In addition to their direct economic impact, markets also have a role to play in tackling 
the growing problem of food poverty30 in the capital, with studies finding that street 
markets are substantially cheaper than supermarkets31. Queen’s Market, for example, 
was found to be 53% cheaper than the local ASDA supermarket32. 
 
Despite the economic and social benefits of street markets to London, they are under 
pressure from the expansion of supermarkets. To provide street markets with a similar 
offer and, therefore, a means by which they can compete fairly with supermarkets, the 
need for whole-market canopies to make markets more accessible in poor weather, 
improved lighting33, and free and/or convenient parking34 has been emphasised.  
 
However, the New Economics Foundation argues that “with the right mix of support 
and appropriate strategies, street markets and farmers’ markets can play very significant 
roles in tackling food poverty, promoting stronger communities and increasing the 
impacts of regeneration across London”35. With this in mind, Labour Members 
propose the financing of a feasibility study in to the creation a new covered 
market for London, which could unite many of the aspects of supermarkets that 
appeal to consumers while retaining the employment density, occupational diversity, 
and price competitiveness of traditional street and farmers’ markets.  
 
Given the challenges that face London’s existing street markets, London Assembly 
Labour also proposes the establishment of Street Market Revitalisation Fund, 
which will fund small but lasting investments to improve London’s street markets and 
finance collaborative work with the boroughs aimed at how markets can achieve an 
economically sustainable future. For example, the fund could provide opportunities to 
explore the use of the Community Infrastructure Levy to ensure that large new retail 
developments earmark land and infrastructure to support community markets. 
 
(iii) Housing 
 
As of September 2012, approximately 1,500 affordable homes had been completed; 
20% of the annual profile of 7,500 for the year.36 Despite this, the Mayor has 
maintained his commitment in the draft budget deliver to 55,000 affordable houses by 
2015.37 Given the pace of progress, however, the Budget and Performance Committee 
has already declared itself “concerned that the Mayor will not reach his target”38, 

                                                 
29 New Economics Foundation (2006), The World on a Plate: The economic and social value of London’s 
most ethnically diverse street market, p.2 
30 Mason, P., The growing demand for food banks in breadline Britain, BBC Online, 04.09.12 
31 New Economics Foundation (2005), Trading Places: The Local Economic Impact of Street Produce and 
Farmers Markets, p.44 
32 Op.cit, The World on a Plate: The economic and social value of London’s most ethnically diverse street 
market, p.2 
33 Op.cit, Trading Places: The Local Economic Impact of Street Produce and Farmers Markets, p.21 
34 Ibid, p.53 
35 Ibid, p.54 
36 Letter from Sir Edward Lister to the Chair, 13 December 2012. 
37 Ibid, page 4. 
38 Pre-Budget Report 2012, page 27. 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-19468697
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particularly given the end-loaded nature of the proposals, which will see 20,000 of the 
55,000 (36%) completed in 2014-1539.  
 
Given the stimulating effect of house-building on the broader economy and the social 
consequences of London’s housing crisis, it is difficult to understand the Mayor’s 
reluctance to act on the issue. Labour Members would, therefore, explore options 
around the GLA’s land portfolio, with the aim of releasing development-ready 
land to the market more quickly.  
 
‘Rogue lettings agencies’ 
 
Labour Members recognise the significant level of market failure that arises from ‘rogue’ 
landlords and lettings agencies in the private rented sector. As the proportion of 
households living in private rented accommodation in London grows from around 25% 
now to 33% in 202540, one of the ways we can protect this group from exploitation is to 
make them fully aware of their rights as tenants. With this in mind, Labour proposes 
to invest in a GLA ‘know your rights’ website for tenants in collaboration with 
charities and think-tanks. The website would contain easily digested information about 
tenants’ rights, including frequently asked questions and advice on appropriate courses 
of action when dealing with housing problems, from tenancy agreements to repairs and 
deposits.  
 
Taking our approach a step further, and building on Royal Institute of Chartered 
Surveyors (RICS) research in to illegality and malpractice by lettings agencies, London 
Assembly Labour propose the financing of an action research project to 
support the creation of a London-wide lettings agency. The initial pilot scheme 
would operate in a single borough where there is currently no pre-existing social lettings 
scheme, and where research has demonstrated significant levels of market failure in 
relation to private rented lettings.  
 
Following its 2012 ‘consumer letting survey’, RICS highlighted the problem of rogue 
lettings agents “cash[ing] in on the current rental boom due to a combination of 
consumers’ low expectations and a total lack of effective regulation”41, resulting in the 
lettings sector becoming “the property industry’s Wild West”42.  
 
Labour Members believe that a London-wide lettings agency will help eradicate 
extortionate the fees currently levied on many renters by lettings agencies43 and free 
good landlords from agents who can charge up to 10% of annual rental income for 
marketing properties44. Since these practices inflate rents that are already 75% higher 
than the rest of the U.K45, a GLA lettings agency would place downward pressure on 
rent levels, providing huge financial relief to millions of Londoners. 
 
The action research project, which will include research and a pilot scheme, will aim to 
model an agency that can act as a ‘one-stop shop’, where tenants can go to find good 
quality accommodation at fair rents and families can secure longer-term tenancies. 

                                                 
39 Letter from Sir Edward Lister to the Chair, 13 December 2012. 
40 Helm, T., Renting to be Way of Life for Young Families, The Guardian, 09.06.12 
41 Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors, Renting: Property’s Wild West (Press Release), 22.11.12 
42 Ibid 
43 Ibid  
44 Livingstone K., Manifesto for London 2012, p.36 
45 Hollander, G., London rents 75% higher than the rest of the U.K, Inside Housing, 26.04.12 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/society/2012/jun/09/renting-price-rise-young-families
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Given that some London boroughs are already operating their own lettings agencies46, 
we will seek to work closely with London local government on this issue. 
 
While our proposal to create a ‘know your rights’ website and conduct research in to a 
London-wide lettings agency are largely aimed at the mitigation of market failure in the 
private rented sector, London Assembly Labour are conscious of the need to think 
radically about London’s rent-inflation crisis, which threatens to break up established 
communities and monopolise the income of low paid families. Increased housing supply 
alone cannot address the extensive level of housing market failure in London. 
 
Research by Shelter in 2012, for example, demonstrated that for a family to affordably 
rent a two bedroom home in Hackney they would need a pre-tax annual income of more 
than £60,00047, almost £45,000 greater than the annual income of a family with two 
children and one parent working 40 hours per week on the Living Wage48. With this in 
mind, Labour Members propose the commission of an extensive study in to the 
feasibility of a London Living Rent.  
 
London Assembly Labour believe that no Londoner should have to pay more than one-
third of their income on rent, a definition of affordability suggested by previous 
research and practice in other countries49. Since affordability in the capital is stretched 
to crisis levels, urgent action is required on rents. Using successful schemes in other 
countries as its foundation, the study will focus on the development of a metric for 
assessing the reasonableness of rents in London, and explore what powers would need 
to be devolved for the Mayor to be able to stabilise rents.  
 
(iv) Environment 
 
The January consultation Budget shows that funding for the Development and 
Enterprise Directorate (formerly Development and Environment) will be cut by £6.1 
million, from £28.9 million (2012/13) to £22.8 million (2013/14). In the financial year 
2014/15 the Directorate budget will be cut again by £5.3 million to £17.5 million.50  
 
There is a forecast Directorate under-spend this financial year (2012/13) of £12.3 
million51, though this will be used to supplement future years spending.  
  
Fuel poverty 
 
In March 2012 the London Assembly Health and Public Services Committee published a 
report estimating that more than 560,00052 London households are living in fuel poverty 
(defined by the Office for National Statistics as a household in which fuel costs are 
more than 10% of income53).  

 

                                                 
46 London Borough of Havering, Private Housing Solutions – Social Lettings Agency 
47 Shelter, London Rents Unaffordable (Press Release), 04.07.12 
48 Hill, D., London housing crisis: Why the Living Wage alone is not enough, The Guardian, 08.11.12 
49 Shelter (2012), London Rent Watch: Rent inflation and Affordability in London’s private rental 
Market, p.5 
50 ‘A consultation on the Mayor’s draft budget: 2013-14’, Mayor of London, January 2013 p.11  
51 ‘A consultation on the Mayor’s draft budget: 2013-14’, Mayor of London, January 2013 p.11 
52  ‘In from the cold? Tackling fuel poverty in London’, London Assembly Health and Public Services 
Committee, March 2012. p.9 
53 Office for National Statistics,  

http://www.havering.gov.uk/Pages/Services/Social-letting-agency.aspx
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With fuel bills increasing by up to 11% this year,54 fuel poverty is an increasing problem 
in London. National Energy Action have calculated that, for every 1% increase in energy 
prices, 40,000 households are pushed into fuel poverty nationally55, and estimate that 
the most recent round of price hikes will push an additional 266,000 into fuel poverty.56 

 
During his first term, the Mayor missed his pledge to retrofit 200,000 homes by 201257, 
delivering just 67,56858 and has only pledged to directly fund 20,000 more home 
insulations before April 2013.59 After April, RE:NEW will no longer deliver mayoral 
funded home retrofits and will instead become a framework through which energy 
companies deliver their obligations under the government’s new Energy Company 
Obligation and Green Deal.  
 
With fuel poor families squeezed by a stagnating economy and another round of 
inflation-plus increases in fuel bills60, Labour Members believe radical supply-side 
measures are necessary to ensure that the stranglehold of the ‘big six’ energy suppliers 
is broken. One of the ways this can be achieved is through ‘community ownership’ of 
the energy supply61. Where the community owns a stake of the energy that is being 
generated, the benefits are spread across the membership, helping to keep more of the 
money the energy generates in the local community62. Further, co-operative ownership 
of the energy supply also democratises the process of energy consumption and 
production, while reducing the opaqueness surrounding pricing under a market 
dominated by a small number of companies.  
 
With this in mind, London Assembly Labour proposes and action research 
project in to the establishment of community energy cooperatives in London. 
The study would draw on the experiences of successful energy cooperatives, such as 
Brixton Energy, to establish what would be required to set up a borough-wide energy 
cooperative, culminating in a ward-level pilot study.  
 
Air pollution 
 
An estimated 4,267 Londoners die prematurely each year because of long-term 
exposure to airborne pollution63. The proportion of deaths attributable to air pollution is 
higher in every London borough than the national average of 5.6%. Outside of the City 
of London, the worst records are in Westminster and Kensington & Chelsea, where air 
pollution accounts for 8.3% of deaths. In Ealing, 7.2% of deaths are attributable to 
particulate air pollution, while in Hillingdon the equivalent figure is 6.5%64. 
 

                                                 
54 ‘EDF raises gas and electricity prices by 11%’, Guardian, Friday 26 October 2012 
55 National Energy Action: http://www.nea.org.uk/media/press-pack/fuel-poverty-and-policy  
56 Ibid 
57 ‘Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy’, Mayor of London, p.123 
58 Written Answer, Mayor’s Question Time, 13 June 2012: 
http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=41343  
59 ‘Growing the London Economy, Boris Johnson 2012 mayoral manifesto, p.10 
60 Lynch, R, Inflation still hurts as gas and electricity bills keep up pain, The Independent, 15.01.13 
61 See: ‘The Power Book’(2012), Socialist Environment and Resources Association 
62 Thomas, G.(2012), The Power Book (Chapter 6), Socialist Environment and Resources Association, p.44 
63 ‘Air pollution leads to premature deaths of more than 4,000 Londoners a year’, The Guardian, 
Wednesday 30 June 2010 
64 The Network for Public Health Observatories, Public Health Outcomes Framework Data Tool, Fraction 
of mortality attributable to particulate air pollution 

http://www.nea.org.uk/media/press-pack/fuel-poverty-and-policy
http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=41343
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/business/news/inflation-still-hurts-as-gas-and-electricity-bills-keep-up-pain-8453089.html
http://serauk.files.wordpress.com/2012/10/powerbook.pdf
http://www.phoutcomes.info/public-health-outcomes-framework/domain/4
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The gravity of London’s air pollution crisis is such that London Assembly Labour 
would commission a study of London’s air quality, using secondary and field 
research, which would form the basis for a suite of radical options, which the 
public would then be consulted on.  
 
Noise from aviation 
 
Noise disturbance from aviation noise is a growing problem for London’s residents. The 
principle producer of noise pollution is Heathrow airport, with 28% of all people in 
Europe affected by aircraft noise living under the Heathrow flight paths.65 Although 
aircraft noise from Heathrow was previously contained largely to the west of London, in 
just over a decade the problem has spread to the south east and east of London 
affecting residents living up to 20 km away from the airport.66   
 
Residents in these areas, and also to the north of London, are increasingly affected by 
noise from aircraft arriving and leaving London City Airport. In some cases residents 
have to bear the combined impact of aircraft noise from both airports.  

 
Despite the much higher levels of aircraft noise resulting from activity at Heathrow, the 
mitigation scheme it offers to residents is less generous than that operated by City 
Airport – kicking in at a higher decibel level. Although the Mayor has supported positive 
changes to how noise irritation is measured, he has done little to push BAA into 
providing better noise mitigation measures to those living under the Heathrow flight 
path.  
 
To help monitor and develop solutions to aviation noise pollution in London, Labour 
Members propose the re-establishment of the Greater London Authority noise 
team, which operated until Boris Johnson’s 2008 election as Mayor. Amongst 
others, the noise team’s functions would include: 
 

 Short-term – update the Mayor’s noise strategy, which has not been revised 
since it was published in March 2004; 

 set guidelines for the mitigation measures offered by airports to residents and to 
seek parity between the schemes offered by airport operators in London. 

 Medium-term – we would want this body to become a statutory regulator of 
aviation noise mitigation schemes in London, with a similar structure to bodies 
employed elsewhere in Europe67.  

 
(v) Health 
 
The Mayor makes no mention of health inequalities his draft budget for 2013/14, for 
which he has a statutory duty68. Labour feels is this an unfortunate omission and would 
seek to rectify it, particularly in light of recent developments with regard to the funding 

                                                 
65 ‘CAA Report: 28% of people in Europe affected by aircraft noise live under the Heathrow flight paths’, 
HACAN press release, 21 December 2011: http://www.hacan.org.uk/news/press_releases.php?id=282  
66 The London Assembly’s consultation response to the Government's draft aviation policy framework, 31 
October 2012, p.8 
67 London Assembly Health and Environment Committee (2012), The London Assembly’s consultation 
response to the Government's draft aviation policy framework, p.4 
68 Greater London Authority Act 1999, Pt II(4 (a)) 

http://www.hacan.org.uk/news/press_releases.php?id=282
http://www.london.gov.uk/publication/aviation-policy-framework-consultation-response
http://www.london.gov.uk/publication/aviation-policy-framework-consultation-response
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arrangements of the London Health Improvement Board (LHIB) which is no longer to be 
put on a statutory basis69. 
 
Labour Members are particularly concerned that, while neglecting his statutory 
responsibilities in respect of health inequalities, the Mayor is spending £1 million on 
academies over the next three years70, despite having no powers over, or responsibility 
for, education in the capital. Labour would direct these funds towards public health and 
foster much closer relationships with the boroughs in respect of their new 
responsibilities for public health. 
 
London Health and Improvement Board 
 
Since the LHIB failed to gain statutory powers as originally anticipated71, and as the 
Boroughs will not now be providing it with top-slice funding72 (as agreed for 2012/1373) 
there are concerns that the important public health work started this year will not be 
continued into the coming financial year74. 
 
We understand that funding is being sought from other bodies to continue the shadow 
LHIB’s public health programme, including Public Health England and the NHS 
Commissioning Board75. However, unless an alternative source of funding is found, 
Labour believes that it is necessary to provide sufficient funding for the projects out of 
the Mayor’s budget. 
 
Labour Members understand there is now a plan within London Councils to establish an 
alternative pan-London health body, or London Health Board (LHB)76, which London 
Councils are seeking match funding for77.  As there is general agreement that the Mayor 
should chair this alternative body78, Labour would contribute £600,000 towards the 
establishment of the proposed London Health Board. This contribution will 
help realise ambitions for a broader remit in public health strategy for 
London79, including the significant problem of health inequalities arising from 
access to healthcare80.  
 
LHIB Health Programmes 
 
Labour would also continue to fund public health programmes focusing on the 
major factors in liver disease – alcohol abuse and obesity – which the 2012 
Annual Report of the Chief Medical Officer identified as the only major cause 
of mortality and morbidity which is on the increase in England81. 
 

                                                 
69 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee,16th October 2012, item 4, paragraph 17 
70 Mayor of London (2013), Draft consolidated budget (second draft) , 6.32, p.3 
71 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee,16th October 2012, item 4, paragraph 3 
72 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee,16th October 2012, item 4, paragraph 16 
73 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee,16th October 2012, item 4, paragraph 21 
74 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee,16th October 2012, item 4, paragraph 28 
75 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee,16th October 2012, item 4, paragraph 28 
76 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee, 11th December 2012, item 6, paragraph 6 
77 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee, 11th December 2012, item 6, paragraph 9 a 
78 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee, 11th December 2012, item 6, paragraph 6 
79 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee, 11th December 2012, item 6, paragraph 6 
80 Davies, S. (2012), Annual Report of the Chief Medical Officer, p.11 
81 Ibid, p.11 
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As the Mayor is content to fund bodies and projects for which he has no statutory 
obligations (£420,000 for academies in 2013/14, totalling £1.5m over five years to 
2015/1682, and up to £3 million for an airport capacity review83), Labour believes the 
Mayor should identify funding for the significantly more pressing issues facing public 
health in London. 
 
Estimated costs for 2013/14 to continue the current work programmes84: 
 
Table 1 
 
Project area Plans for continuation of existing projects in 

2013/14 
Costs for 2013/14 

Alcohol Continuation of existing objectives – ensuring 
licensing is being used effectively to turn the tap of 
alcohol harm off, creating an alcohol vision for 
London and ensuring delivery of the best early 
intervention and prevention for hazardous and 
dependent drinkers. 

£500 k 

Cancer Roll out of the London Standard for Tobacco 
Control and the “Get to know cancer” campaign 

£800 k 

Childhood Obesity Roll out and delivery of the London Healthy Schools 
Programme  
Delivery of other actions identified by LHIB to 
create a healthier environment 

£200k 
 
£150k 
 
 

Data sharing Wider citizen engagement promoting the benefits 
and importance of information, supporting 
commissioners and providers through network based 
and online knowledge resource centres, and 
developing unified approaches to sharing 
information across care sectors 

£400 k 

Total £2050k to £2250k 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
82 Report to GLA Investment & Performance Board, 19th June, paragraph 3.7 
83 Request for Mayoral decision MD1080 paragraph 1.9 
84 Report to London Councils Leaders’ committee,16th October 2012, item 4, paragraph 29 
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3.2 GLA: London Assembly 
 
London Assembly Labour will not be proposing any changes to the Mayo’s proposed 
London Assembly budget. 
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2.3 Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (MOPAC)  
 

MOPAC Council tax requirement 
(nil change) 
 

£ (millions) 
557.1 

 

Initiatives for Londoners  

Retaining Front Counters85 1.43 

An additional 250 STT officers*  10 

PCSOs 1,159 above Mayor’s planned numbers86 27.933 

Civilian support staff**87  9.2 

Victim Support  

 Develop enhanced victim support training for officers 

 Develop Pilot advocacy support for victims with learning 
disabilities 1 

Victim's Champion Cost neutral 

Lead Disability Support Officer for every borough Cost neutral 

Youth Engagement officer per borough  Cost neutral 

Targeted funding for youth engagement and preventing youth 
offending 8 

Funding for Violence Against Women and Girls work 4.877 

Funded by:    

Reduce Flights and Hotel costs by a further 10%*  0.6 

Funding from TfL for an additional 250 STT officers 10 

Reducing ACPO fees   0.3 

Directorate of Public Affairs £5.4m reduced by 10%  0.540 

Overtime a further 2% reduction 1 

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates from Transport for London 
50 

 

 
*Also see TfL table 2.5 
** staff to be trained public access officers and provide SNT support functions. 
 
The Chief Financial officer of the Metropolitan Police has called this year’s MOPAC 
budget “very risky”88. We agree with this analysis, not only in terms of outcomes for the 
Service itself but also in terms of outcomes for London’s communities.  
 
 

                                                 
85 Fig derived from Mayor’s Estate Plan for more.  
86 Cost of PCSOs from MOPAC Draft Budget Submission 2012/13- 2015/16, Appendix C, 
87 Cost of staff from MOPAC Draft Budget Submission 2012/13- 2015/16, Appendix C, and numbers given by 
Bernard Hogan Howe at London Assembly Plenary 16th January 2013 
88 London Assembly Budget and Performance Committee, 9th January 2013 
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(i) Overview and Critique 
 
This budget comes at a time of 20% cuts to the Metropolitan Police Force, imposed by 
the Government.  The HMIC warned in 2011 that cuts beyond 12% would impact on 
frontline services. The Labour Group would not have gone beyond this 12% figure. 
 
The lax attitude and lack of strategic leadership from the Mayor has left the Mayor’s 
Office for Policing and Crime in a state of disarray and has led to confusion surrounding 
forthcoming plans for the Metropolitan Police.  
 
This year has seen the Mayor rowing back on significant pledges to Londoners including 
the number of police officers on our streets and local police front counters.89  
 
Furthermore the Mayor has made analysis of decisions extremely difficult by providing 
both insufficient and misleading information to the Assembly and Londoners. For 
example: 
 

 The Mayor has been unable to provide the Assembly with the actual savings 
generated by the closure of 65 front counters across London, or indeed the cost 
of setting up contact points in every Borough.90 

 The Mayor’s analysis on police numbers is based on figures from October 2011. 
However, October 2011 marks the end of a recruitment freeze for London so 
comparative figures based on this low point are entirely misleading. Compared 
to figures for an average entire of 2010 for example, 2/3rds of London 
Boroughs will have significantly less police numbers in 2015 as a result of the 
Mayor’s budgetary plans.91  

 Cuts to the number of PCSOs significantly reduce the numbers of visible police 
uniforms on our streets  

 
However, possibly more damning are the planned changes to the “bedrock of local 
policing”, the safer neighbourhood teams, who have been supported across the political 
spectrum over the last decade as an effective way of connecting police to their local 
neighbourhoods and communities. The Mayor’s plans to significantly dilute these teams 
whilst giving them significantly more enforcement work risks the positive gains made.   

 

Safer neighbourhood teams were introduced to end the “the reinvention cycle”. This 

cycle involves a continuing shift of resources between police enforcement and 

community orientation.
92

 We believe the cuts driven changes to these teams will begin 

this cycle again. 

 

However, within this environment of cuts and restructuring the Labour Group believes 

there are a number of initiatives the Mayor could undertake immediately which would 

significantly impact on the quality of policing in London. 
 

                                                 
89 The Mayor pledged in his 2012 Manifesto to maintain police officer number at 32,000, Officer numbers as of 
November 2012 are at 30,939. The Mayor promised to in Mayoral Question not to remove a front counter until an 
equivalent or better facility is found, he has not found equivalent or better provision for the 65 front counters he will 
close 
90 London Assembly Budget and Performance Committee 14th January 2013, London Assembly Plenary 16th January 
2013, London Assembly Mayor’s Question Time 31st January 2013 
91 London Datastore Police Figs & MOPAC Draft Police and Crime Plan 2013017 
92 Met Paper to MPA June 2011 “Proposals Arising from the Review of Safer Neighbourhoods” 
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(ii) Support for Victims 
 
Strengthening community trust and confidence is key to greater reporting and thus the 
police’s ability to tackle crime. However the Metropolitan Police has the lowest victim 
satisfaction rates in the country and Londoners’ confidence in their police is amongst 
the lowest in the country.93 
 
Therefore, London Assembly Labour would invest in an improved training 
programme for front line officers, which would involve specialist support 
organisations for victims in the design and delivery the training programme. The new 
programme should also be developed in line with good practice in victim care training 
from within the MPS.94 We would role this out across the MPS once developed.  
 
In the past year hate crime has risen across London by 6%.95 MOPAC has stated that it 
would appoint an LGBT officer in every borough96 which we welcome. London 
Assembly Labour would also extend the advocacy model to other areas such as 
disabilities, which would help tackle the fight against hate crime in particular.  
 
We are also aware that amongst certain groups of victims satisfaction is especially low 
(eg: BAME Groups, disabled and those living in some inner London Boroughs)97. We 
would also pilot a programme in which the IDVA support model (outlined under section 
vi) would to be piloted for other types of victims, such as victims with learning 
disabilities.  
 
MOPAC has appointed non-executive advisers, none of whom have a responsibility for 
victims or community confidence. London’s victims of crime deserve a strong voice, 
London Assembly Labour would introduce a champion for victims of crime in 
MOPAC by refocusing one of the advisory portfolios. 
 
We note that MOPAC’s paid non-executive advisers earn up to £30,000 each per 
annum, as yet it is hard to see what added value they are bringing to MOPAC. We 
would seek to review the role and cost of non-executive advisers to ensure value for 
money. 
 
(iii) Protecting Safer Neighbourhood Teams 
 
At the time Safer Neighbourhood Teams of one sergeant, 2 PCs, 3 PCSOs were created 
the stated aim was to put police into communities and the community back into the 
police. MOPAC has outlined a new structure of just one PC and one PCSO per ward with 
a named but not dedicated sergeant.98 Planned cuts to sergeants will see the Met 
having the lowest supervisory ratios in the country, lower than our most similar forces.99 
We do not support the restructure as we believe it is purely cuts driven and will remove 
local knowledge and community confidence in policing. There is also no detail at 
present as to what will become of specialist units within boroughs. 
 

                                                 
93 London Assembly Police and Crime Committee Report, “Duty of Care” January 2013, pg 10 
94 London Assembly Police and Crime Committee Report, “Duty of Care” January 2013 
95 London Datastore ,Metropolitan Police Service Recorded Crime Figures and Associated Data, Figs based on Dec 
10-Nov 11 compared to Dec 11- Nov 12 
96 MOPAC, Draft Police and Crime Plan 2013-17 
97 London Assembly Police and Crime Committee Report, “Duty of Care” January 2013, pg 10 
98 MOPAC, Draft Police and Crime Plan 2013-17 
99 Value for money profiles, HMIC,  2012 

http://www.hmic.gov.uk/publication/metropolitan-value-for-money-profile-2012/
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Cutting PCSOs will have a detrimental effect on public confidence. The ethnic mix of 
PCSOs better reflects London’s diversity.100 PCSOs also provide a diverse pool of police 
officer candidates and we do not see how reducing this pool of candidates can in any 
way benefit London.101  
 
For this reason, London Assembly Labour would retain PCSOs at a high level, 
focussed in safer neighbourhood teams, to continue the vital work and 
practice of engaging with communities and fighting crime. We will also look to 
ensure that London’s sergeant supervisory ratio does not fall above 1:5.5 - the same as 
our most similar Police Force, the West Midlands.102 
 
These proposals, together with the 250 extra Safer Transport Officers (outlined in 
our TFL proposals) will increase uniform visibility in London. 
 
(iv) Front Counters 
 
The Mayor has been unable to provide any analysis of the savings generated by his 
controversial decision to close 65 front counters across London.103 At Mayor’s Question 
Time on 30th January 2013 he told the London Assembly that “[MOPAC] have not 
broken that detail down”.104 He has also been unable to provide any costings for his 
contact points in each Borough, or to give clarity as to what services these contact 
points will offer. However, we do know that there are no agreements in principle in 
place for any of these contact points105, and that they do not meet the Mayor’s pledge 
that if a front counter is closed an alternative be of similar or better quality and with the 
same number of hours should replace it.106  
 
Current proposals see ‘black-holes’ of front counter provision in many areas of London 
and reduced hours in many, including in areas such as Tottenham and Croydon that 
were so badly hit by recent disorder. This is a mistake. 
 
Where front counters are unfit for purpose a genuine alternative should be found, as 
was the Mayor’s promise to Londoners.  There has been no genuine debate on this as 
the public have not been informed about the relative costs, or about what will happen 
to local safer neighbourhood bases – are they to stay or go? There are some examples 
of safer neighbourhood bases with front counters in the Met. Could others serve as 
alternative front counter provision with a little investment thereby allowing a nearby 
police building to be released? This is creating uncertainty and frustration within 
borough policing and at local authority level. 
 
Without any detailed financial information from the Mayor regarding his plan we are 
unable to analyse and cost it in the detail we would wish. However from his Estate 
Strategy we assume that the Mayor plans to make £4.3million of savings on the running 
cost of front counters by 2015/16, divided between 3 years that amounts to £1.4million 

                                                 
100 MQT Answer, 27th November 2012 
101 http://www.london.gov.uk/media/press_releases_mayoral/mayors-plan-lift-police-recruitment-freeze-boost-
officers-londons-stree 
102 Value for money profiles, HMIC,  2012 
103 London Assembly Budget and Performance committee 14th January 2013, London Assembly Plenary 16th of 
January 2013, London Assembly Mayor’s Question Time 30th January 2013 
104 London Assembly Mayor’s Question Time 30th January 2013 
105 London Assembly Plenary 16th of January 2013 
106 Mayor’s Question Time 21st November 2012 

http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=43992
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/publication/metropolitan-value-for-money-profile-2012/
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of savings this year. We would ensure proper consultation where counters are deemed 
unfit for purpose and genuine alternatives offered in partnership with the public. 
 
In contrast, we also note that MOPAC own 10 properties for the use of ACPO officers. 
These properties were valued at 2.34million in 2011/12.107 If savings are to be made in 
property they should be prioritised over direct services to the public and we assume. 
 
London Assembly Labour would put resource toward civilian staff trained as 
public access officers to free up police officer time spent at front counters. At 
front counters where footfall is low these staff members will be able to provide officer 
support functions to local SNT teams.  
 
(v) Young People 
 
The Labour Group welcomes the overall reduction in gang and youth violence in the 
past year and want to see this trend continue. 108 We are very concerned that the overall 
level of community safety funding, used to fund crime prevention projects and 
interventions across London, has declined so dramatically since 2010. In 2010/11, 
London's share of funding came to just over £13.2 million. This was reduced to £10.6 
million in 2011/12 and halved to £5.3 million this year (2012/13). 109

    

 

We are particularly concerned that several other funds particularly aimed at ending 
youth violence are to be cut. These include: 
 

 The Home Office’s Ending Gang and Youth Violence funding will end in March 
2013.  This fund, which was targeted at areas of high risk of gang activity, 
provided a boost in 2012/13 amounting to £5.8 million to boroughs’ 
programmes.   

 The Communities against Guns, Gangs and Knives, will distribute the second half 
of its fund with £2.1 million available to boroughs, after which the fund is 
scheduled to close. 

 
London Assembly Labour would put £8 million back into the Community Safety 
Fund to be targeted programmes dealing with youth offending and youth 
engagement, in partnership with local boroughs.  
 
Within this we allocate resource to programmes dealing with rebuilding trust between 
police officers and young people such as the Critical Encounters programme run by 
Second Wave in Deptford.

110
 The vast majority of young people are law abiding citizens. 

They are far more likely to be the victims of crime than the perpetrators.
111

 However, 
young people, particularly young people from BAME communities, are 
disproportionately likely to be targeted in policing initiatives such as Stop and Search.

112
  

 
We have heard from the Met that they are rolling out new initiatives regarding Stop and 
Search, however we have been given no detail of these. This kind of training must 
involve partner organisations and young people themselves in order to be successful 

                                                 
107 MQ 3381/2012,  Mayor’s Question Time 21st November 2012  
108 London Datastore ,Metropolitan Police Service Recorded Crime Figures and Associated Data 
109 Information from London Councils, October 2012 
110 www.secondwave.org.uk 
111 Victim Support, Help for Young People  
112 http://www.met.police.uk/foi/units/stop_and_search.htm 

http://www.victimsupport.org.uk/Help-for-victims/Help-for-young-victims
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London Assembly Labour would also ensure that every Borough has a youth 
engagement officer tasked to improve relations between young people and the 
police.  
 
(vi). Violence Against Women and Girls 
 
Evidence suggests that the police spend 16-25% of their time on domestic violence 
cases, and yet Domestic Violence counts for less than 1% of their training time. 113 
London Assembly Labour would allocate more resource to training for 
frontline officers, in order to rectify this deficiency. [see also enhanced victim 
support training for police officers in table] 
 
Mayor has pledged to maintain Independent Domestic Violence Advocate 
(IDVA)/Independent Sexual Violence Advocate (ISVA) numbers across London but 
evidence gathered by the PCC shows that provision in London is insufficient and only 
very high priority cases are allocated IDVA support.114 
 
The IDVA model has been shown not only to be effective in making victims of domestic 
violence safer and significantly increasing the proportion of successful prosecutions, it is 
also known to be highly cost effective, saving police time, reducing A&E admissions and 
health care bills.115 However, only the most severe Domestic Violence cases are allocated 
IDVA support. London Assembly Labour would seek much greater numbers of 
IDVAs/ISVAs across London supporting both female and male victims of 
violence. Therefore we are allocating resource for MOPAC to work with partner 
agencies to increase the provision of IDVA/ISVAs across London. 
 
There is a shortage of refuge places across London116 for victims of domestic violence. 
London Assembly Labour would work with partner agencies to assess the need 
and improve provision of refuge places in London. This work would also lay the 
groundwork for 2015 when MOPAC assumes of control of the funding for 
commissioning victims’ services.  
 
(vii) Savings  
 
At a time of austerity for Londoners we feel that it is only right that the MPS, 
particularly in the top ranks make further savings. We have found and would implement 
the following reductions:  
 

 We would reduction MOPAC payments to the Association of Chief Police 
Officers by 50%. 

 Reduce the MPS budget for flights and hotels by a further 10% .117 

 We would find another 10% of savings within the Met’s directorate of Public 
Affairs £5.4m reduced by 10%118 

 We would also find a father 2% of overtime.119 We feel this is more than 
reasonable as we are increasing civilian staff support, PCSOs and Police Officers 

                                                 
113 Police and Crime Committee, 15th November 2013, evidence from Julie Dwyer, Refuge 
114 Police and Crime Committee, 15th November 2013, evidence from Julie Dwyer, Refuge 
115 London Assembly Police and Crime Committee Report, “Duty of Care” January 2013, pg 10 
116 Police and Crime Committee Refuge said shortage – and Sapphire Guy 
117 http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=44296 and 
http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=44294 
118 http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=43788 

http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=44296
http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=44294
http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=43788
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2.4 London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA) 
 

LFEPA Council tax requirement 
(nil change) 

£ (millions) 
 

128.4 

Additional spending on London’s priorities and needs  

Funding for sprinkler programme 0.5 

Funding to be placed in reserves as contribution to 2014/15 budget 
deficit 

13.248 

Funded by:  

Savings from precept freeze for retention for 2014/15 budget deficit 9.248 

Funding diverted from National Operational Guidance* project for 
retention for 2014/15 budget deficit 

4.0 

LFEPA reserves 0.5 

 
(i) Draft Consultation Position and Critique 
 
Having originally prepared for cuts of £29.5 million in 2013-14 and £35.3 million in 
2013-14120, the Local Government Finance Settlement for 2013/14 and 2014/15 
reduced LFEPA's grant by £10.03m in 2013/14 and £21.46m in 2014/15.  This is £15m 
more than had previously been expected but is still a reduction of £31.48m over the 
next two years121. 
 
LFEPA has already identified £13.9m of cuts for 2013/14122 and a saving of £5.682m 
through operational staff changes.  There is a further £28.67m required for 2014/15123. 
These savings are in addition to savings already made by LFEPA of £10.9 million in 
2011-12 and £21.1 million in 2012-13. 
 
The 2013/14 LFEPA budget is balanced. However, there are significant financial 
pressures on future years. Labour Members propose that the £4m set aside for 
the National Operational Guidance project is retained in reserves. We 
understand that the project is a significant piece of work for the national fire and rescue 
service, which is set out in the 2011 report FEP 1830.  However, this project was 
previously the Government’s responsibility, a project that LFEPA receives no additional 
funding to undertake.  When the financial grant that the London Fire Brigade is 
receiving from Government is being cut, and the Mayor is proposing balancing the 
budget by closing fire stations and cutting both fire engines and firefighters, we believe 
that programmes like this should be funded by the Government or the national fire 
service. We therefore propose to divert this resource to protect the frontline service.  
 

                                                                                                                                            
119

 MOPAC Draft Budget Submission 2012/13- 2015/16, Appendix C 
120 The Mayor’s Budget Guidance for 2013-14, page 4. 
121 http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1412 
122 Budget Update, LFPEA Full Authority paper, 22 November 2012, Appendix 2. 
123 http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1412 

http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1412
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(ii) Unacceptable Cuts to the Frontline Services   
 
Notwithstanding the reduced savings required in 2013-14, London Assembly Labour 
Members are extremely concerned that the savings required in 2014-15 will lead to a 
further reduction in front-line services. This is evidenced by the London Fire Brigade’s 
plan – announced on 11 January – to close 12 fire stations, reduce the number of 
appliances by 18 and lose 520 Firefighter posts. Labour Members do not agree with the 
decision by the Mayor to meet the funding shortfall by reducing frontline services124. 
 
To protect the frontline service, London Assembly Labour Group proposes that the 
money saved by freezing the precept (£9.428m) is held in LFEPA’s reserves to protect 
against fire station closures, and the loss of fire appliances and firefighters in future 
years. 
 
(iii)  Fire Prevention 
 
Labour  Members believe that the prevention of fires is a key priority in reducing fire 
deaths, which helps to ease pressure on frontline services which are constantly under 
threat from severe cuts. We believe that there needs to be greater focus on this aspect 
of LFEPA’s work. Labour’s amendment demonstrates a way forward on this critical 
issue.      
 
Vulnerable People - Reducing Fire Deaths  
 
People continue to die from fire in preventable situations.  Extensive research by the 
London Fire Brigade highlights that some people are more at risk from fire than others – 
the elderly, those with mobility issues and those with mental health problems.  Many of 
these people are already in regular contact with other public services.  Out of the 18 
people who died from fire in the first 6 months of 2012/13125, half of them were people 
who are regarded as a priority person for the London Fire Brigade – some one who is at 
high risk from fire. Similarly there needs to be a more co-ordinated approach to convey 
prevention activities and messages to hard-to-reach communities in London. Labour 
Members believe that we should do our utmost to reduce the risk from fire for these 
vulnerable people.   
 
Sprinkler Installations 
 
We believe that the London Fire Brigade has a role in not just promoting sprinkler and 
fire suppression equipment but, also, to work with organisations to actually fit sprinklers 
to reduce risk and reduce the cost of fire to the public. 
 
Sprinklers do not just save lives. They also protect property, reduce insurance costs and 
save local councils money as well as being environmentally sustainable, reducing the 
need to rebuild buildings after fire. 
 
As noted in the draft Fifth London Safety Plan, Sheffield City Council retrofitted 
sprinklers in a 13-storey social housing block at a cost of just over £55k126. That worked 

                                                 
124 http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1440 Para. 14 
125 http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=990 page 4 & 
http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1298 page 5 
126 http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1440, Pg. 21 

http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1440
http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=990
http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1298
http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1440
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out at a combined cost of installation and maintenance of £40 per year over a 30-year 
timescale for the 47 residents127. 
 
London Assembly Labour proposes that the London Fire Brigade works with borough 
councils – in areas that may see an increase in risk in future years – to retrofit sprinkler 
systems in residential social housing for at risk groups.   
 
Labour Members propose a spend of £0.5 million, to be found from LFEPA 
reserves (the anticipated balance of the general reserve will be £14m at the 
end of 2012/13. This is £4m above the stated minimum general reserve 
position of £10.2m which is 2.5% of the annual budget128).  This could enable 
12 blocks having sprinkler systems installed, protecting the lives of at risk 
Londoners while at the same time protecting public owned property.  We propose that 
the Brigade looks to part fund installation of sprinkler systems in appropriate buildings, 
with council making up the total amount or match-funding the GLA contribution.  
However, if the Council will not part fund the project, it will not necessarily mean the 
scheme can not be continued. 
 
We would also propose that the London Fire Brigade looks to work with insurance 
companies and local businesses for sponsorship of such schemes, which would reduce 
insurance costs and safeguard properties from fire and prevent deaths. 
 
(vi) Legislative Change 
 
Over the last 50 years, fire safety changes to building regulations and furniture and 
material regulations have had a significant impact on the number of fires, fire deaths 
and injuries.  The next step change in reducing fires will be when sprinkler and fire 
suppression equipment is made mandatory in private and public buildings and 
residential properties. London Assembly Labour supports the London Fire 
Brigade sprinkler campaign and proposes that the London Fire Brigade 
provides leadership in the drive to change building regulations to make the 
installation of sprinkler systems mandatory in schools, residential care homes, 
domestic premises housing the most vulnerable and commercial premises that 
preset a significant risk due to their size, construction or use. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
127 Ibid 
128 http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1412 Para. 34 

http://www.london.gov.uk/LFEPA/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=1412


 26 

2.5 Transport for London (TfL) 
 

Transport for London Mayor’s call upon the precept 

No change (but see below) 

£ (millions) 

 

6.0 

Support for Londoners   

Cut Transport for London fares overall by 1%   34 

Additional Step-Free Access Projects, Reinstate a target of at least 

29% for step-free stations by 2017 /2018 and 100% of bus stops to 

be accessible by 2017 /2018. Capital Item, but to be wholly funded 

from revenue. 

45 

Fund additional Transport Operational Command Units (Police teams 

on TfL) An additional 250 STT officers could be funded by £10 m 

10 

Fund 50 additional hybrid buses (£300,000 per bus)  15 

Six electric buses and  accompanying feasibility study 3.6 

Additional contribution to cycling budget 41 

Proportion of Retained Business Rates allocation re-allocated to other 

GLA budgets  

94.55 

Funded by:  

Use of TfL reserves (2013/14 closing balance £1.3 billion) created 

from accumulated operating surpluses 

243.15 

 
(i) Draft Consultation Position and Critique 
 
While the Metropolitan Police, London Fire Brigade and the GLA’s budgets are 
reducing, TfL’s gross revenue expenditure is set to increase by 4% (£346 million) in 
2013-14, with gross capital expenditure increasing by 17% (£519 million) in 2013-14129.  
 
In the introduction to the Consultation Budget, the Mayor emphasises the importance 
of “new transport projects that unlock growth and job creation”130 and the 
consequential increases in business rates that this will bring. While London Assembly 
Labour fully supports further capital investment in London’s transport network, the 
Mayor’s budget does not demonstrate the analysis used by TfL to determine how many 
jobs different kinds of investments provide131. We are particularly concerned, for 
example, that unprofitable ventures such as the Mayor’s ‘cable-car’ have diverted 
resources away from proven job creators, such as investments in the tube network. 
 
We are also concerned that, yet again, research in to essential transport investments 
such as ‘Crossrail 2’ have not been put in place by this budget. It now appears likely that 
by the time the Mayor leaves office having seen through to completion projects from 

                                                 
129 Budget and Performance Committee, Briefing Paper for 09.01.12 B&PC meeting, p.8 
130 Mayor of London (2013), Group Budget Proposals and Precepts 2013-14 (Consultation Document), 
p.2 
131 Ibid 
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Ken Livingstone’s administration, there will be few – if any – new essential projects 
being undertaken. This absence of strategic ‘big thinking’ on Boris’ part is so 
pronounced that London First has been compelled to set up a ‘task force’ on Crossrail 2, 
which emphasises “the need to think a long way ahead when considering investment in 
transport infrastructure”132 in London. 
 
While our keynote transport policies are laid out as follows, Labour Assembly Members 
would also like to raise concerns about TfL’s decision to cut funding to the London 
Transport Museum by 25% over the next four years133 and, as a consequence, this 
valuable cultural and educational resource is being forced cut its workforce in a year 
that will see a significant increase in events as a result of the 150th Anniversary of the 
London Underground. With this in mind, we implore the Mayor enter in to talks on the 
matter and exhaust all reasonable measures to secure the future of the museum. 
 
(ii) Fares 
 
There is a similar lack of clarity surrounding the levying of fares by TfL, which the Mayor 
assured voters during the 2012 Mayoral elections would “go down in an honest and 
sustainable way”134. Instead, he has approved an above-inflation increase in the first 
year of his Mayoral term, rising by an average of 4.2 per cent from 2 January 2013 - the 
maximum increase possible135. Despite this, in 2010-11 TfL collected £178 million more 
than it had budgeted, in 2011-12 it collected £73 million more136, and it is currently 
forecasting fares income £36 million above budget for 2012-13137. Furthermore, in 
recent years, “TfL has been able to generate savings far in excess of what would be 
raised by an additional percentage point on fares”138. 
 
Given that the additional revenue generated each year by a fares rise of 1% above 
inflation amounts to around £34 million139, the London Assembly Labour believes it is 
difficult to justify this year’s RPI+1% increase. At this time of economic crisis, the Mayor 
should not have raised fares above inflation. We do not want to force ordinary 
Londoners to have to choose between paying more for their transport tickets and taking 
care of their families. London Assembly Labour will therefore reduce the fare rise 
to the level of inflation (3.2%), which will cost £34m. 

 

(iii) Accessible London 

 

Londoners were extremely proud of how the transport network coped during the 

Olympic and Paralympic games. We were especially proud of the efforts by TfL and staff 

                                                 
132 London First (2013), Crossrail 2: Supporting London’s Growth, p.3 
133 Prospect Union, Massive funding cuts threaten London Transport Museum, 27.11.12 
134 Boris Johnson speaking on the London Mayoral debate programme aired on BBC television on 22 April 
2012 
135 BBC Online, Rail commuters hit by 4.2% average fare rise, 02.01.13 
136 TfL, Operational and Financial Performance and Investment Programme Reports: Fourth Quarter 
2009-10, page 31; Fourth Quarter 2010-11, page 19; Fourth Quarter 2011-12, page 23. 
137 TfL, Operational and Financial Performance and Investment Programme Reports: Second Quarter 
2012-13, page 17. 
138 Budget and Performance Committee (2012), Pre-Budget Report 2012, p.13 
139 Ibid, p.12 

http://www.prospect.org.uk/news/id/2012/01821
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-20881684


 28 

to ensure that those visitors who needed step-free access were helped, both in terms of 

better signage and also by the 16 temporary manual boarding ramps140.  

 

We welcome the commitment to make 95% of all bus stops accessible by 2015141. 

However we think TfL should aim for 100% and should do more in other areas.  

 

An additional 28 stations on the Tube/London Overground network will become step-

free over the next decade142. We do not think that this goes far enough, given that only 

66 tube stations are currently step-free143.  

 

We will therefore reinstate some of the Step-free Access Programme at 

stations such as Harrow-on-the-Hill, which Boris Johnson has cancelled. We 

would want to see at least 29% of stations and 100% of bus stops step-free accessible 

by 2017/18. To meet the goal in respect of Tube stations, we would undertake a review 

of the measures currently taken to achieve step-free access in order to identify 

complimentary/alternative methods that could be rolled out over much shorter periods 

of time than is currently the case. 

 

(iv) Safer London 

 

As recently as January 2012, figures were published showing that crime on the night 

bus network had gone up by 50% in the previous two years144. According to the Union 

of Shop, Distributive, and Allied Workers, increasing numbers of the night workers who 

keep London running – from retail staff to cleaners – are amongst the victims of these 

crimes145. 

 

With this in mind, for the second year in a row, London Assembly Labour plan to 

make funds available to finance 250 more police officers on the transport 

network, focusing them on the parts that are suffering from the highest 

incidences of crime.  

 

(v) Sustainable and Cleaner London 

 

We support the Mayor’s aim to deliver 1,600146 hybrid buses for London by 2016 but, 

out of a total fleet of 8,500147, believe this is an insufficiently ambitious target.  

 

London Assembly Labour therefore propose to make funds available for the 

purchase on an additional 50 hybrid buses in 2013/14, making a significant 

contribution to improving air quality in capital, which ranks amongst the worst in 
                                                 
140 Transport For London, Transport for London announces further measures to help make London 2012 
the most accessible Games ever held, 12.06.12 
141 Transport for London (2012), Business Plan: Transport for London’s plans for the next decade, p.33  
142 BBC Online, Plans to raise access to bus stops and Tube stations, 20.12.12 
143 Transport for London, Step-free access 
144 Titheradge, N., London night buses see '50% crime rise', BBC Online, 17.01.12 
145 Ibid 
146 Transport for London, Mayor and TfL continue drive to improve air quality in Putney, 23.01.13  
147 Ibid  

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/media/newscentre/archive/24974.aspx
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/media/newscentre/archive/24974.aspx
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/tfl-business_plan-2012.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-20789278
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/step-free-tube-guide-map.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-21013108
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/step-free-tube-guide-map.pdf
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Europe148. Further, while hybrid buses are superior to traditional diesel buses in terms of 

the production of emissions of particulate matter (PM10s), London Assembly Labour 

ultimately view it as a transition technology between diesel and fully electric vehicles. 

With this in mind, Labour also proposes the funding of six electric buses as part 

of a field study aimed at assessing the feasibility of a zero emission-at-source 

bus network. 

 

Increased cycling also forms part of Labour’s vision for the future of London’s transport 

mix. Only 2% of journeys in London are made by bicycle, a lower proportion than other 

UK cities such as Bristol, and significantly less than the Netherlands – where 26% of 

journeys are made by bicycle149. To significantly improve London’s performance, greater 

efforts are required than the Mayor’s unambitious target of increasing cycling to 5% of 

journeys by 2026150. Given this, and in line with the recommendations of the 

London Assembly Transport Committee’s 2012 Gearing Up report in to cycling 

in the capital, Labour propose to allocate £145m to cycling in the 2013/14 

budget151, £41 million more than the Mayor has chosen to provide. 

 

(vi) Affordable Plan 

 

Our plans to cut fares and increase spending on necessary projects will not result in any 

spending reductions in other areas, as we shall be drawing on TfL’s significant 

operational surplus.  

 

Transport for London has reported unbudgeted operational surpluses for the previous 4 

years and is showing evidence of regularly under-anticipating fares income and over 

estimation of other expenditures.  Rather than accumulate these surpluses up as 

General Balances or pay off debts earlier than planned, Labour would direct these 

resources to bringing financial relief to cash strapped passengers during the recession 

and improving the safety and accessibility of the journeys passengers, cyclists and 

pedestrians enjoy. 

 

TfL thought they would have a surplus in 2012/13 of £248m152. They will actually have 

a surplus of £478m153. Wrong by almost double! 

 

Given they expect this years surplus to be £348m154; we think that expecting the actual 

surplus to be much higher is not a risk. 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
148 Vidal, J., London ranks among worst European cities for air pollution, The Guardian, 07.09.13 
149 London Assembly Transport Committee (2012), Gearing Up: An Investigation in to Safer Cycling in 
London, p.7 
150 Ibid 
151 Ibid   
152 Op.cit, Business Plan: Transport for London’s plans for the next decade, p.57 
153 Ibid  
154 Ibid  

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/sep/07/london-worst-european-cities-air-pollution
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/tfl-business_plan-2012.pdf
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2.6 London Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC) 
 
The revenue budget of the London LLDC has increased by £16.1 million, from £28.1 
million in 2012-13 to £44.2 million in 2013-14 (57%). The LLDC’s capital budget has 
increased £112.5 million, from £154.1 million in 2012-13 to £266.6 million in 2013-14, 
an increase of (73%)155.   
 
The LLDC has three strategic aims - delivering social, economic and environmental 
benefits and convergence for east London; delivering financial returns to the public 
purse over the long term; and optimising sustainability and success of the Park and 
venues156. There are, however, a number of threats to the LLDC’s ability to achieve this, 
including:  
 

 a lack of clarity about the additional £15.4 million in savings yet to be found in 
the 2015/16 budget157; 

 the £238 section 106 package that according to the LLDC board represents “a 
high financial burden on the project”158;  

 the potential costs of failing to implement the Community Infrastructure Levy 
(due to replace section 106 agreements) on time, which could prevent 
preventing the LLDC from raising income for infrastructure work between April 
2014 and the actual introduction of the CIL159. 

 
However, the delays and potential failure to secure an appropriate Premier League 
football club as leaseholders of the Olympic Stadium represent the greatest threat to 
Londoners. Negotiations for the main tenant still have not been concluded, and it is 
possible that the Stadium may not reopen before the next Games begin in August 
2016160. 
 
Given these concerns, and taking in to account the fact that the LLDC currently has no 
council tax requirement, London Assembly Labour will continue to monitor the activities 
of the LLDC, but make no budgetary recommendations for 2013/14. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

                                                 
155 Budget and Performance Committee, Briefing Paper for 09.01.12 B&PC meeting, p.12 
156 London Legacy Development Corporation, Business Plan 2012/13 – 2014/15, page 3 
157 Mayor of London (2013), Group Budget Proposals and Precepts 2013-14 (Consultation Document), 
p.37 and p.76. 
158 Ibid, Briefing Paper for 09.01.12 B&PC meeting, p.13 
159 Ibid, Briefing Paper for 09.01.12 B&PC meeting, p.13 
160 Budget and Performance Committee (2012), Pre-Budget Report 2012, p.21 
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PART B: Proposal to approve, with amendments, the Draft Consolidated 

Budget for the 2013-14 financial year for the Greater London Authority and 

the Functional Bodies. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

FORMAL BUDGET AMENDMENT  

1. The Mayor’s draft consolidated budget (together with the component budgets 

comprised within it) for 2013-14 be amended by the sum(s) shown in column number 3 

of the table for each constituent body, as set out and in accordance with the attached 

Schedule.   

(These sums are the calculations under sections 85(4) to (8) of the Greater London 

Authority Act 1999 (as amended) (‘The GLA Act’) which give rise to each of the 

amounts mentioned in recommendations 2 and 3 below.) 

2. The calculations referred to in recommendation 1 above, give rise to a component 

council tax requirement for 2013-14 for each constituent body as follows: 

Constituent body Component council tax 

requirement 

Greater London Authority: Mayor of London £72,756,150 

Greater London Authority: London Assembly £2,600,000 

Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime  £557,105,432 

London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority £137,798,375 

Transport for London  £6,000,000 

London Legacy Development Corporation £0 

 

3. The component council tax requirements shown in recommendation 2 above, give rise 

to a consolidated council tax requirement for the Authority for 2013-14 (shown at Line 

73 in the attached Schedule) of £776,259,957. 

 

BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS 

4. [WHERE APPLICABLE, INSERT ANY OTHER BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS REQUIRED] 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 

NOTES:   

a. A simple majority of votes cast by Assembly Members is required to approve any 
amendment to recommendations (1) to (3) above concerning the Draft Consolidated 
Budget; abstentions are not counted. 

 
b.  To approve the Draft Consolidated Budget, without amendment, only a simple majority of 

votes cast is required.  Again, abstentions are not counted. 
 
c. The Mayor is required to set a consolidated and component council tax requirement and it 

is this amount which the Assembly has the power to amend. The council tax requirement 
equates to the amount which will be allocated to the Mayor, the Assembly and for each 
functional body from the Mayor’s council tax precept. These individual functional body 
requirements are consolidated to form the consolidated council tax requirement for the GLA 
Group.   

 
d. The income estimates calculated under section 85 5(a) of the GLA Act are presented in four 

parts within the statutory calculations: 
 

 - Income not in respect of government grant, council tax precept or retained business 
rates. This includes fare revenues, congestion charging, the Crossrail business rate 
supplement and all other income not received from central government, council tax 
precept or retained business rates. This also includes for the GLA (Mayor) the GLA’s 
share of the aggregate forecast net collection fund surplus at 31 March 2013 reported 
by the 33 London billing authorities (line 6 for the Mayor, line 18 for the Assembly, line 
30 for MOPAC, line 42 for LFEPA , line 54  for TfL, and line 66 for the LLDC); 

 
 - Income in respect of specific and special government grants. This includes those 

grants which are not regarded as general grants. This includes the GLA Transport grant 
for TfL and specific grants for the GLA, LFEPA and MOPAC (line 7 for the Mayor, line 
19 for the Assembly, line 31 for MOPAC, line 43 for LFEPA , line 55  for TfL, and line 
67 for the LLDC);  

 
- Income in respect of general government grants. From 2013-14 this comprises 
Revenue Support Grant and for MOPAC only core Home Office police and principal 
police formula grant (line 8 for the Mayor, line 20 for the Assembly, line 32 for MOPAC, 
line 44 for LFEPA, line 56  for TfL,  and line 68 for the LLDC); and 
 
- Income in respect of retained business rates (line 9 for the Mayor, line 21 for the 
Assembly, line 33 for MOPAC, line 45 for LFEPA, line 57 for TfL, and line 69 for the 
LLDC). 

  
e. The LLDC came into being on 9 March 2012 (under SI 2012/ 310) as a Mayoral 

development corporation and is a functional body; the LLDC is also a constituent body for 
the purposes of sections 85 to 99 of the Act.  The property rights and liabilities of the 
Olympic Park Legacy Company were substantially transferred to the LLDC during 2012-13.  
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SCHEDULE 
Part 1: Greater London Authority: Mayor of London (“Mayor”) draft component 

budget  
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a 
figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no 
figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If 
“nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s 
Proposal 

Budget  
amendment 

Description 

(1) £738,743,407 £783,293,407 estimated expenditure of the Mayor for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(2) £5,600,000 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the Mayor under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(3) £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure 
of the Mayor under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

(4) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
Mayor under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(5) £744,343,407 £788,893,407 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the Mayor (lines (1) + (2) + (3) + (4) above) 

(6) -£495,518,000 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept calculated 
in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act including the 
GLA share of the collection fund surplus for the 33 London 
council tax billing authorities 

(7) - £14,573,214 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(8) - £35,849,927 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(9) - £29,838,491 -£74,388,491 estimate of the Mayor’s income in respect of retained business 
rates calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(10)   -£95,807,625  -£ estimate of Mayor’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
lines (1) and (2) above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

(11) - £671,587,257 -£716,137,257 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the Mayor (lines (6) + (7) + (8) + (9) 
+ (10) above) 

(12) £ 72,756,150 £ the component council tax requirement for the Mayor (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (5) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (11) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the GLA Act) 

The draft component council tax requirement for the Mayor for 2013-14 is £ 
72,756,150 
[insert Line 12 figure] 
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Part 2: Greater London Authority: London Assembly (“Assembly”) draft component 
budget  
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a 
figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no 
figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If 
“nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s  
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(13) £7,607,000 £ estimated expenditure of the Assembly  for the year 
calculated in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(14) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the Assembly 
under s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(15) £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of the Assembly under s85(4)(c) of the GLA 
Act 

(16) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
the Assembly under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(17) £7,607,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the Assembly (lines (13) + (14) + (15) + 
(16) above) 

(18) -£175,313 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act  

(19) -£0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s special & specific government 
grant income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

(20) -£2,786,405 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(21) -£2,045,282 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income in respect of retained 
business rates calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

(22) £0 -£ estimate of Assembly’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in lines (13) and (14) above under s85(5)(b) of the 
GLA Act 

(23) -£5,007,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the Assembly (lines (18) + (19) + 
(20) + (21) + (22) above) 

(24) £ 2,600,000 £ the component council tax requirement for the Assembly 
(being the amount by which the aggregate at (17) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (23) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

The draft component council tax requirement for the Assembly for 2013-14 is: 
£2,600,000 

[insert Line 24 figure] 
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Part 3: Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (“MOPAC”) draft component budget  
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a 
figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no 
figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If 
“nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s  
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(25) £3,269,900,000 £3,329,900,000 estimated expenditure of the MOPAC calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(26)                             £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the MOPAC 
under s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(27) £27,300,000 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of the MOPAC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA 
Act 

(28) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
the MOPAC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(29) £3,297,200,000 £3,357,200,00
0 

aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) 
of the GLA Act for the MOPAC (lines (25) + (26) + (27) 
+ (28) above) 

(30) -£297,100,000 -£307,100,000 estimate of the MOPAC’s income not in respect of 
Government grant, retained business rates or council tax 
precept calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

(31) -£473,800,000 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s special & specific government 
grant income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

(32) -£1,969,194,568 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant, core Home 
Office police grant and principal police formula grant) 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(33) £0 -£50,000,000 estimate of the MOPAC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

(34) £0 -£ estimate of MOPAC’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in lines (25) and (26) above under s85(5)(b) of 
the GLA Act 

(35) -£2,740,094,568 £2,800,094,56
8 

aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5) of the GLA Act for the MOPAC (lines (30) 
+ (31) + (32) + (33) + (34) above) 

(36) £557,105,432 £ the component council tax requirement for MOPAC 
(being the amount by which the aggregate at (29) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (35) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

The draft component council tax requirement for the MOPAC for 2013-14 is: 
£_557,105,432_______ 

[insert Line 36 figure] 
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Part 4: London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (“LFEPA”) draft component 
budget  
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a 
figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no 
figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If 
“nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

 Mayor’s  
Proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(37) £445,071,409 £445,571,409 estimated expenditure of LFEPA for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(38) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for LFEPA under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(39) £0 £8,928,000 estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of LFEPA under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

(40) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
LFEPA under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(41) £445,071,409 £454,499,409 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for LFEPA (lines (37) + (38) + (39) + (40) 
above) 

(42) -£30,100,000 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(43) -£10,900,000 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act 

(44) -£163,550,650 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(45) -£108,850,384 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s income in respect of retained business 
rates calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(46) -£3,300,000 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts 
in lines (37) and (38) above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

(47) -£316,701,034 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for LFEPA (lines (42) + (43) + (44) + 
(45) + (46) above) 

(48) £128,370,375 £137,798,375 the component council tax requirement for LFEPA (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (41) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (47) above calculated in accordance with 
section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

The final draft component council tax requirement for LFEPA for 2013-14 is: £ 
£137,798,375 

 [Insert Line 48 figure] 
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Part 5: Transport for London (“TfL”) draft component budget  
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a 

figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  
If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-
amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended 
to nil. 

 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s  

proposal 

Budget amendment Description 

(49) 

 

£6,731,775,000 £6,846,375,000 estimated expenditure of TfL for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(50) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for TfL under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(51) £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of TfL under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

(52) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit 
of TfL under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(53) £6,731,775,000 £6,846,375,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) 
of the GLA Act for the TfL (lines (49) + (50) + (51) + 
(52) above) 

(54) -£4,773,000,000 -£4,739,000,000 estimate of TfL’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(55) -£1,150,000,000 -£ estimate of TfL’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

(56) £0 -£ estimate of TfL’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(57) -£802,775,000 -£708,225,000 estimate of TfL’s income in respect of retained business 
rates calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act 

(58) £0 -£243,150,0000 estimate of TfL’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in lines (49) and (50) above under s85(5)(b) of 
the GLA Act 

(59) -£6,725,775,000 -£6,840,375,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5) of the GLA Act for TfL                                                  
(lines (54) + (55) + (56) + (57) + (58) above) 

(60) £6,000,000 £ the component council tax requirement for TfL (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (53) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (59) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

The draft component council tax requirement for TfL for 2013-14 is: £ 6,000,000 
[Insert Line 60 figure] 
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Part 6: London Legacy Development Corporation (“LLDC”) draft component budget  
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft component council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a 
figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no 
figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If 
“nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s  
proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(61) £44,200,000 £ estimated expenditure of LLDC for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(62) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for LLDC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(63) £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of LLDC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

(64) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit 
of LLDC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(65) £44,200,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) 
of the GLA Act for LLDC (lines (61) + (62) + (63) + (64) 
above) 

(66) -£38,700,000 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income not in respect of Government 
grant, retained business rates or council tax precept 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(67) £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

(68) £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income in respect of general 
government grants (revenue support grant) calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(69) £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of 
the GLA Act 

(70) -£5,500,000 -£ estimate of LLDC’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in lines (61) and (62) above under s85(5)(b) of 
the GLA Act 

(71) -£44,200,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5) of the GLA Act for LLDC                                                  
(lines (66) + (67) + (68) + (69) + (70) above) 

(72) £0 £ the component council tax requirement for LLDC (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (65) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (71) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

The draft component budget requirement for LLDC for 2013-14 is: £_0_______ 
[insert Line 72 figure] 
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 Part 7: The Greater London Authority (“GLA") draft consolidated council tax 

requirement calculations 
 
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated council tax will take effect as follows.  Where a 
figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no 
figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If 
“nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil. 
 
 

1 2 3 4 

Line Mayor’s proposal Budget amendment Description 

(73) £766,831,957 £776,259,957 the GLA’s consolidated council tax 
requirement (the sum of the amounts in 
lines (12) + (24) + (36) + (48) +(60) +(72) 
calculated in accordance with section 85(8) 
of the GLA Act 

 
 
The final consolidated council tax requirement for 2013-14 is: £776,259,957 
[insert Line 73 figure] 
 


