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John Biggs (Chairman):  Okay.  The main report, then, is item 7, the Quarter 1 Group 

Monitoring Report.  For the first part of this we have the thrill of Debbie Jackson and 

David Gallie, a thrill indeed, to talk about the London Enterprise Panel.  Members have a 

briefing note and will know a little bit about this and perhaps this is to find out a bit more. 

 

So could I start the ball rolling?  I do not know who is going to lead on this out of the two of 

you. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  We are a double act, I think. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  It is a bit of a double act. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Probably Ms Jackson, I would have thought.  Obviously, we are a 

Finance Committee but we are interested in everything.  Here is the opening question.  Why has 

only 0.3% of the Growing Places Fund’s £111 million been spent by June 2013?  It seems a 

rather pathetic outcome so far. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  OK.  Shall I kick off?  OK.  Do 

you mind if I just begin by introducing myself a little bit, if that is all right? 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  If you tell us who you are as well, by the way, yes, because we know 

David Gallie.  He is a bit of an old lag here. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I am the Assistant Director of 

Regeneration at City Hall and I am responsible for our three main regeneration funds, the Outer 

London Fund which was established in 2011, the Mayor’s Regeneration Fund which was 

established in 2012 and the Growing Places Fund as well. 

 

They are slightly different insofar as, for the Outer London Fund and the Mayor’s Regeneration 

Fund, my team is wholly responsible for the delivery of it.  For the Growing Places Fund, my 

team is responsible for the programme management of it and we work in partnership with other 

bits of the Greater London Authority (GLA) family.  For example, if it is a transport scheme, 

obviously it falls to Transport for London (TfL) to deliver it but we work with a sort of umbrella 

programme management responsibility to make sure that there is proper performance 

management and rigour around what we do.  I thought it was just useful to explain that. 

 



 

John Biggs (Chairman):  The European and other potential funds will come under you as 

well? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  No.  Only insofar as we match 

any of my programmes with European funding, but the European funds are managed from the 

European team, Alex Conway’s [Director - European Programmes, GLA] team. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Whom we have seen before, I think. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes, I am sure you will have 

done. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  In our later questions we will be talking about additional funding.  

We can explore that then.  So why has only 0.3% been spent? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  So, back to the question, sure. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Yes, back to the harder question. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I could answer the first one 

with no problem.  As you will be aware, it is fully allocated at the moment, so the £111 million is 

fully allocated, but not yet committed. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  As at the date of our briefing, only 77.4% had been allocated. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Since that time, the remainder 

has been allocated. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  £25 million to what?  To me? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  No, for the round two as a 

result.  The round two prospectus went out in the summer.  Bids came in.  They were evaluated 

and they were agreed at the last London Enterprise Panel (LEP) meeting, which I believe was 

after your paper was issued, which was in this month.  It was October.  So now the fund is fully 

allocated.   

 

As you will be aware, every project has to go through a multi-stage process that involves the 

LEP decision, Investment & Performance Board (IPB) stage one, IPB stage two and then either a 

Director’s Decision (DD) or more often than not a Mayoral Decision (MD).  Each project also 

needs an agreement, grant agreement or loan agreement, depending on the nature of the 

project.  There is a process to go through for each project, which is part of the reason we do not 

see them committed because they are not regarded as committed until they get through that 

final hurdle of the grant agreement.  That is part of the reason. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Explain that again. 

 



 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  The LEP decision is where we 

consider it allocated, so that is why it is fully allocated because everything has been through the 

LEP. -- 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  So it is the two-stage problem? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Exactly.  We do not regard it 

as committed until it gets into a legal agreement with a delivery partner and that involves 

getting through a two-stage IPB process and a Director’s Decision or a Mayoral Decision and 

then into the grant agreement, so there is quite a lot of work involved before we get to the 

grant agreement.   

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Just one question, really, which almost takes us back a bit.  What is the 

purpose of the GPF (Growing Places Fund)? 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  A DD is a ? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  A Director’s Decision. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  A Director’s Decision.  An MD is a Mayoral Decision? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes, distinguished by the 

value. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  My understanding of the GPF, to keep in the jargon mode, is to 

generate -- 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  What is the GPF? 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  The Growing Places Fund. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  All right.  Go on. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  It is to generate economic activity in the short term.  Is that correct?  

You talked in your answer to the Chairman’s question about the fact that the fund is now fully 

allocated, which is not the same as being approved, obviously.  Approval is likely to happen by 

the end of December this year, which I believe is two years after the fund was created.  That is 

not short-term economic growth, is it?  It is rather long-term. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  OK.  It depends on your frame 

of reference . 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Of course, yes. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I have talked about process.  

Also, we started from a relative standing start.  In order to have projects coming through a fund 



 

like this, in an ideal situation we would have a constant pipeline of discussions and projects with 

boroughs or indeed delivery partners that we are now starting to grow.  At the point the LEP 

was created and the Growing Places Fund was created as well, there was no regeneration team 

in the GLA.  The London Development Agency (LDA) had been in a process of shutdown, so no 

new work and no new conversations, so we did start from a relative standing start.  At that 

stage, the LEP did not have its approved Jobs and Growth Plan in place either, so there was a 

certain amount of gearing up that needed to take place. 

 

The second round of the Growing Places Fund was heavily over-subscribed.  We received bids of 

over £200 million against a £40 million allocation.  It attracted much more interest than the first 

round.  With the LEP being up and running, the Mayor chairing the LEP, all of these things 

improved the interest from the public and the private sector for the fund.  I think part of the 

answer is about process but it is only, I would argue, a smaller part of it.  I think it is about the 

maturing of the LEP, of the fund, of people’s understanding of what the fund is there to deliver. 

 

In terms of the short term and the long term, if I can just address that, there is a range of 

different projects.  It is a huge range of projects, actually, under the Growing Places Fund.  

Some of them are by their nature fairly long-term projects, so the investment in the West Anglia 

Line, for example, is a longer-term project.  Some of them are much more immediate.  Funding 

has gone into Super Connected Cities, for example.  We expect to be in a position to grant 

funding through that within a matter of weeks.  In November, we hope to be able to start to 

allocate our first grants to small and medium enterprises (SMEs).  There are more smaller 

projects that are happening now, but the LEP has chosen to allocate funding to some fairly 

significant projects that are by their nature more medium or long-term.  In the case of 

infrastructure investment, knowing that infrastructure investment is funded at some point in the 

future can itself have a short to medium-term impact as well.  Sorry, quite a long answer, but 

those are the reasons. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  So it has been pretty problematic, basically, then?  You are a victim 

of history and of lack of preparation? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I maybe would not choose 

those words, but I think it is a new process.  It is a new kind of fund.  I am sure we will talk at 

some point about the revolving nature of the fund as well. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Yes, we can come to that later. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  It is a new kind of fund.  Bids 

from the private sector.  We do not usually give money directly to the private sector.  There is a 

lot of learning and gearing up involved, but I do believe that we are in the position of moving to 

delivery. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  Can I ask a sort of -- you are chafing at the bit here, Mr Gallie, 

or are you not? 

 



 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Only just to supplement one of 

the things that Debbie said in explaining why this fund is relatively low at the moment.  The first 

thing we need to do in protecting the GPF and the GLA’s resources as the accountable body is 

to make sure that the funds are secured, so there is a whole series of very detailed negotiations 

that we are undertaking with all these projects. 

 

For instance, the London Borough of Bexley’s roads scheme is supported by GPF.  We are still 

arguing with Bexley about the match funding and repayment terms.  These things take time and 

there is clearly a lot of interest that we need to secure the GLA’s position on.  That has taken 

more time than we would have liked to get the money out of the door. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  We are going to discuss the revolving fund later on, but clearly there 

is an issue because that is a fairly novel approach.  Is that right? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  The revolving fund is certainly 

novel for the GLA. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  If you want a revolving fund, traditionally you go to your bank and 

you get the money and you pay them back.   We can explore that later on.  OK.  You described 

the general problems about transition.  In terms of decision-making, the Mayor has a statutory 

duty to put together an Economic Development Strategy and yet the LEP has a Jobs and 

Growth Strategy, which is different from that.  Presumably the Mayor has to judge bids against 

the Economic Development Strategy whereas the LEP judges bids against its own strategy.  Is 

that not a bit of a muddle? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I would say not because the 

two are hand-in-glove with each other. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Really?  OK.  So is up the same as down?  That is why I am just 

checking.   

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Sorry, I am not sure I 

understand your question. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  No, it is a sort of bizarre question.  On the face of it, if you have two 

strategies, is one a subset of the other one? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  They are certainly not 

contradictory. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  In any shape or form? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I have not sat with them side-

by-side, word-by-word, but they are intended to be complementary and the Mayor, as the Chair 

of the LEP, has approved the Jobs and Growth Plan and has approved the Economic 

Development Strategy as well, so they are complementary strategies. 



 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Perhaps I should have a look at these things and see whether that 

appears to be the case.  So the LEP invites bids and considers applications against its criteria, 

then recommends to the Mayor, who presumably has to consider them against -- he either 

ignores the Economic Development Strategy (EDS) or he --generally speaking, an EDS can allow 

you to do more or less whatever you want as long as it is not wildly inconsistent, I think.  Is that 

a fair view? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  It is not really for me to 

defend the EDS in this context. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Is there a context in which you would defend the EDS? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I think the point I would make 

is that the two documents and strategies are complementary.  The LEP will approve against its 

Jobs and Growth Plan.  The Mayor will have to have regard to all of his strategies and 

everything he has signed up to, obviously, when he approves the investments as well.  

Obviously, if it fell foul of either strategy, then we would have an issue, but given that they are 

complementary I do not think that that would be the case. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  If I could jump to a more constructive area of questioning, the 

LEP in London is an advisory body, whereas most if not all of the other ones are decision-

makers.  Is that the case? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I think it is a variety across the 

country.  Some of them are constituted as legal entities, I believe, and some of them have 

accountable bodies in the same way we do.  I do not know the balance in terms of 

majority/minority, but I know there is a variety of structures. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  I think our research advises us that the majority are a single-stage 

thing.  They have a delegated panel.  The question - which you cannot answer, by the way - is 

the extent to which this two-stage process is part of the blockage. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  The only point I would make 

on the process, having made the point that it is something that we need to do, is that so far we 

have not come across an instance where the process is the critical path, if you see what I mean.  

A project goes through the LEP and then it has to go to IPB stages one and two.  Usually, it is 

not the drafting of the papers and the waiting for the meeting that takes time.  It is agreeing 

the detail with the partners and developing the project that is the critical path.  If we were in an 

instance where the critical path was the decision making and we had a partner and we all agreed 

the partner was ready to go, there were obviously urgency processes if that needed to be the 

case.  It is something, a necessarily evil, if you like, the decision-making process we need to go 

through, but that has not been the critical path thus far. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  It is probably worth adding also 

that there has not been an instance that I am aware of where there has been a difference of 



 

view between the LEP and the Mayor as the accountable body to the decision making.  The 

conflict you are teeing up I do not think really exists. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  But you have been criticised by Government for the sloth in your 

decision making.  Were they mistaken?  Other people came from a standing start as well. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  They were not mistaken 

insofar as the facts.  I think the defence we put then and would put now is that we put a lot of 

effort into making sure that the investments the LEP makes are good investments supported by 

good agreements and we spend the money well and wisely.  That remains the priority.  We 

certainly do not passport money or do any tricks presentationally to try and move the money 

elsewhere.  We hold on to the money. 

 

We also spend the money on delivery as well.  Our agreements will be structured on a milestone 

basis, as they are for our other funds, so that we can be reassured that we are protecting the 

LEP and the GLA’s position in terms of getting the delivery we expect.  We have lots of checks 

and balances to make sure that we get the outcomes we have signed up to, but that does mean 

it takes time to structure the projects in such a way that reflects that.  Also, in terms of the 

grant agreement or the loan agreement itself, money only flows when things get delivered. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  Can you explain that a bit further?  Historically, what would 

happen?  You would say, “Here is the money.  Tell us when you have finished?" 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  There are different ways of 

doing things and that is one way of doing things.  We pay on milestones, in the main.  There are 

some skills projects which are paid slightly differently because of the way the money gets 

allocated and then there are claw-back provisions, but the majority of our agreements are based 

on milestones.  We receive evidence of delivery and, upon receipt of evidence, we make 

payments. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  This may be detail we can look at when we look at the revolving 

fund issue as well because I get the impression there is quite a difference in the structure and 

the way you do these things.. 

 

I have one final question, then.  Let us pretend I am the Mayor and I say, “Debbie, you are 

doing a fantastic job.  You are getting all this money out the door.  You are doing a great job.  

You have earned your bonus this year.  But how can you make it work quicker?”  I am not going 

to pretend to do a Boris [Johnson, Mayor of London] impression, thankfully, but how would 

you respond to that? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I would respond to that by 

saying that how we can make it quicker is by making sure the GLA is working with partners to 

have a pipeline of projects, so that in the event that funding becomes available - and it does 

happen - we are in a position to be able to move as quickly on projects that we know are 

notionally supported, subject to more detailed development. 

 



 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  You would not say to the Mayor, “Mr Mayor, Leeds has 

approved 80.6% at its executive decision-making level, but you have agreed only 6.3%”? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  No. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  You would not?  I suppose you would not really, would you? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  No. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  It would be a very unwise answer to give, but the fact is that the 

Mayor has been very slow in actually giving formal approval to these projects.  Is there a good 

reason for that? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Only the ones I have said 

already.   

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  So the general record is he will sign more or less anything put in 

front of him, but it is just not appearing in front of him yet. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I would not necessarily agree 

with the first half of that statement, but we only bring projects to the final stages when they are 

fully cooked.  Perhaps one of the important distinctions with my other work on my other funds 

is they do not get to IPB until they are at an advanced stage and we have the detail developed.  

The nature of the LEP decision-making process is they get to see projects very early on because 

it is at that award stage.  They are seeing projects at a relatively undeveloped stage, so there is 

inevitably a body of work between that LEP approval and the Mayoral approval, which is what 

we are in the middle of - a very detailed process with a lot of projects - now. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  How many people are employed by the LEP? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Directly, very few.  There are the 

officers in Debbie’s team, probably two and a half or three. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes.  There is a slight 

distinction because the Growing Places Fund itself pays for staff and I have three fulltime 

equivalents (FTEs) in my team for support and programme management.  Then there is a 

different point which is the LEP-funded posts, which I am shaky on. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  There is some support around the 

committee administration and Jamie Izzard’s [Board Secretary, LEP] team that clerk the LEP in 

addition to Debbie’s team.  I would be surprised if the number of fulltime equivalents was 

anything more than about three to four, but I am sure we can give you the detail. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  It is bits of people in the 

economy team as well. 

 



 

John Biggs (Chairman):  All right, so bits of City Hall help to write the strategy and so on? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes.  It is worth saying that 

that is not my team that is responsible for writing the strategy, so I am doing the best I can to 

respond to your questions.  If you wanted a detailed discussion about the strategy, I would 

suggest somebody from Mark Kleinman’s [ Director - Economic and Business Policy, GLA] team 

comes here and talks to you about that. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  That is fine.  It is not a strategy afternoon.  However it does 

beg a question - hopefully an unanswerable one - which is: if the LEP did not exist, would it be 

necessary to invent it?  Obviously, you could not possibly answer that because you work with 

the world as it is, but can you describe to us five or six things it adds value to in the process?  I 

am happy if the answer is “none”. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I am not going to answer 

“none”, but I will caveat anything I say with saying, again, I do not look after the LEP.  I look 

after the Growing Places Fund, so I would not want to misrepresent them. 

 

I think the purpose of the LEP is to bring a strong partnership across the public and private 

sector to the table, which we do not have the benefit of through any other mechanism.  It has 

been very helpful in the process of approving the stage two bids.  David and I have been to each 

of the subgroups, which enabled a more detailed discussion about the bids that are relevant to 

them.  It also gives us access to a range of experts relevant to each of the categories of the bids.  

Obviously, you can create these things, but we would not easily have access to those people 

who are signed up to work on the LEP for that purpose. 

 

I am not going to run to five or six reasons.  I am going to say to Mark [Kleinman] that you 

would love five or six reasons, but for me that is the number one benefit of the LEP.  It is that 

partnership and that access to the expertise and the cross-sector thinking that it brings. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  I think it would be a fair question to ask elsewhere, what value 

the LEP adds given that it does not have delegated responsibility, but I will just stick that in the 

minutes by saying it and pass on to Gareth.  Thank you, by the way. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Thank you, Chairman.  What type of projects is the LEP prioritising for 

GPF funding, in broad terms? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I think we would have to go to 

the outcomes to answer that question.  Sorry, this may sound slightly trite, but I am sure we can 

unpack it.  It is projects that drive jobs and growth in London.   

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Yes, that is what I expected you to say.  But obviously, as you said, the 

second stage is massively over-subscribed as people are now aware of it, so, when 

differentiating between the various different bids, what priorities come in there?  Do you just 

simply go for the projects that drive the biggest numbers of jobs and growth or are there other 

factors that weigh in as well? 



 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  There is a range of factors.  

One of the challenges with running the Growing Places Fund is it is an extraordinarily wide 

range of projects, so it is quite difficult to compare apples with apples, if you like. 

 

What we did to describe the process in evaluating the round two bids was we had a valuation 

team from across the GLA family who evaluated the bids across a range of common criteria 

across all of the bids, so things that you could apply to everything like overall strategic fit, 

measurable long-term economic growth and private sector employment - I will not read them all 

out but I have them here - and also match funding and repayment terms as well. 

 

Then there were specific criteria for each of the categories because bids were invited under each 

of the LEP themes, so SME, digital, creative, science and tech, and infrastructure, so there were 

criteria relevant to each of those categories.  For example, under infrastructure you had 

replicability and scalability without major public investment.  Again, I have a list here which I 

could read out if you wanted. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Perhaps could you send us that rather than read it out. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes, of course I can.  Each of 

the bids was evaluated against common criteria and specific criteria and moderated, so the team 

evaluated separately and then came together and moderated, which resulted in a score for each 

bid which enabled an assessment and a ranking of the bids.  It enabled an element of 

comparison. 

 

David may want to come in here because he was part of the evaluation team, but it was part of 

the role of the evaluation team to try to smooth out the differences, in a way, to be able to 

judge the apples and the pears in a level playing field.  Of course, there is a massive difference 

in scale as well.  You have bids for £100,000 and you have bids for £25 million.  Again, it is 

quite difficult to compare that.  I might let you, David, come in here because you sat on the 

evaluation team to share your experience of it. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  I am not sure I can add very 

much.  I guess my role on the evaluation team was to check more on the financial side around 

repayment terms and make sure that particular interest was represented, rather than any of the 

policy aspects of it all. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Obviously, jobs and growth is the key thing that you are chasing.  Is 

there any distinction between what kinds of jobs?  Are we looking at white collar, blue collar, a 

mix?  Is there a more desired range of jobs to be created under this? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  No.  There is no sort of policy 

position on the kinds of jobs.  There is a position on sustained jobs. Obviously sustained jobs are 

preferred over temporary, so construction jobs, although they have obviously a value in 

themselves, but no policy position of one kind of job over another.  I suppose it just needs to be 

convincing and, if it is a particular sector or kind of job, it just needs to make sense.  I am 



 

looking for a better way of describing it, but if they are saying, for example, “These are high-

tech jobs”, then we would want to be convinced that the sector, the environment and perhaps 

the geographical location can support that kind of economy.  The evaluation team would look at 

that kind of aspect, but there is not in principle a preference for one kind of job over another. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  In your earlier remarks, you talked about the abolition of the LDA.  It has 

been one of the reasons why it has taken time to get the LEP off the ground.  One of the 

criticisms always levelled at the LDA, rightly or wrongly - and that is not a debate to have now - 

is that it spent money without focusing on outcomes.  As I say, rightly or wrongly, that was the 

criticism.  How are you going to measure the impact of the LEP and the GPF and over what 

period of time? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I have talked about outcomes 

a little bit. Obviously, through this evaluation process and the detailed work that takes place 

between LEP approval and signing of a loan agreement, we enshrine in that loan agreement or 

grant agreement the set of outcomes that we expect that project to deliver.  Projects are 

required to self-evaluate, but we do not rely on that alone.  It is worth saying that the really big 

projects, say the West Anglia, we may do something bespoke there.  In general, our approach 

we would take from our approach on the other funds I look after, the Outer London Fund and 

the Mayor’s Regeneration Fund insofar as we have an independent organisation that works on 

evaluation alongside delivery, so we do not wait until we have finished.  We pull the evaluation 

company that works with us on those two funds to come and work alongside the projects as 

they are being delivered to assess whether the outcomes are on track to be delivered.  Then we 

have the ability to take action mid-project if we need to. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  I will ask you to pause there because that implies that there will be sort 

of break points where funding can be either stopped or reclaimed.  Am I right in assuming that?  

If so, is the funding paid in one block or is it phased so it can actually be cut off if it is not going 

in the right direction? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  It is the milestone point I was 

making before.  Like I said, these projects are all very different, but in general the approach will 

be on milestones.  Payment is made on delivery or achievement of milestones and those 

milestones have to be evidenced as far as they have been achieved.  It follows, therefore, if the 

milestones are not achieved, then the payment does not flow.  The evaluation all forms part of 

that process. 

 

We also have good programme management.  We have monthly monitoring and dashboards.  

We have performance boards, all the things you would expect us to have in terms of running the 

programme properly.  We do have the independent evaluation as well and it is a really important 

point that we intend to have it alongside the delivery of the projects as well.  That is something 

we are just working up at the moment, but it is certainly my preferred approach. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  That is for every project that is funded under the GPF? 

 



 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes.  We do it at a programme 

level but they dig down into each project, yes. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Is that information then later made publicly available? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes, it has been for the funds I 

have had so far.  They complete a report that we then make available, yes. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Where is it reported to?  Just you or wider? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  It is there for the benefit of us 

delivering the programme first and foremost, but it will get reported.  For reasons we have 

already explored, we have not got into a place with the LEP insofar as we have been reporting 

on delivery yet. We have not worked out what that looks like yet.  But, yes, we would be 

reporting it back to the LEP and the IPB and the bodies that have approved the funding. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  The guardian of the decision making is ultimately the IPB or I 

suppose ultimately the Mayor but he generally trusts people to provide him with a piece of 

paper he can sign in confidence.  It is the IPB, yes? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  So the IPB will judge it against a number of criteria.  I was thinking 

of another.  The Mayor when he was elected last year stated he wanted to suddenly have an 

exploded number of apprenticeships, for example, so that would have to be inserted into the 

matrix of things that you would judge the bids against, perhaps.  Is that right? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  If it was appropriate for a bid.  

Some bids just by their nature may not be suitable for that, but employment and apprentices are 

the kinds of things we encourage bidders to try to weave into their projects, if it is appropriate.  

It is the same with other projects I run.  Where we can promote apprentices, then we do. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  We are going to come on to revolving funds in a second, but I think 

there is a sort of ethos behind this approach as against the Regional Development Agencies 

(RDAs) - which existed at a time of relatively plenty, of course, so in different economic 

circumstances - which is that they should be a lot more hardnosed and business-like and 

focused on what deliverers can deliver rather than inserting expectations on them.  However, 

there is a risk through the IPB process with the Mayor’s preferences and so on that we will place 

additional burdens on bidders as part of the refinement of the process.  Is that happening? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I do not believe so, no.  It is 

not in my interests to kill projects.  It is in my interests to get them through and delivering, so 

we work very hard to try to balance protecting our position and making sure the projects can 

deliver. 

 



 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Speaking as a politician, it is always in the interests of a politician to 

try to milk a cow at least five times a day if you can because you get, in theory, more milk that 

way.  It does not tend to be like tractors or whatever.   

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Obviously, with the fund being a revolving fund, that is something we do 

not have much experience of here.  What are the risks that attach to that? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Perhaps I can kick off. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  It is not a difficult question. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  The risks are fundamentally that 

the funds are not recycled, ultimately, but I think it is important to just explain the context of 

how we have approached the revolving fund idea.  Essentially, we have created a portfolio of 

investments rather than a standard recyclable approach so it can actually then support the 

policy priorities.  Broadly speaking, of the £111 million in the GPF, £11 million is revenue and 

we have chosen not to treat that as recyclable at all, so £100 million of capital. 

 

Broadly speaking, there are four categories of kinds of funds that we are supporting.  As Debbie 

mentioned earlier, a quarter of that £100 million has gone to West Anglia where there is no 

envisaged recyclable process, albeit there are huge benefits that arise from the company 

regeneration because of the project.  You then have quasi-local authority schemes where 

ultimately the funds we are investing will be returned, albeit over quite a long period of time 

and without any interest.  The third quarter is SME finance, which I think again we touched on 

very briefly, where the policy priorities are still to be determined as to how those funds would be 

recycled.  You can envisage loan investments and you can envisage equity investments, which 

would have different levels of return.  Finally, the final quarter is what I would classify as 

commercial deals where we are effectively dealing with private sector outfits where there is a 

commercial rate of interest being paid to avoid state aid. 

 

In each of those four categories, there is a different level of risk that then emerges.  I would 

envisage that with the local authority, essentially there is no risk.  Ultimately, the funds will be 

returned to us.  There is no local authority that has ever defaulted.  However clearly, on 

commercial terms with relatively high levels of interest, there are obviously issues of great 

security there which we need to secure as part of a negotiation deal.  The nature of the risk we 

manage depends upon which of those broad four categories a scheme would fall within. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  When do you expect to get the money back?  You say there are some 

quite long periods of return here. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Yes.  First of all, I must emphasise 

we are still negotiating many of the terms.  I think there is a paper that we may refer to later on 

from when we went to the LEP which set out an initial position of where we think we will be on 

repayment related to two schemes.  Some of the proposals may end up with a repayment as 

much as 20 or 25 years out, depending on the nature of the scheme involved.  On some of the 



 

commercial deals, we are looking for virtually a repayment starting immediately with very quick 

repayment terms, so again it depends on the nature of the project being supported. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  What form does the return of the money take?  Do they give you a 

cheque?  Is it a share in the business or the project that they are involved with? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  So far, we have only gone 

through making straight loans.  I would not rule out potentially the SME finance being an equity 

investment where we take some of the risk or indeed in some of the commercial negotiations 

there may be a case to be made to have an equity investment where we gain some of the return 

if it emerges. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I was just going to add to that 

point.  I think it is just worth clarifying as well that you will have seen in some of the paperwork 

and some of the discussions that the repayment may come from a variety of sources.  You will 

see section 106 or the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) or land sales.  We test that and it is 

important we understand where the funding is coming from, but they all come back to the same 

mechanism, if you see what I mean.  It is a loan agreement for repayment. 

 

How the partner gets that money, it is for them to bear that risk.  We have the loan agreement.  

We do not wait for the section 106 and, if the section 106 does not come in, we do not get it.  

That is not how it is structured.  It is structured as a loan agreement and the liability is with the 

partner to repay it. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  So they have to enter into covenants that if they cannot get it 

through the project, they will bankrupt themselves or go to the bank or not pay you? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  It turns on the level of security 

that we have.  In some of the commercial deals we are looking at, we are obviously starting out 

with we should get 100% security over land and buildings, real assets, so that ultimately if the 

thing folded we could secure our investment.  However, a number of outfits may not be able to 

deliver that and, therefore, we need to look at other covenants and security we can obtain from 

a parent company, sorry, that may be effectively acting as a guarantor for a subsidiary. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Can you make a profit?  Are you allowed to make a profit on these? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Yes.  In some of the commercial 

deals, you could argue, we are looking at interest rates that potentially could be as high as 8%, 

so not necessarily profits but certainly a surplus return if that interest were to become paid 

back.  It would certainly be over and above the original capital that we would have invested. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  But obviously, if they were doing that, then you would wonder why 

they had not gone to a bank in the first place. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Indeed.  It is one of the questions 

that, clearly, we ask.  I think it also depends on the intervention that the LEP wants to make.  



 

There could be a good reason why we want to be involved in an outfit which could get a 

commercial loan because, actually, it helps foster levels of growth and regeneration which we 

want to be involved with. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Are you less risk-averse than banks? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Again, I think it depends on the 

nature of the scheme that we are dealing with.  To avoid state aid becoming an issue, we need 

to ensure that ultimately we are a rational investor and effectively we act on commercial terms.  

Those commercial terms may not be available to certain organisations that we are dealing with.  

They may have trouble in terms of the amount that is required rather than necessarily the sums 

that they could acquire from a bank.  I guess our view would be that we need to watch the risk 

but actually we have wider priorities that we wish to support via the LEP funding rather than 

just making a commercial return. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  What about investments that fail, if someone goes bust or if they do not 

achieve their objectives?  How do you handle then not getting the money back? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  If we are in a position of having 

had the time -- obviously, we would not enter into a deal on the expectation that we would not 

have a return that is specified.  However, if as a scheme progressed it became evident that they 

would have difficulty repaying, we would need to make a bad debt provision in good accounting 

practice against other GPF resources.  In terms of the assessment going out two or three years 

later, ultimately we might need to impair the value of the LEP’s investment down by that 

amount.  As the accountable body, the same constraints as for GPF funding would fall for any 

normal investment we would make via ordinary GLA resources. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Does the requirement to make a return mean there are some things which 

you cannot support now that you would have supported with another mechanism? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Yes.  I feel sure that perhaps the 

interventions that I have had to make in the assessment process have probably pushed out 

schemes that in a previous world may well have been supported by the LDA.  One of the things 

that the recyclable fund requirement does is press us to be sharper and harder about these 

terms than perhaps in the past public authorities have been. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  As David as said, West Anglia, 

for example, is not repaying and we have the ability to take that view because the grant is not 

constrained.  There is an aim to revolve and it is in the LEP’s interests that the funding they 

invest revolves, but there is the ability to take that decision if the case is compelling enough, as 

it was judged was the case for the West Anglia investment. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  OK.  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  As I understand it, the idea of a revolving fund is a relatively new one, is 

it not?  My understanding is that you use public money to pump-prime something and it can go 



 

on and on and on.  Is there a plan to top up the GPF at any time or was it set at £111 million 

and that is where it sits and that is it? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  The £111 million was a grant 

from Government, so there is no intention, as I understand it, from Government to increase or 

have a second round of GPF.  Any top-up of GPF would need to come from the recyclable funds 

coming back to us. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Therefore, is the length of repayment that is built into the funding 

agreement - I would assume there are funding agreements - a factor in prioritising which 

schemes get approved or not? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Yes.  Indeed, there was very lively 

debate at the LEP last time on this very issue where there is a strong voice in the LEP that is 

pushing for a more commercial approach and actually pushing for schemes that have a quicker 

repayment and a more commercial rate to be supported rather than schemes that actually have 

no process.  There is a consciousness in the LEP of the scarcity of resources and the potential 

that that could have over the short and medium term which drives a view of taking a position on 

commercial return that perhaps was not the case in the LDA, perhaps. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  The indicative medium-term budget for the LEP which was published in 

October 2013 estimated that only 13% of the money allocated would actually be returned by 

2020 and even by 2034/2035, I think it was, the figure was going to be comparatively low.  

£111 million is a lot of money if it is sitting in my bank account, but in terms of promoting 

economic growth in London it is not a huge amount of money.  I am wondering at what point 

the GPF effectively becomes obsolete because there is no money in it anymore, it has all been 

allocated, there is a long payback period and it ceases to be useful unless it is topped up. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Perhaps I should explain the 

origins of that number.  The GPF is £111 million.  Take off the revenue, so £100 million of 

capital that could be recyclable.  The £13 million you quote relates to two schemes that are at a 

point where I judged that we could actually assess the repayment terms, such as looking at a 

scheme in Ealing and a scheme involving Hackney Wick and London Legacy Development 

Corporation (LLDC) where there is a degree of confidence about the repayment profile we have.  

There is a whole series of other negotiations taking place on the balance of £75 million of the 

GPF, excluding West Anglia’s £25 million which has no repayment terms. 

 

I would envisage that certainly the more commercial deals I described earlier would actually have 

a repayment in that timescale to 2020 that could be quite significant.  £75 million will ultimately 

be repaid to the GPF, £25 million will not be paid back in the process.  £13 million at the 

moment is a snapshot of what I think we can hold our hands up to and say will definitely come 

back in that timeframe.  If you were to ask in six months’ time, I would imagine that £13 million 

would be a much higher number as we have concluded two commercial deals. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  I suspect we may ask you in six months’ time.  You may well come back.  

It sounds like a great idea, the idea of revolving funds.  It really does.  When you are looking at 



 

it on a piece of paper, you think, “That is quite innovative.  What a good idea that is”.  

However, when you look at the repayment, you then start to think, “Is this actually going to just 

disappear and then we will never hear any more about it?”  At the moment, it is all very exciting 

and it is new and we are sort of giving the money out and prioritising bids, etc.  Do we then 

move into a phase where we are actually monitoring how that money is spent and overseeing 

success and outcomes, and then in another cycle in two, three or four years we will be spending 

more money than has come back in again?  Is that fair? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Certainly I think one of the few 

discretionary resources that a LEP would have would be from the repayments coming back from 

GPF schemes. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Indeed, the next question explores this because, in reality, there is a 

scrambling around for additional money. 

 

However, before we get to that, I have a little diversionary question about the Green Book.  We 

are all acquainted with the Green Book appraisal process.  I am sure some people around this 

table may have memorised it, thankfully not me.  That is a Government-approved process and it 

is copied around the world and it talks about how you appraise the benefit costs of a capital or 

indeed revenue proposal.  High Speed 2 (HS2) has a two or three to one supposed payback, 

depending on who you believe, and therefore it is worth doing.  Two is the magic benchmark, 

historically.  If you get a benefit-cost ratio (BCR) above two, then you might think about doing 

it.  The point is that a lot of those benefits like the Northern line extension are not necessarily 

tangible benefits.  You do not actually get the money back yourself.  Yet they are seen as very 

worthwhile things.  This is Mickey Mouse regeneration talk, is it not?  This is what people have 

done for many, many years. 

 

My point would be that the revolving fund may well have a place, but it is actually very much a 

niche product so it will only suit particular types of project.  There may be lots of them and they 

may be very good projects, but they are particular types of projects which can achieve this 

payback.  Indeed, the rolling one has already been breached in the case of the WAGN, to use 

the acronym, the West Anglia Great Northern line or whatever it is.  Is that a fair description? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  I think it is.  I think this is one 

of the reasons why we have other funds.  I, as I said, sit over the high street funds and they are 

evolving and together there is a portfolio of City Hall work that addresses different needs and 

different outcomes.  Yes, I think that is a fair point. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  So it is a niche product and indeed, even within that fund, we have 

surrendered 25% of it so far to a purpose which we are not going to get a physical monetary 

return on to ourselves. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes. 

 



 

John Biggs (Chairman):  If I can move on then to the other bit, which is about other funding 

streams the LEP will have in future years. 

 

Actually, I think it is worth saying just very quickly that when I was Deputy Chair of the LDA for 

four years - a fantastic period that was and we did a great job, contrary to various mythologies 

since then, and a very different time economically - we invested in something called a venture 

capital fund.  This was forever being sniped at by people who said, “If it is a venture capital 

fund, we should not be doing it because the market will be doing it”.  Then it was explained that 

the purpose behind doing it was to do things which were pretty marketised but were not quite 

where the market would reach and we went around in circles.  I think one of the first things that 

City Hall did was to scrap this when Mayor Johnson came in. 

 

The point I am making is not to snipe at Major Johnson, although I quite enjoy doing that, but 

to posit the point for the record that there have been other innovations which have looked at 

commercially-driven regeneration funding and they have always occupied this space in which it 

has been pretty contentious whether it is really a legitimate role for the public sector and 

whether it is all going to work.  I am just saying that because I have the indulgence of being in 

the Chair. 

 

I noted nods from you that you noted that that is the way the world is and that this is an 

interesting area.  Other funding streams: what other funding streams will the LEP have in future 

years?  Discuss.  Who can tell me? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Probably me.  I can kick off.  I am 

not sure whether you have access to the paper that went to the LEP on the medium-term 

budget. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  We have it.  

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  It is a public document. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  The New Homes Bonus and European Union (EU) structural funding.   

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Those are the two major funding 

sources.  The New Homes Bonus is obviously highly problematic.  There is a lively debate with 

the boroughs about the GLA obtaining potentially a share of that from 2015/2016 onwards and 

indeed whether it would actually go beyond 2016/2017 is still in doubt.  There are obviously 

some big questions about that sum of money, but potentially it could be in the order of 

£88 million in 2015/2016 and £105 million thereafter, which could be used by the LEP for 

discretionary purposes.  However, assuming that sum of money were to come to the GLA, I 

think it is very likely that the pressure from boroughs and London Councils would be to direct all 

of that funding not necessarily pro rata but pretty much congruent to the contributions made 

by the relevant boroughs.  Therefore the big contributors, the Tower Hamlets of this world, are 

likely to get a large share of their contribution towards, say, our £105 million in 2016/2017, but 

obviously there is work to be debated and conversations to be had with the boroughs on that. 

 



 

Similarly, on the EU funds, we get large funds of money potentially available to the LEP in the 

order of just under £700 million in total, excluding match funding so double that up, £1.4 billion 

over that period to 2020. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  You double it up by the fact it is matched? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Effectively, yes, it requires the 

match funding to be able to draw down the European funding.  The LEP is now the source of 

the decision-making process for EU funds, but clearly there is new criteria which means that it is 

highly constrained, which again limits the discretion the LEP would have. 

 

If we turn to the more discretionary funds the LEP would have, there are some other small 

items.  The Enterprise Zone at the Royal Albert Dock is small-scale at the moment, no more 

than, say, £200,000 in the next financial year.  Ultimately, it could build up to the best part of 

£15 million in 25 years’ time, so a not inconsiderable sums.  It will start to come through in the 

order of £2.2 million by 2020.  We have touched on Growing Places repayments and, finally, the 

Government has offered some miscellaneous core funding to the LEP that has helped support 

some of the core salaries.  Again, that may still drip-feed through. 

 

Broadly speaking, of the £250 million the LEP might have going through its books in the 

medium term, a large part of that New Homes Bonus / EU funds is largely going to be not 

under its discretionary decision-making process, albeit the LEP could obviously shape a lot of 

how that funding could go, which is where I think the entry point of the debate we just had on 

repayments of GPF is so important.  That could be the real resource that they can direct to a 

second round of GPF bids that I am sure Debbie would love to be able to administer. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  So a poverty of funding? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  £250 million is by no means -- 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  £1 billion over seven years. 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  £250 million per annum would be 

emerging from, say, 2015/2016, so the sums are not inconsiderable.   

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  £250 million, you are saying? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  It will engine up over that period, 

so broadly speaking we are looking at a range of numbers from, say, £228 million in 2015/2016 

up to £240 million in 2018/2019. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  But with a lot of strings attached to that money, yes? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Yes. 

 



 

John Biggs (Chairman):  That is sort of work in progress.  On the New Homes Bonus, there is 

a presumption that that will be spent predominantly in the boroughs from where it was 

generated?   

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  That feels to me a very likely 

outcome.  I think there would be enormous pressure from the boroughs involved and 

London Councils if that were not to be the case.  But clearly, there is a policy still to be 

determined on that. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  It is going to the LEP in 

November. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  I am aware that a couple of my boroughs are very interested in 

this because they would be net losers if it was not the case.  The LEP’s priorities for that money 

will be determined in that paper in November? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Yes, in line with the Jobs and 

Growth Plan. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  But because it is New Homes money, is it still expected to be spent 

on new homes-type activity? 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  No, it is generated by the 

building of homes to be spent on jobs and growth priorities. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  OK.  On the structural funding, obviously there are some fairly 

complicated EU guidelines about what you do with EU structural funds.  Are the LEP’s priorities 

defined? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  I think there was an earlier 

comment we had about the Economic Strategy.  There is a large degree of congruence between 

the LEP’s strategies and the EU’s missions that Alex Conway’s team has had to make, so I find it 

difficult to view it as a conflict between potentially two different strategies there. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  No.  They are all aligned with 

the intention of being able to align the funds when the funds come in. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Is there any potential for borrowing to help fund regeneration? 

 

David Gallie (Assistant Director - Group Finance, GLA):  Yes.  One of the ideas we are 

looking at very seriously is the sense that you could lever up some of the discretionary funds, so 

we could borrow up against some of the funding to then allow a repayment process back.  For 

instance, with the Enterprise Zone (EZ) on the Royal Albert Dock, it is not inconceivable to 

think that we could borrow against the future EZ revenues coming through.  That has been the 

basis of how we have set up the Northern Line extension, for instance, so applying that principle 

is something that we are looking at. 



 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  I am underwhelmed by this, but it is better than nothing.  Are there 

any other questions from Members?  I am very overwhelmed by your presentations, by the way.  

You have done fantastic jobs.  I will just say that. 

 

Debbie Jackson (Assistant Director - Regeneration, GLA):  Thank you. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Good.  Can we thank you for coming today.  We might write to you 

outside the meeting thanking you again and asking questions.  Thank you very much. 

 



 

Session Two 

 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Mr Middleton is - this is like Mastermind - a retired chartered 

accountant from Seven Oaks.  His specialist subject is key performance indicators (KPIs).  Thank 

you. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Thank you.   

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Hello Tom,  it is my duty to talk to you today on the topic of 

KPIs.  The Committee met Eddie [Sir Edward Lister, the Mayor’s Chief of Staff]  in May to talk 

about this in general, why it needed doing, what he was going to do and so forth, so I will not 

go into the general introductory material.  Except just to remind people that generally speaking 

we welcome the whole approach and that for the first time we would have 20 KPIs which would 

be reported on, monitored and printed in the reporting documentation, I think, including the 

Mayor’s Annual Report. 

 

This is the first fruits of your labours on the KPIs, I think, and it would be good to perhaps go 

through them.  One of the criticisms, looking back at what we had said last time, was about the 

unevenness of the KPIs that were chosen. Perhaps the first thing I would do, perhaps going 

slightly over old ground, is just to ask you about how these 20 KPIs which have been chosen are 

going to be kept under review.  Might they be updated or replaced as new priorities emerge or 

dumped if they are found to be useless?  This is a developing field, so how much change do you 

expect, Tom? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  I think we expect them to change over time.  

You will see from looking at them that there have been some minor changes already just in 

terms of the definitions and so forth.  One of the commitments Sir Edward gave when he was in 

front of you was that we are in consultation mode and we are not going to get this right first 

time.  After this meeting or at any future point we are more than happy to receive comments, 

either now face-to-face or in writing. 

 

I think we have tried - and it is for others to comment, including yourselves, on whether we 

have succeeded - we have tried to spread them across, so, as you would expect, there is some 

economic stuff in there, some housing stuff, some regeneration stuff.  We have also tried to put 

a few at the end around corporate management KPIs, so we have tried to spread it that way. 

 

However, I think we do envisage there being some change, not for any kind of conspiratorial 

reason, but just simply because it is unlikely we are going to get the right 20 the first time 

around.  We are partly confined by the data available and the robustness of the data.  You will 

see from looking through them that some of them are very broad-brush such as the jobs one.  

Some are very specific to particular GLA activities.  We are happy to have 20.  They are certainly 

not the last word on the subject and, as we go along, we are going to have to make sure that 

they are realistic but also stretchy.  That will be a challenge. 

 



 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Thank you, Tom.  I think there was some acknowledgement 

that you can do too much reporting and burn too much energy, and it was important to pick 

some indicative KPIs. 

 

I wonder if we could have a quick romp through them.  I have to say that I thought the 

reporting of these was really clear and the graphics and the explanations were very clear, so 

what is in there is very accessible and very helpful.  If you have the same report as me ahead of 

you and if I can just romp through them quickly, if I may, while we talk about them as KPIs. 

 

The first thing was to comment on page 115 and the choice of the number of employers signed 

up to the London Living Wage.  I do not know what my colleagues feel.  John might slap me on 

this one.  I think the main problem there was that that in a sense weighs each employer equally, 

but there will be some employers, KPMG with 151,000 employees, for example, and then there 

would be others which might be a sweet shop.   

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes, there is the number of employees as well. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Why did you go for that?  Do you think that is satisfactory, 

the number of employers rather than the number of employees? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  From what I know about this programme, it is 

quite strongly geared towards the big corporate entities in both the private and the public 

sector, so by its nature it is going for the big employers.  However I am more than happy to look 

at whether we can help there because you will see some of the other KPIs are split into two.  

Maybe we could have employees as a Part B and Part C how many employees are covered as 

well because I entirely agree that an employer with a very small workforce should not necessarily 

be treated the same as a bigger one.  The nature of the scheme is very much aimed at the big 

employers, as you know, including the Whitehall departments, so I am happy to look at 

employees as well. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  That might be something you could cover in the comments.  

Once you have gone through who the employers are, you could reference broadly their 

workforce size. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I am sorry to interrupt.  I just wondered if you could give us a feel for the 

number of employees actually affected . 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  That is exactly what I am saying. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes, but, you see, a hedge fund that joins is going to have less effect than 

a cleaning company.  The cleaning company will elevate a lot more -- 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  That is exactly the point I was making, Roger. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  It is not just a pure number but it is a pure 

number lifted up. 



 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  The volume, yes. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  But it is not just the size of the company.  It is the number of people in 

the company affected. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Who have seen their salaries lifted? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  I can get that for you. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  OK.  That is useful one for year one of entry. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  And indeed there may be others for whom the employee profile is 

such that it is a fairly tokenistic gesture. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Indeed, the hedge fund. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Yes.  The hedge fund’s cleaners might be on the Living Wage. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  If they are in-house. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Yes. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  I suppose the one caveat I should put on this 

is that it is up to companies whether they give us that data.  It is not data that we can force out 

of them, but I am more than happy to ask. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  We are all interested in that area, so that was one, if I may.  

The other one, just going through, six GLA group sites identified for new schools.  All of these 

KPIs are in some way expressing direct project outcomes, but it seems to me that where the 

project outcomes are pretty small projects, you wonder whether or not it justifies being a 

performance indicator and is not just really a project outcome. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  They are aspirational as well. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  We are looking at three sites being identified for new schools 

this year. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Why would you justify that as a KPI?  Is there not something 

else you could look at in the education arena? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes.  To be completely open about this, you 

will not be entirely surprised to hear that as officers we drafted 20 and certain ones of these the 

Mayor’s Office has an interest in.  They have their priorities and there is politics in this.  This 



 

KPI, as you will know from previous reports, was actually originally about free schools and it has 

been widened out to new schools, which obviously is a wider category. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Yes, it is a wider category, but it seems to me almost 

meaningless here.  How many schools do we have in London, 25,000?  Goodness me.  So he has 

found three sites.  Rah, rah.   

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  These are GLA sites.  It is using GLA land (overspeaking) 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Sorry, GLA land, yes.  But whether you support it or not, does 

it fully express the broad thrust of the Mayor’s work on education?  I am not sure that is the 

right one. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Is there something behind that and we are actually looking at a trend over 

time, so we would start with a low number but over a number of years we would expect to see 

that increase. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Lifetime of the project: forecast 2017. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Given that the Mayor is planning to dispose of all the land, he will 

not have any to allocate to free schools in the future.  You could have another KPI which is the 

number of successful Olympic Games in London in 2012. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Exactly.  You get my point. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  The other rather more mundane issue with 

this particular KPI is because of commercial confidentiality we cannot actually ever say where 

any sites are until after the event, so that is another issue.  We would have liked to have listed 

what they are, but it does not actually help you very much to know where they are.  But I take 

the point. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  OK.  We are not trying to undermine the programme you are 

reporting here.  We are just trying to say it has some weak links in the chain and I think that is 

one of them. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes.  You will be aware there is a unit - I think 

it is a unit of one person at the moment, but it will be growing, no doubt - looking at this 

particular issue.  The unit will be expanding with the schools, but, yes, I will have to look at that. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  So there is clearly a difference between what you might call political 

policy KPIs - so have we done the Olympics, have we built 50,000 homes or something - and 

more engine room-type ones about the health of the organisation? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  There is a whole spectrum right from the 

completely officer-led ones about paying invoices, which is just to pay them under whoever the 

Mayor is, right the way through to things like this.  There is clearly more a political edge. 



 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  This is a little project report.  It is not a KPI which you would 

expect to be around on ongoing programmes but, anyway, there you go. 

 

A similar comment might be made on the number of street trees planted and the Mayor’s Street 

Trees Initiative.  Perhaps a bit more marginal.  The only thing I find confusing there is, in the 

actuality of it, it is saying, “Quarter 1, zero; quarter 2, zero; quarter 3, zero; and then, bang, 

there are going to be 4,500 trees. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  They are gearing up for delivery. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  This is the planting season. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  It is essentially around the planting season.  

You plant in the winter for the summer. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Then you wonder whether or not we need quarterly report. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  It is cyclical, that particular one. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Again, I know that that is a manifesto commitment, but I am 

just not sure that that fully expresses the Mayor’s work on the environment or parks, even, so 

there you go.  The same might be said of the number of pocket parks established. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes.  We are into discrete numbers here. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Or the next one. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  We are into small, discrete numbers. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Indeed. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Again, is that a broadly-based KPI that tells us about the 

overall performance of the Mayor?  I am not sure about that.  At 10B, the areas of green space 

created or restored in acres, I do not think that programme has started yet. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  It is a work in progress.  It has not started yet, 

no. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  OK.  Fair enough. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  The interesting view is it is because we are looking at bar charts in 

the agenda papers with nice colouring and they are pretty empty, I think. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  There are zeros everywhere. 

 



 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Some of them are.  We are finalising some of 

them. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  The area of green space created or restored in acres currently 

is flat-lining. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes.  It will be increasing dramatically. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  But, given it is a KPI, next year we will have 300, we think? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes, absolutely. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  OK, good.  The carbon dioxide (CO2) ones were better and I 

think that follows on the conversation we had -- 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes, I recall that. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  -- with Sir Edward saying, “The Mayor has a big global target 

to reduce CO2 emissions by 60% and, although he cannot be responsible for all of it, some of it 

we will be reported in the plan.  He could do more and I can see that he has actually delivered 

what I would say was a fair set of targets, etc, there. 

 

We will not go into detail on Affordable Homes because I know that is debated elsewhere, if I 

may.  Then there was one other that I felt was perhaps a little bit -- 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Just for the record, you also have 

Affordable Homes, which is obviously one of the higher profile ones.  It is actually amber, so it is 

just worth noting that it is a high profile target and is currently amber. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Yes.  OK.  There was another couple that I thought there was 

something fundamentally wrong with them.  The return on investment made to secure outside 

sponsorship was less meaningful than I would have hoped.  Do you want to explain what the 

metric is there? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes, I am happy to.  It is difficult to set some 

of these KPIs in a meaningful way.  This one is slightly idiosyncratic.  It is the cost of the team 

and the multiplier that they get back from investment over and above the cost of the team, so it 

is a slightly strange calculation.  We are aiming for 12 times the cost of the team over the period 

of the Mayoral term.  That is probably one of the ones we can look at again, actually. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  It needs looking at again because the metric is not really very 

clear, but nonetheless an area of interest.  People want to know the performance on that. 

 

There are a couple of KPIs which refer to percentages and actually they treat percentages 

differently.  Item 18, which is the percentage of invoices from small and medium-sized 

enterprises paid within ten day, is a percentage.  However, what makes it meaningful and useful 



 

is there is also in the notes some real figures reported, so we are talking 1,400 invoices paid, so 

90% or 92% means something and that is helpful. 

 

However if you look at the percentage of rough sleepers who did not spend a second night out, 

item 14, we have a percentage measurement there but I could not find - perhaps I dozed off - 

the actual real number of people we are talking about referred to. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes, that is a fair comment. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  I would have thought that would be an easy thing to do. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes, easy.  We can give you that straight after 

the meeting. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  OK.  Then there was the correspondence.  This is a key 

organisational performance.  This is basically the public liaison unit, is it not, item 20? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  For the percentage of correspondence responded to in 20 

working days, it is not clear whether or not that is a full, meaningful and complete response or 

whether they just got a shabby letter of acknowledgement back. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  It is the former. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  OK, so really it should say that because some organisations 

break their correspondence -- 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  It says it in the title, does it not? 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Yes.  Is it full and complete acknowledgements and 

complete -- 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes, it is for the full responses, so we do not 

send holding replies and we do not count holding replies if we do send them. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Does that include the Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (MOPAC)? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  No, it does not include MOPAC and I am not 

answerable for MOPAC. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  It might depress the results if you did. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  This is the core GLA. 

 



 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  It is the GLA.  It is the public liaison unit, is it not?  These are 

the letters from Martin Hoscik [Editor, MayorWatch] demanding information? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes, exactly.  Yes, he gets a very quick reply 

because otherwise he criticises us on his website. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  OK.  So maybe a little bit more explanation about that bit. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  There is a tip for the public.  Build a website and start criticising. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Those are my comments, Chair, and I do not know if anybody 

else has anything in there. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  To be honest, as a first stab, this is broadly reflective of Mayoral 

priorities that can be measured numerically with actuals against forecast, which I think is fine.  I 

accept everything you say about this being a first stab and it will change over time. 

 

I just wanted a bit of clarification over the kind of changes.  Are we talking about changes of 

the actual KPI or the target within the KPI or both? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Both.  This is all public information, so it is 

not trying to pull the wool over people’s eyes.  Maybe for some of the officers perhaps, if you 

look at, for instance, the Mayoral commitments reported to IPB which we report in great detail, 

you will see that we are trying to be as open as possible.  For some of them, we change them if 

circumstances have changed.  Sometimes we end them if they are no longer achievable and we 

state all that in the public domain. 

 

Similarly, with this, we will mostly go on how we change it.  Some of the changes that have 

already happened have simply been about data, so the data is not available in a formal state and 

we have tried to get it in slightly changed state.  Some of these are slightly contrived, as you 

have probably read, some of the stuff around youth engagement.  It is just slightly contrived 

around what we can actually access. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Can I just make a plea?  If things are going to change - and I do not 

think there is anything sinister of that - one of the favourite games that Transport for London 

likes to play - and they will bristle when I say this - is they like to give you an apple to compare 

with an orange, so, “Here are our stats.  They do not match anything you have seen before, so 

make what you can of that”.  It is not great to do that and we had had an enjoyable meeting 

this morning where we almost put that to them.  When you make the changes, could you 

perhaps annotate the report and explain what changes and why each time, just so that it is 

above board and there is no smoke and mirrors. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Absolutely.  I am very happy to do that.  You 

will see on 6 and 7 - I noted down before I came in - you will see 6, I think I mentioned to you 

anyway about free schools and new schools, the second bullet after the bar chart at 6 changed 

from “free schools” to “new schools”.  I think 7 changed as well, refined to “report in the 



 

business plan” because of the way that Team London operates through its website, so it is just 

stuff.  But I am more than happy to do that. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  I think we accept that some of this is about establishing a 

baseline anyway.  My last question, Chair, if I may, was about the Mayor’s Annual Report 

because what would make this meaningful is to compare this performance against the financial 

expenditure or the size of the staff in the team, something that gives you a chance to weigh 

whether or not what is coming out of this programme, this project or this department in any way 

seems to justify the resource that goes into it.  That, I think, would be the key thing that would 

make it more meaningful.  Any chance of that happening in the Annual Report, perhaps? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Absolutely.  I am happy to do that.  In the 

Annual Report, we will publish as best we can resource inputs, staffing numbers, costs, that sort 

of thing, and the quarter 4 (Q4) version of this.  I am very happy to do that.  No problem at all. 

 

Things like number 1, the jobs created, is obviously quite broad, so it will be slightly more 

difficult on that one to say exactly how many staff are involved in delivering that, but some of 

them are very self-defined, so we can do that for these. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Thank you, Chair. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  I think they are not quite the KPIs I was expecting, to be honest.  I 

suppose they are pretty political KPIs, which is fine.  I think there is a place for those and, if I 

had the time and the inclination, I could go through the Mayor’s manifesto and write my own 

KPIs and judge him against them.  I suppose that is what the public will do, generally.  That is 

fair enough. 

 

There are internal KPIs about the performance of the organisation, its effectiveness at getting 

things done, so we might have a KPI about - looking at the previous item on agreeing 

regeneration programmes - measuring our speed or effectiveness at getting money out of the 

door effectively to the right sorts of projects.  We might have a KPI about the performance of 

those.  I do not know.  Yes, it is a work in progress, as I see it.  Is that fair enough? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes.  Item 16 is about match funding for 

Outer London Fund (OLF), which is that kind of thing.  We are completely open about how this 

was compiled.  There was a Mayor’s officer involved. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Yes.  I suppose the reality is that they are only useful if they are 

actually useful, which is pretty obvious, is it not?  “Tautological” I believe is the word.  However, 

in front of us today we have the quarter performance reports and the narrative that goes with 

these reports is very valuable in terms of giving us trends. 

 

I had one little question.  Quite often in the performance of organisations it is the direction that 

is useful rather than the absolute number, so is it getting worse or better and what are we doing 

about it?  But I think that is embedded within the majority of what we see in front of us. 

 



 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  Yes. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  It has been an exciting journey.  Thank you very much. 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  I think this should be read in conjunction with 

the stuff that goes to IPB on commitments which are all in the public domain and on the project 

ratings as well, so it is part of that suite of material. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  That is a helpful addition. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Is any of this affected by the Mayor’s new undertakings on 

transparency, by the way?  You do not know? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  I am trying to be transparent.  I will tell you 

anything I know. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  You are sort of being translucent.  You cannot be more transparent? 

 

Tom Middleton (Head of Governance, GLA):  We are trying to be as open as we possibly 

can be on this and on any other subject, so we will happily give you anything that you would 

like to see. 

 

John Biggs (Chairman):  Can we note the answers given to the questions?  Thank you for 

your attendance, Mr Middleton. 

 


