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Part A 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
Following the 26 June 2013 Comprehensive Spending Review, in which the Chancellor pledged 
to provide local authorities with a grant equivalent to 1% of their budget in exchange for a 
freeze in Council Tax2, the Mayor announced in his 2014-15 consultation budget that he would 
be reducing the GLA Council Tax precept for London households by 1.3%3 - or 0.3%, taking in 
to account his deal with the Government. 
 
Despite his claim to have produced a “budget for hardworking Londoners”4, the Mayor’s 
precept cut will save the average Band D household just £4 a year5. Meanwhile, since 2008, 
Boris Johnson has been responsible for a 43.7% increase in bus fares and a 33.2% increase in 
Tube fares6; year-on-year increases for the very ‘hardworking Londoners’ he claims to represent.  
 
When factoring in his precept cut, the direct financial cost of the Mayor’s 2014-15 budget to a 
couple living in Harrow, Croydon, or Redbridge and travelling to work in central London on 
public transport will be £120 this year alone9.   
 
However, the real cost to of Boris Johnson isn’t merely limited to the 13.1% real-terms fares 
hikes levied on Londoners since he was elected in 200810. The misery wrought by the Mayor’s 
stealth-taxes on the travelling public has been compounded not by what the Mayor has done 
but, rather, by what he’s failed to do. 
 
Despite London's housing crisis and more housing powers for the Mayor than ever before, by 
September 2013 he was 6,000 housing starts short of his ‘55,000 affordable homes’ target for 
this term11. Meanwhile, Boris has presided over a London Enterprise Panel – the body with 
strategic view of the regeneration, employment and skills agenda for London – that has failed 
to spend its £111m Growing Places Fund budget quickly enough to give London the boost to 
jobs and growth it requires12. 
 
London Assembly Labour’s Alternative 
 
Although Boris Johnson’s 7.7 pence13 per week council tax cut will make virtually no difference 
to the household budgets of those that receive it – a fact not lost of the Mayor’s ‘cycling tsar’, 
Andrew Gilligan, who once noted that the Mayor’s much-lauded cuts would be “almost too 
small for people to notice”14 – the £10m it translates in to could make a big difference to the 
lives of Londoners. Just one-tenth of that sum could help deliver targeted employment support 
to people who find it particularly difficult to enter the labour market (see page 13), helping to 
boost the London economy while reducing the benefits bill.  
 
London Assembly Labour would not mirror the Mayor’s ideological cut in the precept, 
but instead freeze at its current level to help finance programmes that would 
genuinely help Londoners. 

                                                 
2 Spending Review – at a glance, BBC News, 26.06.13 
3 Mayor of London Press Office, Mayor’s Budget to protect hardworking Londoners, 20.12.13 
4 Ibid 
5 Mayor of London (2014), Draft Consolidated Budget for 2014-15, p.5 
6 Figures supplied by Transport for London – available on request. 
9 Transport for London, Railcard Tube, DLR and London Overground fares (2014-15) 
10 Figures supplied by Transport for London – available on request. 
11 London Assembly Budget and Performance Committee, Pre-Budget Report 2013 – emerging 
conclusions document, p.1 
12 Ibid 
13 Mayor of London (2013), Budget Proposals and Precepts 2014-15, p.1 – 400/52 
14 Gilligan, A., The vanity projects that the Mayor must kill off, The Evening Standard, 09.06.08 

http://www.standard.co.uk/news/the-vanity-projects-that-the-mayor-must-kill-off-6901315.html


 4 

However, London Assembly Labour’s 2014-15 alternative budget is not merely defined by 
opposition to the Mayor’s proposals. Rather, it is an opportunity to demonstrate the 
capacity of the Greater London Authority to help address some of the biggest cost of living 

challenges faced by people in the capital, including housing affordability, low pay, the costs of 
bringing up a family, and the expense of heating a home. 
 
To this end, London Assembly Labour proposes (amongst others): 
 

 The Young Person’s Job Guarantee (p.12) – London Assembly Labour would repeat 
its 2013-14 budget pledge to provide a six-month Jobs Guarantee to all Londoners 
aged 16-24 who have been unemployed for more than 12 months. 

 Universal free school meals for primary school age pupils in the capital (p.18) 
– Universal free school meals have delivered significant results in terms of educational 
attainment, health and wellbeing, and social development. These benefits only accrued 
to those schools where eligibility was made universal, demonstrating that universality is 
the only viable policy tool for delivering these benefits. 

 Homes for London (p.31) – London Assembly Labour would reorganise the work of 
the Greater London Authority's Land and Housing Directorate into a new body called 
Homes for London, which would provide a focal point for driving forward investment 
and housing delivery in London in the same way that Transport for London gives 
greater focus to improving transport infrastructure.  

 Fast-build, ultra-energy-efficient housing pilot (p.32) – London Assembly Labour 
would fund a pilot of 20 units on GLA-owned land in central London, which can be up 
in a matter of weeks; helping eradicate fuel poverty with low energy bills, and using 
materials largely manufactured in the UK. The pilot would bring together a mix of 
family homes and apartments at social rent, all with access to gardens and open spaces.  

 H.E.A.T (Home Energy Advice Team) (p.43) – Building on the success of Islington’s 
SHINE programme, which has saved residents £550,000 per year since 2010 through 
energy efficiency interventions, London Assembly Labour would finance H.E.A.T to 
provide advice and support to Londoners in or at risk of fuel poverty. 
 

In addition to budget proposals designed to ease the capital’s cost of living crisis, London 
Assembly Labour also propose programmes to improve Londoners’ quality of life, including: 
 

 Increasing number of neighbourhood PCSOs by fifty per cent (p.63);   

 Creating a TfL staff retention fund to meet the needs of our “Customer 
Standards Charter” (p.73); and  

 Retrofiting all buses in the capital to the latest Euro Standard (p.75)  

 
These proposals would be financed in part by freezing the precept, in part by cancelling 
wasteful or ineffective programmes, and in part by re-allocating Retained Business Rates (via 
TfL reserves15) in a way that best protects the interests of all Londoners. 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
15 TfL’s estimated reserves at 31 March, 2014 are £1.9bn – roughly the same as a year ago. TfL estimate 
that earmarked reserves will fall to just over £200m by 31 March 2016. However, TfL have a history of 
over-estimating the extent to which they will draw down on their reserves. For example, a year ago TfL 
forecast that their balances would be some £1bn lower than they turned out to be. Therefore, it is 
proposed to finance the transfer of retained business rates to the GLA of £108.55m and to MOPAC of 
£37.332m in 2014-15  by drawing down on TfL’s reserves during 2014-15 on the expectation that even if 
TfL’s forecasts for reserves were accurate, this would still lead TfL to have earmarked reserves of some 
£800m at 31 March 2015. 
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2.0 Greater London Authority (GLA): Mayor of London 
 
Core Greater London Authority Mayor’s Council tax requirement 
(nil change) 
 

Cost (£m) 
(2014/15) 

 
Economy & Regeneration - 2.1 

 

Young person’s job guarantee 
25.44 

Targeted employment support 
1.0 

London-wide empty shops and offices register 
0.087 

London-wide business academy 
0.5 

Street markets initiative 
0.5 

London Small Business Agency 
0.5 

Childcare investigation 
0.1 

Food Programme 
 
0.05 

Universal free school meals for primary school age pupils 
58.7 

Universal free school meals pilots for secondary school pupils 
2.84 

Tackling poverty pay 
0.5 

Pan-London Social Fund 
1.13 

Support for London Credit Unions 
 
nil 

Town Centre Communities Capacity Development Fund 
0.5 

Young Entrepreneurs Retail Enterprise Development Fund 
1.3 

Housing & Planning 2.2 
 

Homes for London 
0.5 

Housing Revenue Account headroom trading scheme 
0.5 

Fast-build, modular, ultra-energy-efficient housing pilot 
2.8 

Match-funded environmental health officers 
0.8 
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‘Know Your Rights’ website 
0.072 

Private tenants groups 
3.2 

Bad landlords register 
0.072 

Bad landlords register annual running cost  0.03 

 
Create a Localism Support Network 
 

0.1 

Save Planning Aid for London 0.1 

Planning enforcement officers 
 
0.3 

Environment – 2.3 
 

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  
 

 
H.E.A.T (Home Energy Advice Team) 

0.805 

Health – 2.4  

Increasing London Health Board Contribution 0.625 

‘State of London’s Public Health’ Report 0.1 

London Health Commission 1.0 

Obesity 0.15 

Mental Health 0.1 

Alcohol Abuse 0.379 

Education 2.5  

London Schools Excellence Fund 
 
12.75 

Out of hours tuition fund 
 
0.3 

Kitemark scheme 0.105 

New Schools School matching unit 0.085 

Total 119.020 
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Funded by: 
Cost (m) 

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates from Transport for London 
108.55 

Retained savings from 0% precept increase 
10.3 

Cancellation of ‘New Schools for London’ unit 
0.085 

Cancellation of ‘Gold Club of schools’ project 
0.085 

Reduction in London & Partners’ 2014-15 grant  
0.05 
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2.1 Economy and Regeneration 
 

Economy and Regeneration 
Cost (£m) 
(2014/15) 

Increasing employment opportunities for all  

Young person’s job guarantee 25.44 

Targeted employment support 1 

London-wide empty shops and offices register 0.087 

London-wide business academy 0.5 

Street markets initiative 0.5 

London Small Business Agency 0.5 

Childcare  

Childcare investigation 0.1 

A zero-hunger city  

Food Programme 0.05 

Universal free school meals for primary school age pupils* 58.7 

Universal free school meals pilots for secondary school pupils* 2.84 

Helping low-income Londoners  

Tackling poverty pay 0.5 

Pan-London Social Fund 1.13 

Support for London Credit Unions nil 

Regeneration  

Town Centre Communities Capacity Development Fund 0.5 

Young Entrepreneurs Retail Enterprise Development Fund 1.3 

Total 93.097 

Funded by: Cost (m) 

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates from Transport for 
London 

102.84 

Part-reallocation of London & Partners’ 2014-15 grant  0.05 
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A) Economy 
 
(i) London’s Economic Outlook 
 
Despite recent growth figures and falling unemployment, UK Gross Domestic Product 
remains over 2.5% below its pre 2008/09 recession peak,17 meaning the government is 
presiding over the slowest UK economic recovery for a century.18 Furthermore, the little 
growth there has been is highly imbalanced with real incomes falling as inflation 
outstrips wages for most households19 while growth has largely been driven by increased 
output in the services sector.20

 
 

 
     Figure 1: ONS GDP data, with 2010 set at 100 

 
London, as a region, has weathered the economic downturn better than the rest of the 
country. It remains the sixth wealthiest city on Earth and its Gross Value Added has 
remained significantly ahead of the rest of the UK since 2010.21 Furthermore, while 
consumer confidence remains negative, it is still higher than the rest of the country.22  
 
However, London is an increasingly polarised city, with many Londoners struggling 
economically and in-work poverty on the rise.23 London has a higher than average 
unemployment rate compared to the rest of the United Kingdom and 650,000 London 
children live in poverty, a figure 12% higher than the national average.24 Furthermore, 
four London boroughs (Hackney, Tower Hamlets, Newham and Islington) are among 
the top ten most deprived boroughs in England.25 
 

                                                 
17 ‘Economic Indicators, December 2013’, House of Commons Library Research Paper 13/69, 4 December 
2013 
18 ‘How this recovery from recession compares with those of the past’, Daily Telegraph, 5 February 2013 
19 ‘UK wages decline among worst in Europe’, BBC News, 11 August 2013 
20 Office for National Statistics, GDP data 
21 ‘London’s Economic Outlook: Autumn 2013’, GLA Economics, November 2013, p.5 
22 ‘London’s Economy Today’, GLA Economics, Issue 136, December 2013, p.7 
23 ‘London’s Poverty Profile 2013’, Trust for London/New Policy Institute, 2012, p7 
24 4in10 
25 4in10 
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(ii) The Mayor’s Record 

 

The Mayor has made jobs and growth a ‘top priority’ for his term26. However, his 
election pledge to “create 200,000 jobs directly through City Hall activities”27 has been 
incredibly misleading due to the use of “gross jobs”28 as the measure for achieving this 
target. For instance, the Mayor argues that through the Affordable Housing 
Programme, two ‘gross jobs’ are created per home built. As a consequence, a builder 
could work on a different affordable home every six months consecutively for the 
duration of the four-year programme and this would count as eight jobs towards the 
Mayor’s overall target. This distorts the figures. Of the 200,000 jobs the Mayor has 
pledged to create, at least 131,000 are in the construction industry29. Yet, GLA 
Economics estimates that by 2015 there will only be an additional 5,000 jobs in this 
sector in London compared to 2012.30

 
 

Furthermore, little progress has been made on meeting the Mayor’s manifesto 
commitment to “lead a campaign for 20,000 part-time jobs to help parents return to 
work”.31 In November 2013 the Mayor responded to a written question that he is only 
now working with third sector partners to “develop a flexible/part-time working 
programme of work to support my commitment.”32 Nearly two years after his re-election, 
this represents a serious delay in making serious progress on helping those in London – 
most prominently families – who require more part-time and flexible employment 
opportunities. 
 
This year has also seen continuing problems in spending economic development funds 
through the London Enterprise Panel (LEP). As the London Assembly Budget 
Committee’s pre-budget report notes: 
 

“By June 2013 the Mayor had approved just over 6% of London’s allocated £111 
million.  This compared poorly with the figures for the three Local Enterprise 

Partnerships with the next largest allocations: 36% for the South East, 38% for 
Manchester, and 81% for Leeds.”33

 
 

The Mayor assumed the role of Chair of the LEP in October 2013, suggesting that he 
agrees that the performance of the LEP has been unacceptable. It should be a matter of 
priority that the management of the LEP improves over the next financial year. This is 
particularly important given the additional responsibilities being devolved to the LEP in 
the future. 
 
Finally, while the Mayor has championed the London Living Wage, the reality is that 
wages are falling. Most startling, today 600,000 Londoners are paid less than the 
London Living Wage (LLW). This compares unfavourable to a figure of 420,000 in 2007. 
Furthermore, average wages fell by 4.9% in London during 2012. Yet, while wages have 

                                                 
26‘Taking Greater London Forward’, Boris Johnson, 2012, p.3   
27 ‘Taking Greater London Forward’, Boris Johnson, 2012, p.4 
28 ‘Measuring Jobs – Progress Report’, Greater London Authority Investment & Performance Board, 6 
August 2013, p.1 
29 ‘Measuring Jobs – Progress Report’, Greater London Authority Investment & Performance Board, 6 
August 2013, p.2 
30 ‘London labour market projections’. GLA Economics, April 2013 
31 ‘Taking Greater London Forward’, Boris Johnson, 2012, p.17 
32 Part-time jobs, Mayor's Question Time Wednesday 20 November 2013, Question 2013/3936, Stephen 
Knight 
33 Information provided to Budget Committee officers by individual local enterprise partnerships. 
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been falling, the Mayor has been unable to provide evidence of his proclaimed exploits 
to promote the LLW to London employers. We believe that insufficient resources have 
been made available by the Mayor to deliver on his ambition that the LLW will be the 
“norm” by 2020. This also stands in stark contrast to the Mayor’s recent lavishing of 
praise on the 1% top earners and his personal intervention to lobby Brussels to protect 
the bankers’ right to earn multimillion pound bonuses. 
 

(iii) Analysis of Mayoral Budget 

 

The Mayor’s 2014/15 budget highlights that the Development, Enterprise and 
Environment Directorate’s budget will fall by £11.3 million in the financial year 2014/15 
compared to the current financial year with a further £9.2m cut due in 2015/16. The 
directorate is forecasted to register an £8.1million underspend this financial year 
(2013/14). 
 

Directorate budget 
Revised Budget 
2013/14 
£m 

Forecast Outturn 
2013/14 
£m 

Budget 
2014/15 
£m 

Plan 
2015/16 
£m 

Development, Enterprise & Environment 31.2 23.1 19.9 10.7 

 
Revenue spending on economy-related programmes is due to decrease by £13.25 
million (39%) in the financial year 2014/15 compared to the current year (2013/14).34 
This is largely due to the winding down of Olympics-related programmes and the drop 
in funding for a number of regeneration programmes. 
 

Economy-related revenue programme 
expenditure 
 

Unit 2013/14 
Forecast 

£000 

2014/15 
Expenditure 

£000 

2014/15 
Income 
£000 

2014/15 
Net 

£000 

Film London Health and Communities 1,300 1,300  1,300 

British Fashion Council Health and Communities 726 685  685 

Outer London Fund Regeneration 2,267 510  510 

Mayor’s Regeneration Fund (with LEF money) Regeneration 1,182 1,158  1,158 

London Enterprise Fund (with MRF) Regeneration 6,735 2,048  2,048 

Growing Places Fund Regeneration 7,329 2,106 (364) 1,742 

Crystal Palace Regeneration 0 125  125 

London & Partners Economic & Business Policy Unit 11,176 11,179  11,179 

GLA Group Supplier Skills Economic & Business Policy Unit 210 160  160 

Enterprise and business start-ups Economic & Business Policy Unit 0 0  0 

Construction Employer Accord Economic & Business Policy Unit 504 0  0 

Host Borough Skills & Employment Economic & Business Policy Unit 1,674 0  0 

Apprenticeships programme Economic & Business Policy Unit 0 1,000  1,000 

Food programme Economic & Business Policy Unit 450 400  400 

Total  33,553 20,671 -364 20,307 

 
On capital expenditure, the letter from the Greater London Authority’s Executive 
Director for Resources to the Chair of the London Assembly Budget and Performance 
Committee (dated 16 January 2014) shows that economy related expenditure will 
increase by £40.5 million in the financial year 2014/15 compared to the year previous.35 
 

                                                 
34 Letter from Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA) to the Chair of the London Assembly 
Budget and Performance Committee, 16 January 2014 
35 Letter from Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA) to the Chair of the London Assembly 
Budget and Performance Committee, 16 January 2014 
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Economy related capital expenditure 
Forecast 
Outturn 
2013/14 (£m) 

Plan 
2014/15 
(£m) 

Outer London Fund 22,015 5,820 

Mayor’s Regeneration Fund 8,618 23,628 

London Enterprise Fund 4,018 6,767 

Growing Places Fund 25 14,275 

Crystal Palace Regeneration 50 190 

Super-Connected Cities 200 24,800 

Total 34,926 75,480 

 
(iv) Labour’s Economic Alternative 
 

Labour’s alternative focuses on three key areas where the Mayor has failed to make 
sufficient progress – employment and incomes; help for the High Street and SME’s; 
London’s childcare crisis; and food poverty. 
 

Increasing employment opportunities for all Londoners 

 

The young person’s jobs guarantee 
 

Labour Members of the London Assembly are concerned about the unemployment crisis 
faced by London’s young people, particularly those in long-term unemployment36 
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 outcomes37. This is a particular issue for young black 
men in the U.K, for whom unemployment doubled in three years, rising from 28.8% in 
2008 to 55.9% in the last three months of 201138. Given this, using the budgetary 
latitude afforded by the localisation of business rates, Labour would repeat its 2013-14 
budget pledge to 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 5,29539 16-24 year-old Londoners unemployed for more than 12 months 
as at December 2012, the scheme would require an investment of £25.44 million to 
finance in 2014/15.40

 

 
The proposal would provide a range of short-term and long-term benefits to 
participating individuals, businesses, and the wider London economy, including: 
 

                                                 
36 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 
37 Lee, Sissons, Balaram, Jones, Cominetti. (2012), Short-term crisis, long-term problem? Addressing the 
youth employment challenge, The Work Foundation 
38 James Ball, Dan Milmo, Ben Ferguson, Half of UK's young black males are unemployed, The Guardian, 
09.03.12 
39 Office for National Statistics, Londoners aged 24 and under, claiming JSA for over 12 months 
(December 2012). 
40 Total funding cost of 21 hours a week of work at the London Living Wage (currently £8.80 per hour) 
for each of the 5,295 long-term young unemployed for the entirety of the 26 week programme.  

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/newsroom/press-releases/2013/jan-2013/dwp010-13.shtml
http://www.theguardian.com/society/2012/mar/09/half-uk-young-black-men-unemployed
http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/
http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/
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 Preventing another ‘lost generation’ of unemployed young people whose 
future earnings potential and employment security is currently threatened by 
long-term unemployment41; 

 Encouraging businesses to invest for growth by reducing labour costs;  

 Generating up to £19.01 million for HM Treasury through increased 
National Insurance payments, reducing the Job Seekers’ Allowance by up to 
5,295 claimants, and through the VAT generated by the sale of consumer goods 
by participants of the scheme42; and 

 Generating up to £40.7 million for the London Regional Economy 
through increased economic activity resulting from increased employment43, to 
help counteract a culture of austerity economics that has even been questioned 
by institutions as mainstream as the International Monetary Fund44. 

 
Targeted employment support for high priority groups 
 

In addition to our approach to youth unemployment, as set out above, the London 
Assembly Labour Group is concerned by high levels of unemployment among a number 
of key groups, including: 
 

 Ex-offenders 

 Care leavers 

 Young black males 

 People with disabilities 
 

Working with key third sector partners, we would pilot schemes that draw on best 
practice and deliver innovative new means of tackling specific problems among these 
high priority groups. This includes schemes such as the Visionary Placements 
programme run by the Royal London Society for Blind People (RLSB), which has helped 
50 young blind and visually impaired people into voluntary and paid positions. This 
scheme required a grant of £75,000.  
 

In the financial year 2014/15, we would make available an investment of £1 million to 
invest in helping these high priority groups. 
 
Tackling poverty pay 
 

The Mayor has consistently argued that the voluntary approach to the London Living 
Wage is the best means of delivering better pay for those on low-incomes. However, in 

                                                 
41 Op.cit, Short-term crisis, long-term problem? Addressing the youth employment challenge, The Work 
Foundation 
42 £25.44 million comprises – 1) Reduced JSA count - a reduction in JSA of 5,295 (18-24 yr-olds in 
London in long-term unemployment)*£56.80 (under 24 JSA weekly rate) * 26 (number of weeks the 
scheme would operate); 2) Increased NI payments - £25.44 million(total gross pay to recipients) * 0.12 
(the rate of National Insurance paid by scheme participants – 12%); 3) VAT generated by expenditure in 
the broader economy resulting from the scheme - £40.7 million (expenditure resulting from scheme using 
an assumed fiscal multiplier of 1.6 (see footnote 15)) * 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 £10,000; ii) Discounting VAT from scheme-related consumption, the revenue generated for HMT by 
the scheme would be £5.08 million (25.44m * 0.2). 
43 The net pay received by recipients of the scheme (£25.44 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). 
44 Davies, D., High fiscal multipliers undermine austerity programmes, The Financial Times, 21.10.12 

https://www.gov.uk/jobseekers-allowance/what-youll-get
http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/ni/intro/basics.htm
http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/rates/it.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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2012, 600,000 jobs paid lower than the London Living Wage – 180,000 more than when 
Boris Johnson took office. We believe that the Mayor has failed to devote enough 
resources to deliver a meaningful programme of business engagement. 
 

We would invest an additional £0.5 million in the financial year 2014/15 to employ 
additional staff for a year in order to significantly increase the GLA’s engagement with 
businesses to encourage take up of the London Living Wage. This year-long programme 
should be seen as a challenge to the Mayor. The Mayor has made insufficient resources 
available for engaging with London's businesses on the London Living Wage and has 
been unable to demonstrate the extent of his claimed lobbying on the Living Wage and 
of his successes in encouraging take up. If this sufficiently resourced programme of 
business engagement fails to prove the Mayor’s assertion that the voluntary approach 
will deliver results, then the Mayor should reassess his belief in the voluntary approach 
to the London Living Wage and lobby the government to introduce the LLW on a 
statutory basis. 
The Pan-London Social Fund 
 

In April 2013 the Discretionary Social Fund (DSF) was abolished by the Welfare Reform 
Act and Community Care Grants and Crisis Loans were devolved to local authorities, 
which are now free to determine how this is spent. The localisation of the DSF is 
proving problematic for many groups in London that rely on it. This is for two primary 
reasons: 
 

1. Despite the Government setting out in a “settlement letter” to local authorities 
what it expects the funding to be used for, the funding is not “ring-fenced” for 
any specific purpose. The consequence is that councils can divert funds away 
from the vulnerable to cross-subsidise other local government services. This is 
likely within the context of falling central government grant. 
 

2. Many local authorities are introducing strict residency criteria to ensure that 
funding helps those who live in the borough. This means that many groups – 
particularly people such as rough sleepers – that need funding, and who 
previously would have qualified for funding from the national pot, are unable to 
access the funding. 

 

To help address these twin problems, we would establish a pan-London Social Fund that 
would be used to support London’s vulnerable residents, such as rough sleepers, who 
require assistance across borough boundaries but who fall outside of locally defined 
residency criteria.  
 

We would not seek to compel boroughs to enter this scheme. However, boroughs that 
do not join will be unable to claim funding from it. The GLA would fund the creation of 
the framework through which borough funds would be collected and dispensed. The 
GLA would also provide an additional £1 million in 2014/15 to incentivise boroughs to 
join the scheme. The cost of establishing the framework through which funds could be 
transferred would be up to £0.13 million in 2014/15.45 
 
 
 

                                                 
45 Labour Members envisage the cost of establishing this framework would be similar to the costs involved 
in establishing the framework through which energy companies now dispense of their home efficiency  
responsibilities through RE:NEW. 
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(v) Help for the High Street and SME’s 
 

Securing a future for the high street 
 

High streets are vital to London’s communities but are under threat as a result of 
competition from out-of-town shopping centres and the internet. To help secure a 
future for London’s high streets, Labour Members of the London Assembly would take 
forward a number of initiatives outlined in the Assembly Economy Committee’s report 
on high streets, published in March 2013. We would: 
 

 Explore the feasibility of a new London-wide service to provide advice and 
mediation support for small businesses that are seeking to negotiate new lease 
terms with landlords. This would incur nil cost in 2014/15 as the exploratory 
work would be carried out by GLA staff.  

 Launch a London-wide empty shops and offices register that lists landlords’ 
details into an online database. This would allow landlords and potential tenants 
to more easily connect. We envisage that this would require a similar investment 
to similar schemes run by the Mayor, such as the London Moves website that 
cost £71,200 followed by a monthly support cost of £1,250.46 We would 
therefore allocate a total investment £0.087 million in the financial year 
2014/15. 

 Establish a London-wide ‘academy’, through which business groups can receive 
regular training and advice from experts – such as representatives of existing 
Business Improvement Districts (BIDS) and other traders groups – on how to set 
up such groups and deliver improvements to the local business environment. 
Labour Members of the London Assembly would be willing to invest an initial 
maximum investment of £0.5 million in the financial year 2014/15. 

 
Help for London’s 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”47. This is a 
matter of concern not merely because of social value of street markets but, also, 
because of the important economic contribution that street markets make to life in the 
capital. 
 

In its 2008 London’s Street Markets Report, 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 jobs48. 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 immediate local area; offered more highly skilled and varied jobs; 
and provided greater opportunities to start a business and acquire business 
knowledge49. Street markets are also popular with local, more conventional, traders due 
to the higher level of footfall they generate on the high street. 

                                                 
46 Housing Moves, Question No: 2013/4121, Tom Copley 
47 House of Commons Communities and Local Government Committee, Market Failure?: Can the 
traditional market survive?, HC 308-I, p.16 
48 London Assembly Economic Development, Culture, Sport, and Tourism Committee (2008), London’s 
Street Markets, p.11 
49 New Economics Foundation (2006), The World on a Plate: The economic and social value of London’s 
most ethnically diverse street market, p.2 
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In addition to their direct economic impact, markets also have a role to play in tackling 
food poverty50 in the capital, with studies finding that street markets are substantially 
cheaper than supermarkets51. Queen’s Market, for example, was found to be 53% 
cheaper than the local ASDA supermarket52. 
 

Despite the economic and social benefits of London’s street markets, they are under 
pressure from the expansion of supermarkets. However, the challenges markets face, 
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”53. With this in mind, Labour Members propose 
to invest in a fund to launch new street markets across London’s high streets – 
including providing seed funding, advice to local authorities and traders and in 
providing funding for street scene improvements where appropriate. In the financial 
year 2014/15 we would invest £0.5 million in this programme, although we envisage 
this increasing in future years as a solid pipeline of schemes is brought forward by 
boroughs and potential street traders. This scheme would also provide practical support 
to those seeking to establish a new street market without financial support. 
 
Help for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SME’s) 
 

Small and Medium-sized Enterprises are the life blood of London’s economy; they drive 
innovation and employ the majority of Londoners who work in the private sector54. 
While our budget proposals would 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, for the second year running, London 
Assembly Labour Members are proposing the establishment of a London Small Business 
Agency (LSBA).  
 

The LSBA would produce research and recommendations which would provide the GLA 
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 Singapore by providing a 
formal working conduit between the Authority’s economic development policy officers 
and small business entrepreneurs55. We would allocate £0.5 million to this initiative in 
the financial year 2014/15. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
50 Mason, P., The growing demand for food banks in breadline Britain, BBC Online, 04.09.12 
51 New Economics Foundation (2005), Trading Places: The Local Economic Impact of Street Produce and 
Farmers Markets, p.44 
52 Op.cit, The World on a Plate: The economic and social value of London’s most ethnically diverse street 
market, p.2 
53 Ibid, p.54 
54 ‘SMEs in London’s economy’, GLA Intelligence Unit 
55 Doughty, N. (2011), Fulfilling the promise of British Enterprise (Interim Report of the Labour Party Small 
Business Taskforce), p.6 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-19468697
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(vi) Childcare 

 

London has the lowest rate of parental employment of any region in the United 
Kingdom.56 A significant contributory factor is that childcare in London costs as much as 
£32 a week more than in the rest of England,57 while large up-front costs associated 
with securing a childcare place including registration fees (such as deposits and 
advanced payments) can amount to between £650 and £1,000.58 Consequently many 
low-to-middle income parents are prevented from returning to work after maternity 
leave.  
 
New childcare initiatives 
 

To start addressing this barrier to employment, Labour Members of the London 
Assembly propose launching a mayoral investigation into childcare, working with third 
sector parties, childcare professionals and civic organisations to produce proposals for a 
new cost-effective system of delivering affordable childcare in London. This would incur 
a cost of £0.1 million in the financial year 2014/15 and would have a remit to assess 
new models for childcare provision and the potential for devolving powers and finances 
over childcare from government to the GLA. 
 
This would build on the work undertaken by the Mayor and government between 2005 
and 2008 that sought to develop new and innovative methods of delivering affordable 
childcare.59 This funding – split between the LDA (who two-thirds of funding) and Sure 
Start Unit (who received the remaining third) – funded two pilot rounds: 
 

 The first pilot aimed to reduce the cost of full day-care; and 

 The second to encourage providers to offer more flexible and part-time care. 

 

These programmes were cancelled after Boris Johnson’s election in 2008.60
 

 

(vii) A zero-hunger city 

 

Greater London Authority food team 
 

At present, the Mayor has committed to fund the Greater London Authority’s work on 
food until March 2015. Given the importance of this issue, we would confirm the long-
term future of a food programme at City Hall by guaranteeing at least current levels of 
funding until the end of the next mayoral term in 2020. This would incur £0.05 in the 
financial year 2014/15 to reverse the Mayor’s proposed cut, which would be raised by 
re-distributing a small proportion of London & Partners’ £11.2m61 grant for 2014-15. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
56 Worklessness in London 2012, GLA Intelligence, October 2012, page 8 
57 2012 London Childcare Report, Daycare Trust, July 2012, page 36 
58 2012 London Childcare Report, Daycare Trust, July 2012, page 36 
59 ‘More childcare for families in London’, Greater London Authority, 22 March 2005 
60 ‘Every London household to lose £200’, London Assembly Labour, 10 February 2011 
61 Mayor of London (2013), Draft Consolidated Budget 2014-15 Pt II: Explanation of Proposals, p.40 
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Universal free school meals 
 

Where trialled or introduced locally, universal free school meals has delivered significant 
results in terms of educational attainment, health and wellbeing, and social 
development with the greatest benefits being felt by those from poorer backgrounds.62 
During the government pilots that ran from 2009 to 2011, these benefits only accrued 
to those schools where eligibility was made universal, with those schools where 
eligibility was merely extended showing very few benefits compared to the current 
system.63 This highlights that universality is the only viable policy tool for delivering 
these benefits. 
 

Labour Members would therefore introduce universal free school meals for all primary 
school-age children in the capital. This would require an investment of £58.7 million 
by the Greater London Authority to supplement the free school meals funding already 
provided to London’s primary schools for children from low-income households as well 
as the new infant school entitlement being introduced from autumn 2014. However, we 
believe this cost is an overestimate, as a more strategic system of London-wide food 
procurement would maximise economies of scale. Cost reductions have been generated 
in boroughs where joint food procurement has been implemented, for example in 
Camden and Islington, and we would expect similar cost savings to occur in a London-
wide universal free school meals policy. 
  

In addition to universal free school meals for primary school children not covered by the 
Government’s proposals, we would pilot universal free school meals at a number of 
secondary schools across London for two years. This would be trialled at schools in 
boroughs where universal free school meals are already available for primary school 
pupils so that a fuller evaluation of the longer-term benefits of free school meals can be 
produced. Given the average cost of free school meals is £284 per pupil,64 and the 
average London secondary school size is 1,000 pupils,65 we would run this trial across 10 
London secondary schools at a cost of £2.84 million in the financial years 2014/15 
and 2015/16. 
 

Cost of introducing universal free school meals in primary schools, by borough66
 

 

  Number 
on roll 

Percentage 
known to be 

eligible for and 
claiming free 
school meals 

Number of 
additional pupils 
who be getting a 
meal if universal 

Cost to LA for 
universality 

Number of 
additional 

pupils for 90% 
take up 

Cost to LA for 
90% take up 

Barking and Dagenham 10,785 32.7 7,258.30 2,061,358.60 6,532.50 1,855,222.80 

Barnet 13,825 20.4 11,004.70 3,125,334.80 9,904.20 2,812,801.30 

Bexley 9,770 14.2 8,382.70 2,380,675.40 7,544.40 2,142,607.90 

                                                 
62 ‘A Zero Hunger City: Tackling food poverty in London’, London Assembly Health and Environment 
Committee, March 2013, p.23 
63 ‘A Zero Hunger City: Tackling food poverty in London’, London Assembly Health and Environment 
Committee, March 2013, p.23 
64 Data provided by 4in10 
65 ‘Secondary schools are too big’, The Independent, 24 February 2013 
66 Data provided by 4in10 
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Brent 11,995 27.3 8,720.40 2,476,583.70 7,848.30 2,228,925.30 

Bromley 11,600 14.4 9,929.60 2,820,006.40 8,936.60 2,538,005.80 

Camden 5,540 37.7 3,451.40 980,203.30 3,106.30 882,183.00 

City of London 115 18.2 94.1 26,715.90 84.7 24,044.30 

Croydon 15,115 24 11,487.40 3,262,421.60 10,338.70 2,936,179.40 

Ealing 13,650 23.1 10,496.90 2,981,105.40 9,447.20 2,682,994.90 

Enfield 14,335 29.4 10,120.50 2,874,224.80 9,108.50 2,586,802.40 

Greenwich 10,175 29.3 7,193.70 2,043,017.90 6,474.40 1,838,716.10 

Hackney 8,460 37.8 5,262.10 1,494,442.10 4,735.90 1,344,997.90 

Hammersmith and 
Fulham 

4,595 37.3 2,881.10 818,222.50 2,593.00 736,400.20 

Haringey 11,005 30 7,703.50 2,187,794.00 6,933.20 1,969,014.60 

Harrow 9,730 17.3 8,046.70 2,285,265.60 7,242.00 2,056,739.10 

Havering 9,665 15.8 8,137.90 2,311,172.10 7,324.10 2,080,054.90 

Hillingdon 12,310 18.8 9,995.70 2,838,784.50 8,996.10 2,554,906.00 

Hounslow 9,725 22.3 7,556.30 2,145,996.30 6,800.70 1,931,396.70 

Islington 6,020 48.3 3,112.30 883,904.60 2,801.10 795,514.10 

Kensington and 
Chelsea 

3,325 33.5 2,211.10 627,959.50 1,990.00 565,163.60 

Kingston upon Thames 6,165 11.6 5,449.90 1,547,760.20 4,904.90 1,392,984.20 

Lambeth 9,410 35.8 6,041.20 1,715,706.50 5,437.10 1,544,135.80 

Lewisham 10,745 28.4 7,693.40 2,184,931.30 6,924.10 1,966,438.20 

Merton 7,430 16.4 6,211.50 1,764,060.30 5,590.30 1,587,654.30 

Newham 15,390 31 10,619.10 3,015,824.40 9,557.20 2,714,242.00 

Redbridge 13,735 20.5 10,919.30 3,101,088.30 9,827.40 2,790,979.50 

Richmond upon 
Thames 

7,320 9.3 6,639.20 1,885,544.20 5,975.30 1,696,989.70 

Southwark 11,115 35.5 7,169.20 2,036,045.70 6,452.30 1,832,441.10 

Sutton 7,230 17.2 5,986.40 1,700,149.00 5,387.80 1,530,134.10 

Tower Hamlets 9,480 44.4 5,270.90 1,496,929.90 4,743.80 1,347,236.90 
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Waltham Forest 11,185 26.4 8,232.20 2,337,933.40 7,408.90 2,104,140.10 

Wandsworth 7,510 27.1 5,474.80 1,554,840.40 4,927.30 1,399,356.30 

Westminster 3,905 38.3 2,409.40 684,265.30 2,168.40 615,838.80 

LONDON 312,360 26.5 229,584.60 65,202,026.40 206,626.10 58,681,823.80 

 
(viii) Credit Unions 
 
People on low incomes are often forced to pay a high price for credit and other suitable 
financial services. This is commonly referred to as ‘paying a poverty premium’. About 7 
million people on the lowest incomes are affected by the problem nationally 67. This has 
been a particular problem in the capital, which alongside the North West, has historically 
experienced the highest levels of financial exclusion in England68. 
 
For more than a century, the credit and financial services gap has been filled in low 
income households by home credit (doorstep lenders) and mail order companies. These 
organisations charge high interest rates or premium prices. According to the Financial 
Services Authority, these companies “operate lawfully…but place a heavy burden on 
the low income consumers they serve.”69  
 
The principal problem faced by financially excluded households concerns lack of access 
to affordable credit. Credit unions help address this by imposing a maximum interest 
rate on loans of 2% per month (equivalent to 26.8% APR) capped by legislation70; 
compared to Wonga’s 5,853% APR interest rate71. Credit unions are also an important 
source of access to other financial products, such as bank accounts72. 
 
To help Londoners suffering from financial exclusion and debt, Labour Members of the 
London Assembly would make available the Greater London Authority’s unique access 
to Transport for London advertising space to London’s Credit Unions. This would give 
local Credit Unions greater recognition among communities and help to raise awareness 
of alternative options to harmful high street lenders. Rather than promoting so-called 
‘legal loan sharks’, such as Wonga, we believe the Mayor should be promoting 
organisations that engage in responsible financial practices and help those at high risk 
of debt. This policy would incur nil additional cost to the Greater London Authority in 
the financial year 2014/15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
67 Department for Work and Pensions (2012), Credit Union Expansion Project Project Steering Committee 
Feasibility Study Report, p.7 
68 Financial Services Authority (2000), In or out? Financial exclusion: a literature and research review 
69 Op.cit, Credit Union Expansion Project Steering Committee Feasibility Study Report, p.7 
70 Ibid 
71 Hilary Osborne, Wonga increases its typical APR by 1,600%, The Guardian, 21.06.13 
72 Op.cit, Credit Union Expansion Project Steering Committee Feasibility Study Report, p.7 
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B) Regeneration 
 
(i) Critique and Overview 
 
London’s town centres and high streets are in danger of falling victim to new trends in 
consumer behaviour, most notably the move towards online retail. The root cause of the 
problem lies in broader structural trends in the British economy73 and London. The 
gravity of the situation – in terms of local economic development and concerns around 
the role of high streets in fostering community and social cohesion – was also reflected 
in the conclusions of the Portas Review74, the establishment of Portas Pilot Towns and 
the appointment of a DCLG High Streets Minister75. 
 
The GLA has £231m dedicated to supporting regeneration over this Mayoral term76, 
allocated to a number of projects through the Outer London Fund (OLF), Mayor’s 
Regeneration Fund (MRF) and the Growing Places Fund (GPF), which is DCLG allocated 
Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) funding. The GLA is also supporting high streets 
through other mechanisms, namely planning policy77and arts funding, publishing Culture 
on the High Street78 in 2013. The Labour Group welcomes the GLA’s funding of popular 
cultural interventions and ‘pop ups’ that have proved successful in attracting footfall79, 
facilities which have been missed once lost80. 
 
It is clear from the cross party, consensual desire to ‘save’ the British high street from 
these formidable structural forces that high streets are considered valuable economic, 
social and community assets in themselves: 
 

 A valuable source of employment – 17% of London’s jobs are within the retail 
sector81 

 Site of sociability, encounter and community82: assets in themselves in the 
loneliest city in the UK83: benefits for social cohesion. 

 Hubs of civic society: access to public services, the voluntary sector, civic 
advice84 

                                                 
73 Mayor of London (2010), The Mayor’s Outer London Commission: Report, p.106 
74 Mary Portas (2011), The Portas Review: An independent review into the future of our high streets, p.2 
75 The Guardian (2012) Grant Shapps leaves behind unfinished job on UK’s High Streets 5.9.12  available 
at: http://www.theguardian.com/uk/the-northerner/2012/sep/05/grant-shapps-conservatives 
[Accessed 21.1.14] 
76 London Assembly Regeneration Committee (2013) Briefing: Regeneration: The Situation in London 
Available at: http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Regeneration%20-
%20the%20situation%20in%20London.pdf [Accessed 21.1.14] 
77 Mayor of London (2011) The London Plan p54 
78 Mayor of London  (2012) Culture on the High Street available at: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/arts-culture/promoting-arts-culture/culture-on-the-high-street 
79 Mayor of London  (2012) Culture on the High Street available at: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/arts-culture/promoting-arts-culture/culture-on-the-high-street 
80 Discussion of the Deptford Project, Brockley Central blog, 20.6.13 available at: 
http://brockleycentral.blogspot.co.uk/2013/06/deptford-project-cafe-derailed.html [Accessed 13.1.14] 
81 ONS (2012) Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings available at: 
http://data.gov.uk/dataset/annual_survey_of_hours_and_earnings [Accessed 13.1.14] 
82 Mary Portas (2011), The Portas Review: An independent review into the future of our high streets, p.3 
83 BBC News (2008)  Londoners ‘are most lonely in UK  1.12.08 Available at: 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/england/london/7734330.stm [Accessed 19.12.13] 
84 Civic Voice (2011) A submission by Civic Voice to BIS’s review led by Mary Portas available at: 
http://www.civicvoice.org.uk/uploads/files/BIS_-_High_Street_review_-_Aug_11.pdf [Accessed 
21.1.14] 

http://www.theguardian.com/uk/the-northerner/2012/sep/05/grant-shapps-conservatives
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Regeneration%20-%20the%20situation%20in%20London.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Regeneration%20-%20the%20situation%20in%20London.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/arts-culture/promoting-arts-culture/culture-on-the-high-street
https://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/arts-culture/promoting-arts-culture/culture-on-the-high-street
http://brockleycentral.blogspot.co.uk/2013/06/deptford-project-cafe-derailed.html
http://data.gov.uk/dataset/annual_survey_of_hours_and_earnings
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/england/london/7734330.stm
http://www.civicvoice.org.uk/uploads/files/BIS_-_High_Street_review_-_Aug_11.pdf
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 Failing High Streets are characterised by the provision of socially destructive 
uses e.g. betting shops, pay day loans, reduced choice for healthy eating[REF – 
is there evidence for this?]: social dangers with immediate costs to individuals, 
society and the state.  

 
The GLA once seized the initiative on town centres and high streets85, however the first 
programmes it funded through the Outer London Fund come to an end in May 2014. 
While London as a region continues to perform particularly well86, the Labour Assembly 
Members are concerned at the ‘aspirational’ status of a further round and believe the 
high streets agenda in London is now at a critical stage. The GLA has typically funded 
projects with local origin and local authority and community support, regeneration from 
‘the bottom up’. While the Labour Group are keen to support this model and is wary of 
‘top down’ interventions, the GLA is well positioned to gather, target and diffuse best 
practice to London’s harder to reach neighbourhoods. Ideally, interventions should now 
focus on the challenge of sustaining a long term retail offer and the viability of 
London’s diverse high streets and shopping centres. While continuing to develop local 
bids is key, the GLA can encourage the proliferation of certain projects by establishing 
targeted funds to pursue certain ends.  
   
Since the downturn of 2008 some high streets have been more successful than others in 
weathering the current challenges. This is particularly true for those high streets with 
the collected capacity to promote themselves, be that a Council initiative, BID, trade 
mutual or alternative model The high priority of this capacity building has led to 
applications for GLA Outer London funding from local authorities focussed on 
establishing Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) to embed and sustain town centre 
growth87. 
 
Given the diversity of London’s High Streets and the specific nature of the challenges 
and circumstances they face, no single model of capacity development will work for all 
high streets or town centres. Labour’s Assembly Members believe the GLA must be 
flexible in its support of London’s high streets and not adopt a “one size fits all” policy. 
The OLF has provided a loosely framed fund, aimed at Outer London but deployed to 
support “very high quality proposals”88 in Inner London boroughs also. Given the 
diversity of London’s High Streets and town centres, and the diverse challenges they 
particularly face, we welcome this flexible approach to funding in Round One and Two.  
 
We continue to welcome a flexible approach to allocating funding from the OLF. 
However, London believe regeneration funding should not solely be filling in 
gaps left by private sector-led regeneration, but should tackle this emerging 
uneven geography by pursuing the positive goal of identifying what works and 
spreading best practice to London’s less successful High Streets, the vast 
majority currently unlikely to attract private investment89.  
 

                                                 
85 Mayor of London (2010), The Mayor’s Outer London Commission: Report 
86 BBC News (2013) High Street vacancies still stubbornly high, says report 10.9.13 available at: 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-24025297 [Accessed 22.1.14]  
87 LB Harrow’s OLF Round Two Application and testimony to the Regeneration Committee, December 
2013 
88 Regeneris Consulting (2013) Outer London Fund Round 2 Interim Evaluation  
89 Economy Committee High Streets Report March 2013 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-24025297
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While regeneration funding is directed at places90, it is people who are key to ensuring 
the long term success of places. Developing the ability of the people who actually run 
local businesses to retain existing customers and attract new footfall is key to securing 
the long term future of our high streets. The London Assembly’s Regeneration 
Committee has also heard that the capacity to develop bids in the first place is crucial, 
particularly at the local authority level91. London Assembly Labour Members believe that 
regeneration funding should now shift to focus on the human capacity 
required to sustain the long term vitality of London’s town centres. This 
approach will help tackle the long-term forces of decline faced by London’s High 
Streets and town centres. 
 
(ii) Proposed Initiatives 
 
Town Centre Communities Capacity Development Fund 
 
GLA revenue funding to improve the collective capacity of local businesses – 
working with voluntary sector and local government partners – to develop 
regeneration project ideas and promote them. 
 
Local authorities told the Regeneration Committee inquiry into the Outer London Fund 
that local authority and voluntary sector capacity and skills are key to the formulation of 
ideas and BIDs92. The committee also heard that the structure of the OLF, heavy on 
capital funding, has perpetuated the problem of only developing places, rather than 
people93.  
 
Questionnaire data collected about Deptford’s regeneration activities (urban realm 
improvements, business development and promotion days) demonstrate the ability of 
well curated regeneration projects to challenge negative opinions and re-establish local 
ownership and connection to the economic, social and cultural resources the local high 
street provides94. To develop town centres as social hubs rather than purely 
economic offerings, proposals must focus on retailers, the people who make 
them both.    
 
The intensive work in Deptford over a number of years demonstrates the importance of 
the work done in the early stages of a high street regeneration project, identifying the 
shared needs of existing business owners in terms of both street scene improvements 
and business development Subjective statement.   
 

                                                 
90 Mayor of London (2011) Regeneration: Vision and Strategy available at: 
http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/regeneration/vision-and-strategy [Accessed 21.1.14] and Debbie 
Jackson[‘s testimony to the Regeneration Committee December 2013 available at: 
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9729/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202%20-
%20Transcript%20Monday%2016-Dec-2013%2010.30%20Regeneration%20Committee.pdf?T=9  
91 LB Harrow’s testimony to the Regeneration Committee, December 2013 
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9729/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202%20-
%20Transcript%20Monday%2016-Dec-2013%2010.30%20Regeneration%20Committee.pdf?T=9 
92 Regeneration Committee, Site Visit to Deptford OLF Project, November 2013 
93 LB Harrow’s testimony to the Regeneration Committee, December 2013 
94 London Assembly (2013) Summary: Regeneration Committee site visit to Deptford town centre and  
Goldsmiths 14.11.13 p.2, presented to the Regeneration Committee as Appendix to 16.12.13 meeting 
available at http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s31340/Appendix%201%20-
%20Summary%20-%20Regeneration%20Committee%20OLF%20site%20visit.pdf [Accessed 21.1.14] 

http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/regeneration/vision-and-strategy
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9729/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20Transcript%20Monday%2016-Dec-2013%2010.30%20Regeneration%20Committee.pdf?T=9
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9729/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20Transcript%20Monday%2016-Dec-2013%2010.30%20Regeneration%20Committee.pdf?T=9
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9729/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20Transcript%20Monday%2016-Dec-2013%2010.30%20Regeneration%20Committee.pdf?T=9
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9729/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20Transcript%20Monday%2016-Dec-2013%2010.30%20Regeneration%20Committee.pdf?T=9
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s31340/Appendix%201%20-%20Summary%20-%20Regeneration%20Committee%20OLF%20site%20visit.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s31340/Appendix%201%20-%20Summary%20-%20Regeneration%20Committee%20OLF%20site%20visit.pdf


 24 

Early guidance should be focused on the sustainability of these projects, requiring 
funding over a minimum two year period. The GLA and borough should also work 
intensively with the embryonic partnership to develop skills and the connections and 
opportunities to attract private sector support to embed and catalyse further 
regeneration efforts for the long term.  
 
Labour London Assembly Members believe this fund, although small, should be a 
separate stream which will require intensive support and GLA resources to identify 
projects, as these high streets are by definition the most difficult to work with.  
 
Young Entrepreneurs Retail Enterprise Development Fund  
 
In addition to proposals detailed in the economy section of this budget amendment for 
SMEs (see page 16), the Labour Group further proposes a retail enterprise fund 
to support bids seeking to develop future SME businesses that will occupy 
shops over the longer term. Whilst ‘pop-ups’ have a role to play, this proposal will 
foster longer-term SMEs that will fill units, support jobs, staff/manager professional 
development and the sustainable vitality of town centres.  
 
To do so, the people must have the skills to grow and attune their businesses to the 
opportunities and challenges London’s economic and demographic changes present. 
Enabling local people to maximize the opportunities a changing neighbourhood 
provides is the best defence against the sense of displacement that regeneration is 
often accused of.  
 
The GLA, has supported schemes that have simultaneously focused on business 
development and the occupation of empty units. Some have pursued this approach to 
form a cluster of businesses in the same sector, most notably the Hackney Fashion 
Hub95. Other business development schemes have pursued the value of cross-
collaboration between creative industries, most notably Camden Town Unlimited’s 
Collective, an office, retail space, peer support and business development scheme96.  
 
Labour London Assembly Members propose a fund designed to develop young 
entrepreneurs whose ideas specifically require a high street presence and 
prepare them for the particular challenges these locations face, from 
increasing footfall to negotiating leases and business rates.  
 
As 25% of London’s economically active young people were unemployed in 201297, the 
scheme would focus on developing the ideas of London’s under-24s. It would 
also demonstrate a preference for those that seek to occupy London’s weaker High 
Streets. 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
95 http://hackneyfashionhub.co.uk/ [Accessed 21.1.14] 
96 http://camdencollective.co.uk/ [Accessed 21.1.14] 
97 Labour Force Survey, ONS 2012, used by London’s Poverty Profile (2013) available at: 
http://www.londonspovertyprofile.org.uk/indicators/topics/work-and-worklessness/young-adult-
unemployment-over-time/ [Accessed 10.1.14] 

http://hackneyfashionhub.co.uk/
http://camdencollective.co.uk/
http://www.londonspovertyprofile.org.uk/indicators/topics/work-and-worklessness/young-adult-unemployment-over-time/
http://www.londonspovertyprofile.org.uk/indicators/topics/work-and-worklessness/young-adult-unemployment-over-time/
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2.2 Housing & Planning 

 

Housing & Planning Cost (2014/15, £m) 

Housing  

Increasing supply  

Homes for London 0.5 

Housing Revenue Account headroom trading scheme 0.5 

Fast-build, modular, ultra-energy-efficient housing pilot 2.8 

Improving the private rented sector  

Match-funded environmental health officers 0.8 

‘Know Your Rights’ website 0.072 

Private tenants groups 3.2 

Bad landlords register 0.072 

Bad landlords register annual running cost  0.03 

 
Planning  

 

Create a Localism Support Network 0.1 

Save Planning Aid for London 0.1 

Planning enforcement officers 0.3 

Total 8.47 

Funded by: Cost (m) 

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates from Transport for London 8.47 
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A) Housing 
 
(i) The state of London housing 
 
The biggest driver behind the cost of living crisis in London is the increasing cost of 
housing. This is a crisis now affecting all tenures of housing in London and is caused, 
fundamentally, by the chronic lack of housing in the capital. This has been 
demonstrated in two main ways: 
 
I. London house prices reached a high of £437,000 in October 2013, nearly £200,000 

higher than the average for England and Wales.98 This is over 12 times the median 
income in London of £33,308.99 Currently, a combination of interest from overseas 
investors and – more influentially – the impact of the second phase of Help to Buy, 
has further fuelled increases in London house prices, with one estate agent 
highlighting that the average asking price increased by 10%, £50,000, in October 
2013 alone.100 
 

II. Valuation Office Agency data shows that median London rents in the first quarter 
of 2013 were 11.8% higher than a year earlier, standing at £1,250 per month. 
These increases were more pronounced in inner-London, where rents increased by 
13.3% compared to 2.56% in outer-London.101 This level of rent compares with 
gross monthly incomes (based on a 40 hour week) of £1,093 a month at the 
national minimum wage (£6.31 per hour)102 and £1,482 on the London Living Wage 
(£8.55 per hour).103 

 
Labour Members of the Assembly believe that the housing shortage is the greatest 
threat to London’s future economic strength and it is this challenge that this section of 
our Budget Amendment seeks to address. 
 
(ii) The Mayor's housing record 
 
While the Mayor describes the state of London’s housing as “perhaps the gravest crisis 
the city faces”104, instead of alleviating this crisis he has used his recently enhanced 
housing powers to make the situation worse: 
 
I. The Mayor’s target to build 42,000 new homes per year, as stated in both the new 

draft London Housing Strategy and the Further Alterations to the London Plan, 
seriously under-delivers against housing need in London.105 The Mayor’s own 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment, published in January in support of the 
Further Alterations to the London Plan, “indicates that London will require between 
approximately 49,000 (2015-2036) and 62,000 (2015-2026) more homes a 

                                                 
98 Office for National Statistics, House Price Index, 17 December 2013 
99 ‘Average earners priced out’, G15, 20 May 2013 
100 ‘London House Prices Rose £50,000 In A Month, Says Rightmove’, Huffington Post, 21 October 2013 
101 ‘Average private rents by local authority’ (median rental data), Valuation Office Agency – accessed 15 
October 2013 
102 https://www.gov.uk/national-minimum-wage-rates 
103 ‘'London Living Wage' increased to £8.55 by mayor’, BBC News, 5 November 2013 
104 Mayor of London, 2020 Vision, June 2013, p.38 
105 ‘Further Alterations to the London Plan’, Greater London Authority, January 2014, p.87 & ‘Homes for 
London: The London Housing Strategy’, draft for consultation, Greater London Authority, November 
2013, p.2 
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year”.106 In part, this level of housing need is a consequence of the undersupply of 
new housing under this Mayor. While the 2011 London Plan set a target of 32,210 
new homes per year,107 figures published by the London Development Database 
show that only 20,000 new homes were completed in 2012/13.108 
 

II. We support the Mayor’s calls for Stamp Duty receipts to be localised109 to the GLA 
for investment in housing and to drive forward new and much needed supply in the 
capital. We also believe that any future additional housing related tax revenues, for 
example a proposed 'mansion tax', should be localised to the GLA for investment in 
housing. It is the Labour Members view that high tax revenue from London housing 
is a sign of market failure in the capital's housing market, and that such revenues 
should be retained in London for investment in new housing that helps to correct 
this market failure. We would also seek powers from the government to implement 
a levy on empty homes, which would sit in addition to the council tax arrangements 
recently made available by the boroughs. 
 

III. The Mayor has presided over affordable housing reforms that will worsen the 
cost of living crisis and price low income Londoners out of the lowest cost housing 
available to them. By forcing the Affordable Rent tenure on London boroughs – so-
called ‘affordable’ housing that can be charged at up to 80% of market rent – in 
some inner-London boroughs, households could now require an income in excess 
of £100,000 per year in order to afford the rent on a family-sized ‘affordable’ 
home.  

 
IV. It now appears that the Mayor is also unlikely to achieve his target of building 

55,000 new affordable homes over the four years to March 2015. Despite 
reassurances from the Mayor that this target would be reached, during the 31 
months to October 2013 26,000 homes had been built, leaving 29,000 to be 
completed in the remaining 17 months.110 While the Mayor now claims these 
remaining homes can be built in 12 months, he has previously told the Assembly on 
many occasions that it takes an average of 18 months to build an affordable home 
from start to finish.  On that basis, construction needed to have started on all the 
remaining 9,500 homes by September 2013 for them to be completed by March 
2015. However, by November 2013 construction on 5,000 homes had still not 
started.111 It therefore appears unlikely that the GLA will now achieve the affordable 
housing objectives set out at the beginning of this programme.  
 

V. The increasingly likely failure to achieve the Mayor’s affordable housing target 
reflects the substantial fall in affordable housing starts that have been recorded 
during the first two years of the current programme – the first affordable homes 
programme negotiated by this Mayor following his inheritance of a record-breaking 
programme in 2008.112 In the first two years of the current programme (2011/13) 
only 14,383 affordable housing starts were registered. This is 55% lower than the 

                                                 
106 ‘Further Alterations to the London Plan’, Greater London Authority, January 2014, p.86 
107 ‘Replacement London Plan’, Greater London Authority, July 2011, Policy 3.3 
108 London Development Database 
109 ‘Boris Johnson wants London to retain stamp duty’, BBC News, 6 February 2013 
110 GLA affordable housing statistics, September 2013 
111 Richard Blakeway, Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property, speaking to the London Assembly 
Housing Committee, 12 November 2013. 
112 ‘London's new housing strategy - Mayor pledges 50,000 more affordable homes by 2011’, Greater 
London Authority, 18 September 2007 
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32,019 affordable homes started in the final two years (2009/11) of the previous 
programme that began in April 2008.113 
 

VI. On the private rented sector, the Mayor's continued faith in “voluntary self-
regulation”114 of the sector – regulation created by landlords for landlords – has 
proved ineffective at addressing the cost of living crisis in London and tackling 
problems faced by tenants. Rents continue to increase well above inflation, while 
physical standards and landlord practices are getting worse. 
 

VII. One-third of London’s privately rented homes – more than 250,000 – currently fall 
below the Decent Homes standard used in the social rented sector, the largest 
proportion of any tenure in London.115 Furthermore, as the Centre for London 
reports, nearly half of private rented homes fail even the most basic tests of health 
and safety, with 356,000 London private rented homes reported as having Housing 
Health and Safety Rating System Category 1 hazards in 2011/12.116 
 

VIII. Rogue landlord practices are also becoming more commonplace under this Mayor. 
Shelter reports a 47% increase in private sector tenant complaints in London since 
2008 (to 18,700 a year).117 At the same time, Citizens Advice records that in the 
year to April 2012 its London bureaux dealt with 18,539 enquiries about the 
‘private rented sector’ (issues such as disrepair; possession actions; security of 
tenure; harassment; problems with letting agents; and deposits).118 This large figure 
is itself likely to represent a significant underreporting of infringements by 
landlords. The Chartered Institute of Environmental Health argue that many 
tenants’ concerns, particularly about housing quality, go unreported for fear of 
retaliatory eviction, something the London Borough of Hounslow has stated its 
“enforcement officers…see…with alarming frequency”.119 
 

IX. Finally, the Mayor is failing on the most tangible aspect of the housing crisis: 
rough sleeping. In advance of the 2008 Mayoral election the Mayor pledged to 
eradicate rough sleeping in London by the 2012 Olympics.120 Nearly six years later, 
the number of people sleeping rough in the capital has increased every single year 
under Boris Johnson's mayoralty,121 while the number of people who spend more 
than one night sleeping rough on the streets is now 30% higher than in 2008.122  

 
 
 
 

                                                 
113 GLA Affordable Housing statistics 
114 ‘The Mayor’s Housing Covenant: Making the Making the private rented sector work for Londoners’, 
Greater London Authority, December 2012, p.5 
115 ‘Stressed: A review of London’s private rented sector’, Centre for London, August 2013, p.50 
116 ‘Stressed: A review of London’s private rented sector’, Centre for London, August 2013, p.12 
117 ‘Rent reform: Making London's private rented sector fit for purpose’, London Assembly Housing and 
Regeneration Committee, June 2013, p.23 
118 ‘Rent reform: Making London's private rented sector fit for purpose’, London Assembly Housing and 
Regeneration Committee, June 2013, p.23 
119 ‘Rent reform: Making London's private rented sector fit for purpose’, London Assembly Housing and 
Regeneration Committee, June 2013, p.28 
120 Crisis and www.thepavement.org.uk 
121 Mayor’s Question Time 19 December 2012, written question by Tom Copley and Chain Annual Report 
2012-13 
122 Mayor’s Question Time 19 December 2012, written question by Tom Copley and Chain Annual Report 
2012-13 
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 Number of rough sleepers Rough sleepers spending more 
than one night on the streets 

2007/08 3,035 1,792 

2008/09 3,471 1,953 

2009/10 3,708 1,991 

2010/11 3,933 2,066 

2011/12 5,673 2,499 

2012/13 6,437 2,480 

+/- (08-13) +2,966 (85%) +527 (30%) 

 
Despite this crisis in housing, the Mayor has been unable to spend the housing budgets 
devolved to him by the government. Only 1% of the £3.6 million earmarked for the 
Mayor’s Empty Homes Programme was actually spent in 2012/13; and only 8 homes 
brought back into use during this time123. Underspends have also been recorded in other 
budgets, including the Gypsy and Traveller sites fund where the Mayor has failed to 
gain the necessary buy-in from boroughs to deliver this programme124. 
 
(iii) Analysis of mayoral budget 
 
The Mayor’s 2014/15 draft budget highlights that the Housing and Land Directorate’s 
budget will fall by £5.2 million in the financial year 2014/15 compared to the current 
financial year. This follows a significant £4 million underspend that the directorate is 
forecasted to register this year. 
 

 Revised Budget 
2013/14 

£m 

Forecast Outturn 
2013/14 

£m 

Budget 
2014/15 

£m 

Plan 
2015/16 

£m 

Housing and Land 28.5 24.5 23.3 22.1 

Figure 2: Directorate Expenditure 

The Mayor’s Draft Budget shows a marginal net increase in housing-related revenue 
expenditure of £51,000 (0.4%) in the financial year 2014/15.125 
 

Economy-related revenue programme 
expenditure 
 

2013/14 
Forecast 

£000 

2014/15 
Expenditure 

£000 

2014/15 
Income 
£000 

2014/15 
Net 

£000 

Rough sleeping 8,997 8,808  8,808 

Community Right to Build 1,250 1,150  1,150 

Care and support housing 0 40 (40) 0 

Social Impact Bond 1,569 1,751  1,751 

RE:FIT 110 414 (304) 110 

RE:NEW 120 1,260 (1,010) 250 

Seaside and Country Homes 0 175 (175) 0 

Housing Moves 158 186  186 

Total 12,204 13,784 (1,529) 12,255 

Figure 3: GLA housing-related programme revenue budgets 

 
On capital expenditure, the Mayor’s Draft Budget shows that capital expenditure 
managed by the Housing and Land Directorate will increase significantly in the financial 
year 2014/15 (by nearly £500 million). This is primarily due to the Mayor’s decision at 
the beginning of the Spending Review period (2011-15) to backload capital 

                                                 
123 ‘Boris Johnson’s empty homes scheme repairs only eight in a year’, Evening Standard, 21 June 2013 
124 Traveller pitch fund, Question 2013/3026, Tom Copley 
125 Letter from Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA) to the Chair of the London Assembly 
Budget and Performance Committee, 16 January 2014 



 30 

expenditure on the high-spending programmes; namely the Affordable Homes 
Programme (money from which has recently been split with the Mayor’s Housing 
Covenant) and Decent Homes Backlog spending. 
 

 Forecast 
Outturn 

2013/14 (£m) 

Plan 
2014/15 

(£m) 

Plan 
2015/16 

(£m) 

Mayors Housing Covenant 34.9 190.9 76.3 

National Affordable Housing Programme 150.0 76.9 6.0 

Affordable Homes 20.0 299.8 356.7 

First Buy 0.4 0.0 0.0 

Mortgage Rescue 4.1 0.0 0.0 

Decent Homes Backlog 194.5 318.1 0.0 

Traveller Pitch 0.0 1.5 0.0 

Homelessness Change 0.8 5.4 0.0 

Custom Build 0.0 5.0 0.0 

Empty Homes - main programme 1.4 14.0 0.0 

Regeneration 7.9 8.0 10.6 

Land & Property 19.6 9.5 (10.6) 

Total 433.6 929.1 439 

Figure 4: GLA housing-related capital expenditure  

 
(iv) Labour’s Housing Alternative 
 
In order to tackle the problems of housing supply, the London Assembly Labour 
Members’ Budget Amendment seeks to lay the ground for a more effective and active 
housing operation at City Hall through the establishment of a new body, Homes for 
London, incorporating a new London Housing Corporation. This amendment also seeks 
to drive forward the supply of new homes through establishing a scheme to facilitate 
Housing Revenue Account headroom trading between boroughs and by investing in 
pilots of new fast-build housing projects. We would also unsure standards of house 
building by investing in a team of planning enforcement officers at City Hall. 
 
On the private rented sector, we would tackle poor standards by directly tackling the 
imbalance in power that exists between landlords and tenants.  We would do this by 
establishing a ‘London Bad Landlords Register’ similar to that now operating in New 
York along with a tenants ‘Know You Rights’ website. We would also provide targeted 
match-funding for environmental health officers in order to enforce standards in the 
private rented sector and establish a framework for a new London-wide ombudsman for 
the private rented sector that is capable of resolving disputes between tenants, 
landlords and letting agents. Finally, to help landlords, Labour Members would establish 
a ‘Decent Homes Fund’ for the private rented sector that provides low-cost loans for 
landlords at nil net cost to the state that enables them to bring London’s stock of 
privately rented accommodation up to a decent standard. 
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(v) Expanding housing supply 
 
Homes for London 
 
Labour Members of the Assembly would reorganise the work of the Greater London 
Authority's Land and Housing Directorate into a new body called Homes for London. In 
addition to the GLA's current operations, Homes for London would attract private 
investment in new build housing and would, in time, develop additional responsibilities 
for overseeing strategic regulation of London's private rented sector. Homes for London 
could provide a focal point for driving forward investment and housing delivery in 
London in the same way that Transport for London gives greater focus to improving 
transport infrastructure. It is envisaged that the initial cost of this reorganisation would 
be in the range of £0.5 million in the 2014/15 financial year.  
 
Through a new London Housing Corporation (LHC) that would sit within Homes for 
London, we would borrow against a GLA revenue stream (in accordance with the 
prudential borrowing code) to invest in the construction of new housing across a range 
of tenures on the GLA’s land holdings. This would rapidly expand the rate of housing 
supply in London by: 
 

 Directly commissioning new homes without the intention and necessity for 
the GLA to act as a profit making organisation,  

 Intervening in the market to supplement the insufficient number of housing 
units provided by the private sector in the capital, and 

 Building housing of all tenures in order to protect and strengthen mixed 
communities across London, with all profits re-invested in building new 
homes. 

 
Reform of Mayor’s Housing Covenant 
 
The Mayor recently transferred significant funds from the Affordable Housing 
Programme to his ‘Housing Covenant’. As of September 2013 the Mayor had 
transferred £93 million of funding from the Affordable Housing Programme to the 
Mayor’s ‘Housing Covenant’.126  
 
This has resulted in mayoral housing investment being transferred from supporting 
those on low-incomes in desperate need of affordable housing to rent, to helping more 
affluent Londoners acquire property.  The Affordable Homes Programme funds a higher 
proportion of rented housing than it does affordable ownership housing (the ratio is 
74:26, rent to ownership).127 By contrast, the Mayor’s Housing Covenant has, so far, 
only supported affordable home ownership.128 The Mayor has said that focusing spare 
resources on affordable home ownership will move the balance between tenures closer 
to that in the London Plan (a ratio of 60:40, rent to ownership).129 But a consequence 
of this may be that the size of homes built is different. From April 2011 to September 
2013, 34% of rented housing starts were family-sized (i.e. with three or more 

                                                 
126 ‘Assembly seeks clarification from Mayor on £93M funding transfer from housing projects for the 
poorest’, Greater London Authority, 22 July 2013 
127 Letter from Mayor to Chair of Housing committee, 5 August 2013. 
128 As at 30 September 2013, all 502 housing starts in the Mayor’s Housing Covenant were for Affordable 
Home Ownership. (Source: GLA affordable housing statistics, September 2013) 
129 Letter from Mayor to Chair of Housing committee, 5 August 2013. 

http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s28462/4b%20Summary%20Report%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20Mayoral%20Response.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/housing-land/increasing-housing-supply/gla-affordable-housing-statistics
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s28462/4b%20Summary%20Report%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20Mayoral%20Response.pdf


 32 

bedrooms).130 By contrast, only 11% of home ownership starts were family-sized in that 
same period. 
 
Labour Members of the Assembly believe that there should be no further transfers out 
of the Affordable Housing Programme for the purposes of funding the Housing 
Covenant.  
 
Helping the London boroughs to build more homes 
 
The UK has never built enough homes to meet housing need without the intervention 
of local government. While the reforms to the Housing Revenue Account that were 
initiated under the previous government have helped to get councils building again, the 
arbitrary caps on HRA borrowing (which are opposed by councils of all political colours) 
have constrained the London Boroughs’ ability to maximise the amount of housing that 
can be delivered with their resources.  
 
To address this problem, Labour Members of the London Assembly would seek to make 
available to boroughs a London-wide HRA Headroom Trading System to help 
redistribute borrowing capacity and to maximise housing delivery. We envisage this 
requiring an investment of £0.2 million in the financial year 2014/15 in research, 
policy development and borough engagement, while the financial framework needed to 
facilitate such a project would require an investment of £0.3 million. 
 
Fast-build, modular, ultra-energy-efficient housing 
 
London needs a rapid expansion of housing supply across all tenures and it needs 
homes that are decent and energy-efficient at a competitive cost. One solution is fast-
build, modular, ultra-energy-efficient housing which can be up in a matter of weeks and 
helps to eradicate fuel poverty with low energy bills. This will kickstart a new sector in 
the housing industry that will create jobs and opportunities for skill development. 
 
This is an idea whose moment has come. Such homes are common in Scandinavia and 
Germany, but until now there have only been isolated examples in the UK. That is 
changing and there are schemes currently built or underway across the country. Housing 
associations and developers are commissioning a pipeline of social rent and/or mixed 
tenure projects which embrace these advances in building technology. In Havering for 
example, Circle housing association has commissioned 51 fast-build energy-efficient 
social homes predominantly for families. Most of the components are being made in 
factories around the M25. The homes are currently under construction and due for 
completion in February. The project comprises 8 three-bed 2-storey houses, 26 four-
bed 3-storey houses, 16 two-bed flats and 1 four-bed flat, all with access to gardens 
and children’s playspace131.  They are wood-panelled with attractive brick cladding. The 
erection of an 8 unit-terrace took three weeks, from prepared foundations to fit-out. 
The total construction time for this type of development including site preparation can 
be as little as 13 weeks. 
 

                                                 
130 Calculated by Committee Officers using GLA affordable housing statistics, September 2013. (Support 
housing excluded from calculations.) 
131 Former Amberley House New Road Rainham. Site plans. 18 January 2013. Available from 
https://msp.havering.gov.uk/Planning/lg/GFPlanningDocuments.page;jsessionid=773D9355B913BCEB7
C0D684593094F79  

http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/housing-land/increasing-housing-supply/gla-affordable-housing-statistics
https://msp.havering.gov.uk/Planning/lg/GFPlanningDocuments.page;jsessionid=773D9355B913BCEB7C0D684593094F79
https://msp.havering.gov.uk/Planning/lg/GFPlanningDocuments.page;jsessionid=773D9355B913BCEB7C0D684593094F79
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These homes are competitive on cost: one system cost 6.7% less to build than a  
conventional build at a Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes (the current London 
standard)132, and another is 22% cheaper than industry standard.133 
 
The expansion of fast-build, modular, ultra-energy-efficient housing will create jobs in 
both manufacturing and assembly. Factories are being set up to provide manufacturing 
jobs, and training schemes are being developed that give people the on-site skills 
needed for assembly. One system already has 350 involved in producing products across 
seven factories.134 Although the external timber wall panels are assembled in Sweden, 
75% of the components are fabricated in the United Kingdom and over 90% of the jobs 
created are UK-based with most of those local to the site.135 
 
These homes will eradicate fuel poverty. They can be air-tight in the vein of the German 
‘Passive House’ design, which reduces energy demand by 85%136. This slashes energy 
bills: a typical three-bed house can have its energy costs around £300 per year, £1000 
less than current average bills.  
 
Modular housing works well as Lifetime homes because they can be built to bespoke 
designs and are ultra-flexible, allowing for reconfiguration inside throughout the 
resident’s lifetime. 
 
Build systems are often extremely sustainable, particularly if based on a precision 
engineering integrated solution. Timber-framed and timber-panelled systems can offer 
very low levels of embodied energy, and natural components such as mineral wool can 
be used for insulation. The use of natural materials in the creation of well-insulated but 
well-ventilated homes also has significant health benefits including reductions in 
asthma and other bronchial illnesses. Construction waste is also substantially reduced 
and in the unlikely event of the site requiring redevelopment many systems are capable 
of being disassembled and reconstructed elsewhere. 
 
The time has come for London to use modern methods of construction in the housing 
sector. London Assembly Labour proposes to kickstart an expansion of the pipeline for 
these types of projects by developing on Mayoral land across London. We would fund 
an integrated mixed-tenure pilot development of 20 units on GLA-owned land in 
central London. The pilot would bring together a mix of 3-storey family homes at social 
rent with apartments in a 6-storey block, all with access to gardens and open spaces, 
particularly catering for families. The project would be a modern variation of the high 
density, low-rise terraced housing design developed between the Georgian and 
Victorian eras, and which is proving popular and community-friendly. 
 
Total build cost is estimated at around £1200 - 1400 per square metre, including 
demolition and remediation, substructure, build system erection, fit out, external works 
and services.137 The budget for a mixed 20-unit scheme of 2000 sq metres should be set 
at £2.8m build cost, excluding the land. 
 

                                                 
132 “Climate Energy Homes - ecoTECH Passiv Build System comparison against traditional CfSH Level 4 
benchmark schemes”. EC Harris. 15 February 2013. 
133 Rogers Stirk Harbour + Partners. Homeshell brochure. p. 35. 
134 Email from Mark Bradbury to Alex Csicsek. 17 January 2014. 
135 Presentation by Christine Hynes. 22 January 2014. 
136 Waldsee Biohaus. “Design & Architecture.” http://waldseebiohaus.typepad.com/biohaus/design.html. 
137 Rogers Stirk Harbour + Partners. Homeshell brochure. p. 35. 
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(vi) Improving standards in London’s private rented sector 
 
‘PRS Decent Homes Fund’ 
 
London’s private rented sector is the worst tenure for physical standards of any tenure, 
with over 250,000 privately rented homes falling to meet the Decent Homes Standard 
used in the social sector. To address this problem, in the financial year 2013/14, Labour 
Members of the London Assembly would bring forward a strategy for a ‘PRS Decent 
Homes Fund’ – a source of low cost loans for landlords that enables them to bring their 
properties up to a decent standard. This would be a revolving fund, which we anticipate 
landlords repaying at a rate of interest linked to the Retail Price Index. Landlords would 
be able to access the fund if they are accredited by a landlord accreditation scheme 
approved by the Mayor’s London Rental Standard.  
 
This strategy would finalise policy details, giving particular consideration to the 
incentives needed to attract landlords into the scheme. It would also assess what 
finance can be generated into the fund from the GLA as well as from sources such as, 
private finance and central government funding. The strategy would also highlight how 
the fund would link with RE:NEW and whether additional finance could be attracted 
from the carbon reduction and insulation programmes operated by utility companies. 
 
The ambition would be to modernise at least 25,000 private rented homes each year – 
10% of the homes that currently fail to meet the Decent Homes Standard.  
 
In 2012/13 the average level of funding per social rented property treated through the 
Decent Homes standard was £13,000.138 This means that they should now be:139 
 

 Free of health and safety hazards 

 In a reasonable state of repair 

 Have reasonably modern kitchens, bathrooms and boilers 

 Reasonably insulated 
 
It is reasonable to assume that the cost of bringing private rented homes up to the 
Decent Homes standard would be roughly the same as for social housing. This would 
therefore require a future annual fund of around £325 million per annum that would be 
entirely re-paid by landlords at a rate of interest in line with inflation. It would therefore 
incur no long-term net cost.  
 
This strategy would be prepared by staff already employed at the GLA, incurring nil 
additional cost in the financial year 2014/15. 
 
Enforcing standards in the private rented sector 
 
Any serious attempt to tackle rogue practices by private landlords and push up 
standards for tenants has to correct the imbalance of power that exists between tenant 
and landlord (particularly addressing the legitimate fears tenants have of being evicted 
by their landlord if they register a complaint140) and confronting the cuts to 

                                                 
138 Decent Homes, Question No: 2013/4119, Tom Copley 
139 ‘Decent homes: refurbishing social housing’, www.gov.uk 
140 ‘Rent reform: Making London's private rented sector fit for purpose’, London Assembly Housing and 
Regeneration Committee, June 2013, p.28 
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enforcement teams in many London boroughs since the 2010 general election.141 To do 
this, the London Assembly Labour Members would: 

 
I. Provide match-funding to London boroughs to employ an additional 32 

environmental health officers to undertake checks and drive up physical and 
landlord standards in the private rented sector. This would require an investment of 
£0.8 million in the financial year 2014/15 based on a cost of £50,000 per officer 
including on-costs. This would add much needed capacity to London’s stock of 
environmental health officers. A 2011 study by Brent Private Tenants Group found 
that in some boroughs, such as Bexley, there were as few as four environmental 
health officers working on enforcing standards in the private rented sector. 
Similarly, in Barnet there was one environmental health officer for every 4,667 
properties.142 
 

II. Establish a Mayor of London ‘Know Your Rights’ website for private renters, 
providing easily digested information, including advice about appropriate courses 
of action when dealing with landlords, tenancy agreements, and repairs and 
deposits. This would be produced in collaboration with relevant charities and think-
tanks and would be advertised using the Mayor's unique access to Transport for 
London advertising space. This would require an investment of £0.072 million in 
the financial year 2014/15. Maintenance of this site would be carried out by GLA 
officers working in collaboration with its third sector partners. 
 

III. Empower private tenants by making funding available to establish private tenants’ 
representative groups in each London borough. There are currently a handful of 
such groups across London, but only two of these can be said to be firmly 
established.  
 
Following discussions with private tenants’ groups, it is clear that the two major 
costs of such groups are staff salaries (both Brent Private Tenants Group and the 
Camden Federation of Private Tenants currently employ two members of staff) and 
office rental. Labour Members therefore propose making available funding to 
establish private tenants’ groups in each of the 32 London boroughs. We propose 
to achieve this by working in partnership with boroughs, striking an agreement 
whereby if the local authority makes office space available for a private tenants’ 
group, the Greater London Authority would meet the cost of two members of staff. 
From discussions with private tenants’ groups, we believe this would cost £50,000 
per member of staff, therefore requiring an investment of £3.2 million in the 
financial year 2014/15. 
 

IV. Because the current system is failing tenants and landlords alike, we would produce 
proposals for a new, single industry-wide, ombudsman for the private rented 
sector. The proposals, which would be taken to government, would be able to 
effectively tackle rogue practices by landlords and letting agents and provide 
adequate protection for tenants from retaliatory eviction. This work would be 
undertaken by GLA officers, therefore incurring nil cost to the GLA in the next 
financial year. 
 

                                                 
141 ‘Rent reform: Making London's private rented sector fit for purpose’, London Assembly Housing and 
Regeneration Committee, June 2013, p.27 
142 Information provided by ‘Brent Private Tenants Group’ 
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V. We would also establish an online, publicly accessible and widely publicised, 
register of London's bad landlords. We would seek to mirror a similar scheme 
established by the now Mayor of New York, which uses data from prosecutions and 
enforcement actions to map those properties owned by landlords engaging in 
rogue practices. We would also seek to enable tenants to input their own 
experiences (subject to appropriate legal criteria) into the online map in order to 
provide a much more in-depth report on London's landlords, which can provide 
more information to tenants and help readdress the power imbalance that landlords 
enjoy over tenants in a constrained market. This would require an investment of 
£0.072 million in the financial year 2014/15. We would anticipate the annual 
maintenance cost of this site to be in the region of £0.03 million per annum 
thereafter. 
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B) Planning 
 
(i) Critique of the Mayor’s Approach 
 
The Localism Act created a number of platforms for communities to engage in the 
planning process143. From neighbourhood planning to protecting pubs as Assets of 
Community Value, Londoners have expressed an interest in playing a more active role in 
shaping their communities.  
 
The Mayor has failed to embrace localism or to give individuals and communities the 
tools they need to actively engage in the process. Despite his 2011 pledge to return 
“village spirit” to local communities in London144, he has consistently pursued policies 
which take decisions out of the hands of local people and their council representatives, 
including a move to have some non-strategic planning decisions made by the GLA 
instead of the local authority145. His policies have been criticised by an independent 
planning inspector for running afoul of “the spirit of the Localism Act”146. 
 
(ii) London Assembly Labour’s Alternative  
 
London Assembly Labour proposes the creation of a Localism Support Network  
 
The proposed Network of professionals and others with experience in engaging with 
localism would provide information and assistance to community groups. A website 
hosted on London.gov.uk would act as a clearinghouse of information, and a telephone 
hotline hosted within City Hall would connect interested community groups with the 
professional members of the Network. 
 
Londoners want to shape their communities through the instruments provided by the 
Localism Act, but financial, organisational, and expertise barriers often put these tools 
out of the reach of community groups, particularly those in deprived areas147. For 
instance, of the 74 communities which have expressed an interest in drafting a 
neighbourhood plan, only 23 of these have completed the first stage in the process148 
and just one has actually produced an adopted neighbourhood plan149. The proposed 
Network would allow these interested individuals and groups to surmount the hurdles 
that stand in the way of making localism work. 
 
Tessa Blunden of the Ivy House community pub, which was purchased and now run by 
the local community under the Community Right to Bid process, explains how such a 
Network could help community groups overcome barriers:  
 
“the idea of a central resource… is something we would have loved to have had when 
we were going through the process. It is people you can contract through a forum or by 
email for advice but also a central place where there are lots of different fact sheets and 

                                                 
143 DCLG. A plain English guide to the Localism Act. November 2011:  
144 “Boris Johnson pledges to bring back village spirit.” The Telegraph. 04 October 2011: 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/conservative/8806033/Boris-Johnson-pledges-to-bring-
back-village-spirit.html. 
145 Mayor’s Question Time. Question 2012/3676. 21 November 2012. 
146 Geoff Salter. “Report to the Mayor of London.” The Planning Inspectorate. 19 June 2013. 
147 London Assembly Planning Committee. Meeting Transcript. 10 October 2013. 
148 London Communications Agency. Neighbourhood Forum Map. November 2013. 
149 RBKC. Press release: London’s first neighbourhood plan passes referendum. 06 December 2013. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/5959/1896534.pdf
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/conservative/8806033/Boris-Johnson-pledges-to-bring-back-village-spirit.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/conservative/8806033/Boris-Johnson-pledges-to-bring-back-village-spirit.html
http://questions.london.gov.uk/QuestionSearch/searchclient/questions/question_43968
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9442/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20Protecting%20Assets%20of%20Community%20Value%20Transcript%20Thursday%2010-Oct-2013%2014.00%20.pdf?T=9
http://www.londoncommunications.co.uk/cms/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/LondonNF.Map_.v3.13.11.04.pdf
http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/pressrelease/pressreleasepage.aspx?id=4615
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information on how the Localism Act works in theory and in practice and sources of 
help, guidance, and funding. Having it all in the same place would have saved us a lot 
of time and energy.”150  
 
We would set aside £100,000 for this in the financial year 2014/15 to cover one 
additional member of staff to run the Network as well as production of materials and 
hosting of events. 
 
London Assembly Labour proposes funding PAL  
 
Londoners’ engagement with the planning system is not confined to the localism 
agenda. People who are impacted by planning proposals or decisions often wish to 
influence outcomes, but can be stymied by a lack of expertise151. For the past 40 years, 
Planning Aid for London (PAL) has stepped in with a free advice and information 
service which explains the planning system, achieves negotiated solutions and gives 
voice to disadvantaged groups. Each year its 150 qualified volunteers assist 
approximately 400 individuals and groups on issues ranging from responding to 
development proposals to community group action and neighbourhood planning. It also 
runs training sessions and workshops, produces guides and other publications, and 
delivers assistance in conjunction with other third sector organisations. Despite this 
strong track record its office closed on 20 December 2013 after the loss of funding152. 
 
London Assembly Labour proposes funding PAL to allow it to continue to run this very 
important service within London. Empowering people to effectively engage with 
planning is key to securing development that benefits the entire community, and not 
just the developer. PAL allows individuals and communities to do that, and its loss 
would be a blow to planning in London. 
 
The cost of recruiting, managing and monitoring the performance of volunteers, plus 
use of office space and facilities, is approximately £65,000pa. 
 
Enforcing planning conditions 
 
Public confidence in the planning system is bolstered by effective enforcement. People 
want to have a sense of sway over changes to their local built environment, but that is 
undermined when developers deviate from the plans outlined in their applications. 
Failure to address breaches of planning conditions raises questions about the 
importance of planning in the first place and is yet another reason local people feel 
disengaged from the process. 
 
The GLA relies on boroughs to enforce planning conditions. Cuts to local government 
spending mean that many planning departments have experienced significant 
reductions in spending153, reducing their ability to execute proper enforcement. 
Considering the Mayor’s important role in strategic planning applications, the GLA 
should step in the fill the gap. 

                                                 
150 Planning Committee. Transcript. 10 October 2013, p. 22. 
151 Ibid. 
152 Planning Aid for London website. Advice is currently still available from London-based volunteers, but 
backroom functions have been transferred to Planning Aid Scotland for a one-year agreement with no 
guarantee that services will continue in 2015. 
153 ‘Council cuts will bring local government 'to its knees'’. Guardian. 26 March 213: 
http://www.theguardian.com/society/2013/mar/25/council-cuts-local-government-knees.  

http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9442/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20Protecting%20Assets%20of%20Community%20Value%20Transcript%20Thursday%2010-Oct-2013%2014.00%20.pdf?T=9
http://www.planningaidforlondon.org.uk/
http://www.theguardian.com/society/2013/mar/25/council-cuts-local-government-knees
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To ensure that new-build housing in the capital meets the standards set out in planning 
agreements, Labour Members of the Assembly would establish a team within the 
Greater London Authority's Planning Decisions Unit to carry out random spot-checks on 
new developments. We would set aside £0.3 million for this in the financial year 
2014/15. 
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2.3 Environment 
 

Environment £ (millions) 

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  
 

 
H.E.A.T (Home Energy Advice Team) 

0.805 

Total 1.855 

Funded by: Cost (m) 

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates 
from Transport for London 

1.855 

 
(i) Critique of the Mayor’s Approach  
 
Air Quality 
  
2013 didn’t start well for the Mayor’s environmental credentials when he informed 
readers of his Telegraph column that having examined “the snowy waste outside…I 
have an open mind” in relation to climate change.154 In fact, on every single issue from 
tackling London’s air pollution crisis155, to spiralling energy bills156, insulating London’s 
draughty housing stock157, and supporting renewable energy158, the Mayor’s policies 
have failed to deliver for Londoners. 
 
In the month following the Mayor’s ill-thought remarks on climate-change, he 
announced his intention to introduce a new Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) from 
2020. All vehicles that entered the central London zone would have to be zero or low 
emission, a policy that the Mayor claimed would “provide a major spur for the further 
development and mass take-up of zero and low emission vehicles”.159 
 
However, by the summer the policy had unraveled when it became clear a full feasibility 
study was still being undertaken with remarkably few details yet determined. As the 
weeks passed by, the question of what vehicles would be included in the ULEZ also 
remained, with the Mayor repeatedly informing Assembly Members that only newly 
registered vehicles after 2020 would be included, whilst contradicting this in written 

                                                 
154 The Telegraph 20th January 2013 (Accessed 21.1.14) 
155 As evidenced by the confusion surrounding the ULEZ – see footnote 5. 
156 As evidenced by the latest energy price rises reported at BBC News Online (Accessed 20.1.14) 
157 As evidenced by the failure of the RE:NEW Programme in which the savings made by Londoners were 
substantially less than forecast. See Murad Qureshi AM blogpost for further information. (Accessed 
20.1.14) 
158 As evidenced by the Mayor’s attacks on wind energy which was reported in the Sydney Morning 
Herald (Accessed 10.10.13) 
159 Mayoral Press Release 13th February 2013 (Accessed 21.1.14) 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/columnists/borisjohnson/9814618/Its-snowing-and-it-really-feels-like-the-start-of-a-mini-ice-age.html
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-25182857
http://muradqureshi.com/is-renew-boriss-green-deal/
http://www.smh.com.au/world/wind-farms-a-disease-says-boris-johnson-20130915-2tt61.html
http://www.smh.com.au/world/wind-farms-a-disease-says-boris-johnson-20130915-2tt61.html
https://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2013/02/mayor-of-london-announces-game-changer-for-air-quality-in-the
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correspondence160. Given this, a policy that was heavily dependent on securing the 
confidence of car manufacturers to invest and the confidence of consumers to buy was 
now beset by confusion. 
 
Whilst the Mayor decided what his policy should be, evidence continued to demonstrate 
that air pollution posed a serious threat to public health. In November, statistics 
revealed that death rates as a result of air pollution got worse in almost half of London 
boroughs161. Recent studies have also led to a much greater understanding of the health 
impacts which include low birth weight, increasing the risk of developing chronic 
diseases in later life, altering emotional responses and impairing cognition.162 
 
Green Growth 
 
In September 2013, a report revealed that London’s green economy had grown in the 
past five years, with more than 9,200 green firms employing over 163,500 people163. 
Labour’s Assembly Members very much welcome this development and would like to 
see London’s reputation as a centre for sustainable enterprise grow still further.  
 
The Labour Group is, however, deeply concerned that recent Mayoral interventions are 
also putting London’s green economy at risk. The Mayor has recently railed against 
wind turbines describing them as a “disease”.164 This is in spite of the fact that wind is 
one of the largest sub sectors in London’s green economy and believed to be worth 
£2.53bn165 to the U.K economy. Labour Member’s believe that the Mayor’s highly 
charged and ideologically motivated rhetoric in respect of wind farms risks damaging 
business confidence in renewable energy and, as a consequence, jobs in the capital.. 
 
Aviation Noise 
 
The growing problem of aviation noise continued to have a major impact on the lives of 
Londoners during 2013166. 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.167 In the last decade the problem has spread across London with 
disturbance now being felt up to 20 km away from the airport.168 
 

                                                 
160 The Mayor twice stated it would only apply to vehicles registered after 2020 onwards as recorded in 
the transcripts of the London Assembly Meetings on 17th July 2013 (p.49/50) and 24th July 2013 (p.8/9) 
which contradicted this Press Release from February. A letter was sent by the Chair of the Environment 
Committee to clarify this point on 29th November. A response was received in January 2014 but it didn’t 
clarify the situation further. 
161 As reported in the Evening Standard 6th November 2013 
162 Air Quality in Enfield, A Guide For Public Health Professionals by the Mayor of London June 2013. 
(Accessed 4.12.13) p.13 
163 Mayoral Press Release: New report reveals London’s booming green economy – ‘driving our economic 
recovery’ 5/9/13 
164 Boris Johnson comments were widely reported including in the Sydney Morning Herald (Accessed 
10/10/13) 
165 Mayoral Press Release: New report reveals London’s booming green economy – ‘driving our economic 
recovery’ 5/9/13 
166 As catalogued extensively by the HACAN Website (Accessed 20.1.14) 
167 ‘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 
168 The London Assembly’s consultation response to the Government's draft aviation policy framework, 31 
October 2012, p.8   

http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b8983/Minutes%20-%20Questions%20to%20the%20Mayor%20-%20Transcript%20Wednesday%2017-Jul-2013%2010.00%20London%20Assembly%20Mayors.pdf?T=9
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9023/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%201%20-%20Draft%20Transcript%20Wednesday%2024-Jul-2013%2010.00%20London%20Assembly%20Plenary.pdf?T=9#page=1&zoom=auto,0,842
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2013/02/mayor-of-london-announces-game-changer-for-air-quality-in-the
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor-assembly/london-assembly/publications/proposed-ultra-low-emission-zone
http://www.standard.co.uk/news/london/air-pollution-death-rate-up-in-half-of-london-boroughs-8924098.html
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Air%20Quality%20for%20Public%20Health%20Professionals%20-%20LB%20Enfield.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2013/09/new-report-reveals-london-s-booming-green-economy-driving-our
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2013/09/new-report-reveals-london-s-booming-green-economy-driving-our
http://www.smh.com.au/world/wind-farms-a-disease-says-boris-johnson-20130915-2tt61.html
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2013/09/new-report-reveals-london-s-booming-green-economy-driving-our
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2013/09/new-report-reveals-london-s-booming-green-economy-driving-our
http://www.hacan.org.uk/
http://www.hacan.org.uk/news/press_releases.php?id=282
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/London%20Assembly%20Aviation%20consultation%20response%20final%20pdf.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/London%20Assembly%20Aviation%20consultation%20response%20final%20pdf.pdf
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In August the British Medical Journal confirmed what many had long suspected. There 
is a clear link between health conditions such as stroke, heart and circulatory disease 
and aircraft noise. A study of 3.6 million people living near Heathrow Airport found that 
the health risks were 10-20% higher in areas with the most aircraft noise.169 In spite of 
this new evidence, the Mayor has continued to fail to tackle this issue head on. The 
Labour Group made a solid proposal in the last budget amendment to re-establish the 
Greater London Authority noise team, a proposal which has not been taken forward by 
the Mayor. 
 
Utility Bills and the Cost of Living Crisis 
 
There is one issue, however, that for many Londoners will have helped to define their 
family finances during 2013 – rising energy bills. The winter of 2013-14 has seen all big 
six energy firms raise customers’ bills well above inflation.170 
 
One of the most important interventions the Mayor can make to cut both bills and fuel 
poverty is to insulate London’s draughty housing stock. The Mayor’s RE:NEW (domestic 
retro-fit) programme is delivering well short of its targets;171 Energy Companies 
continue to demonstrate little enthusiasm for delivering ECO in the capital172while the 
Green Deal risks becoming a national embarrassment, with just 132 people in the 
process of having measures installed at the close of July 2013, against a target of 
insulating 14 million homes by 2020.173 
 
Meanwhile, Thames Water applied to the regulator to increase charges for consumers by 
£29 in 2014-15.174 London Assembly Labour Members interceded with the regulator 
twice, urging a complete rejection of the plans at time when Londoners budgets were 
already under strain.175 Unfortunately for Londoners, the Mayor demonstrated a 
shocking lack of concern and did not make any attempt to block the increase.176  
Nevertheless, the regulator ruled against the price rise and, in doing so, quoted 
arguments made by London Assembly Labour Members in their decision notice177. 
 
Mayor’s Environment Cuts and Programme Drift 
 
The Mayor’s Group Budget Proposals and Precepts 2014-15 Consultation Document 
sets out plans for reduced funding for the Development, Enterprise and Environment 
Directorate to just £19.9m in 2014-15178. This a steep cut from the £31.2m allocated 
last year.179  
 

                                                 
169 As reported by  the BBC News Website (Accessed 5/12/13) 
170 The latest energy prices can be seen on the USwitch Website (Accessed 20.1.14). 
171 By May 2012 it had delivered less than half of the planned 200,000 homes retrofitted. The latest 
available figure is that 99,000 homes have been retrofitted as of December 2013. (Accessed 20.1.13) 
172 This has been widely reported and was recently mentioned on the Energy for London website. 
(Accessed 20.1.14) 
173 Green Deal figures were rep reported here: (“Ed Davey slammed for blaming poor Green Deal take-up 
on lack of installers” GreenWise Website 2.9.13) 
174 The Price Rise application was widely reported including on Sky News Online (Accessed 20.1.13) 
175 The Letter that was sent to Thames Water can be read here. (Accessed 20.1.14) 
176 Confirmed by the Mayor’s answer to a written question MQ 2013/4267 
177 Ofwat’s Decision Notice can be viewed here 
178 As set out on Page 10 of The Mayor’s Group Budget Proposals and Precepts 2014-15 Consultation 
179 Ibid 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-24432162
http://www.uswitch.com/gas-electricity/guides/gas-electricity-prices/
http://questions.london.gov.uk/QuestionSearch/searchclient/questions/question_272517
http://www.energyforlondon.org/renew-progress-setbacks-outlined/
http://www.greenwisebusiness.co.uk/news/ed-davey-slammed-for-blaming-poor-green-deal-takeup-on-lack-of-installers-4062.aspx
http://news.sky.com/story/1165677/thames-water-8-percent-price-hike-stopped-by-ofwat
http://cityhalllabour.org/thames-water-price-rise-decision-100-correct/
http://questions.london.gov.uk/QuestionSearch/searchclient/questions/question_272059
http://www.ofwat.gov.uk/regulating/det_idok20131108tms.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Mayorsconsultationbudget2014-15_0.pdf
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There was a significant under-spend last year180and it’s not clear precisely how this has 
occurred. In addition, the document details further reductions in budget to £10.7m for 
2015-16181. It is not yet fully clear how this will affect specific programmes, but GLA 
officers have previously stated they are seeking to increase European funding streams 
for decentralised energy182.  

 
(ii) London Assembly Labour’s Alternative 
 
Tackling the Cold Homes Crisis 
 
The Mayor’s domestic insulation programme has failed Londoners and left nearly 
300,000 London homes “fuel poor”.183 These statistics are based on latest figures from 
2011 before the latest round of price rises184. Given that the government estimates that 
a one per cent increase in the price of energy pushes a further 40,000 households into 
fuel poverty,185 and one of the big six energy firms – Npower- has announced it will 
raise prices by 10.4%, we can see that these crippling price rises are putting hundreds of 
thousands at risk.186 
 
Fuel poverty often results in a choice between heating and eating, a decision no 
Londoner should have to make. At its worst, between 30% and 50% of Excess Winter 
Deaths can be linked to cold indoor temperatures.187 Last winter 2,700 excess winter 
deaths took place in 2012/13, meaning that between 810 and 1350 Londoners died 
because their homes were simply too cold.188 
 
London Assembly Labour Members recognise that in addition to the problem of fuel 
poverty there are much broader challenges of supply which are dealt with later in this 
chapter. The approach set out is a “whole market” series of proposals, aimed at tackling 
the strategic challenges the energy industry faces in serving Londoners. 
 
H.E.A.T (Home Energy Advice Team) 
 
The new service would perform five core functions: 
 

1. To provide advice and support to Londoners in or at risk of fuel poverty. 
2. To maximise Energy Company Obligation (ECO) and other energy efficiency 

spending for London. This would complement the current and future work for 
the planned RE:NEW Support team. This latest phase of RE:NEW focuses on 
social housing so a scheme that works on a door to door basis rather than 
individual blocks will help reach the hard to treat homes in London.  

3. To maximise uptake of price support mechanisms such as Warm Home Discount 
across London. 

                                                 
180 Ibid 
181 ibid 
182 As set out on Page 17 of the Budget and Performance Committee November 2013 Transcript 
183 Information compiled by National Energy Action and taken from 2011 sub-regional fuel poverty data 
184 ibid 
185 The 1% increase figure is cited here (A Co-operative Green Economy, New Solutions for Energy and 
Sustainable Social Justice by Pat Conaty. p15) and Npower’s price rise can be seen here. 
186 ibid 
187 The Information from the World Health Organisation was collated by The Energy Bill Revolution. 
Excess Winter Death figures taken from the Office for National Statistics data set (Spreadsheet on pg12) 
188 Ibid 

http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b9685/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%201%20-%20Transcript%20Tuesday%2019-Nov-2013%2010.00%20Budget%20and%20Performance%20Committee.pdf?T=9
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/2011-sub-regional-fuel-poverty-data-low-income-high-costs-indicator
http://www.uk.coop/sites/storage/public/downloads/greeneconomy_v1_0_0.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-24607242
http://www.energybillrevolution.org/fuel-poverty/
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171778_337459.pdf
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4. To provide a single point of referral for health, housing, social care and third 
sector partners across the region. 

5. To link fuel poverty to other interventions designed to reduce excess winter 
deaths and hospital admissions across London. 

 
Labour Members would seek to establish a fully staffed service which would have three 
pillars: 
 

1. A single telephone helpline number 
2. A website 
3. An outreach team who would attend community events and lead direct 

engagement with those at risk of fuel poverty.  
 
Between 1993 and 2007, London had five sub-regional energy efficiency advice centres 
commissioned by the Energy Saving Trust. This was then replaced by a single pan-
London organisation. Following the closure of the pan-London service, there is 
currently a service for England with a small number of local authorities in London 
operating their own scheme.  
 
H.E.A.T would seek to complement the existing provision in boroughs such as LB 
Islington’s SHINE programme. Established in 2010, the SHINE programme processed 
5,400 referrals leading to over 25,000 interventions in the first three years, making it 
the largest referral network in the country.189 The network develops lasting relationships 
with statutory and voluntary agencies that provide services from personal debt 
assistance, energy saving measures, befriending services and replacement of old heating 
systems. The scheme has saved residents £550,000 per year alone through energy 
efficiency interventions,190 with 60% of clients stating they were not aware of the 
services they were referred to beforehand.191 The programme also won the European 
Prize for Innovation in Public Administration in 2013192 
 
In addition incorporating the best elements of SHINE, H.E.A.T would incorporate 
elements of other campaigns such as the Know Your Rights scheme193. The knowledge 
base developed by existing schemes would be used as a foundation for the pan-London 
programme with partnership local authorities taking a lead role on the ground. 
 
Extrapolating from the cost of shine, the new service would cost approximately 
£805,000 in 2014-15. The figure is based on the service processing approximately 600 
self or third-party referrals a year from each borough, or around 19,000 referrals 
annually across London. The first year’s costing includes training and set up costs so it 
can be expected to be substantially less in year two.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
189 Information from officers at SHINE and the web link - SHINE (Seasonal Health Interventions Network) 
project 
190 ibid 
191 ibid 
192 ibid 
193 Islington Council SHINE (Seasonal Health Interventions Network)  

http://www.islington.gov.uk/publicrecords/library/Environmental-protection/Information/Leaflets/2012-2013/%282012-04-25%29-Shine-leaflet-2012.pdf
http://www.islington.gov.uk/publicrecords/library/Environmental-protection/Information/Leaflets/2012-2013/%282012-04-25%29-Shine-leaflet-2012.pdf
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Research project in to the establishment of community energy cooperatives in London 
 
London Assembly Labour believes that radical supply-side measures are necessary to 
ensure that the stranglehold of the ‘big six’ energy suppliers is broken. Oligopoly 
reduces consumer choice and may result in non-competitive and collusive pricing. The 
dominance of the big six195 may also act as a barrier to market entry by smaller 
competitors. One of the ways this issue can be addressed is through ‘community 
ownership’ of the energy supply196.  
 
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 community197. 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.  
 
There is also considerable direct benefit to communities with opportunities for training 
and development around the installation and maintenance of the technology, teaching 
Londoners vital skills for the green jobs of the future. In many cases where community 
energy schemes such as Brixton Energy include retro-fitting insulation, substantial 
savings can be made on energy bills.198 
 
In addition to the benefits to communities, collective, locally owned energy generation 
schemes can help to offset the challenges posed by the need to secure new and 
sustainable supplies of energy. In the course of the last year, the debate surrounding 
the need to secure energy supplies for the future and what sources of energy should 
take precedence have continued to intensify. In June the regulator Ofgem warned that 
the danger of power shortages by the middle of the decade has increased with spare 
electricity capacity possibly down to 2% by 2015, making blackouts a possibility.199 The 
“Capacity Crunch” of dwindling supplies through the decommissioning of power 
stations and need to meet increasing demand makes securing new renewable supplies a 
core priority for 2014. There is also strong public support for reforms to the energy 
market with consumers identifying energy prices as the biggest threat to the UK 
economy.200  
 
With this in mind, London Assembly Labour proposes an action research project in to 
the establishment of community energy cooperatives in London which we would 
allocate £500,000 to fund. 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.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
195 The Big Six have a market share of 95% - as reported by Yahoo News (Accessed 20.1.14) 
196 See: ‘The Power Book’(2012), Socialist Environment and Resources Association 
197 Thomas, G.(2012), The Power Book (Chapter 6), Socialist Environment and Resources Association, p.44 
198 As reported on BBC News Online. (Accessed 20/1/14)  
199 BBC News Website Ofgem warns danger of power shortages has increased (Accessed 6th January 2014) 
200 YouGov Polling:  Voters: Energy prices are Number One Threat (Accessed 6th January 2014) 

http://uk.news.yahoo.com/big-six-energy-firms-cartel-100843656.html#cUBw4JR
http://serauk.files.wordpress.com/2012/10/powerbook.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-23376615
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-23081695
http://yougov.co.uk/news/2013/09/25/energy-prices-economic-threat/
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Addressing the Air Quality Crisis 
 
Comprehensive study of London’s air quality, with recommendations for policy solutions. 
 
Air pollution remains a major public health problem facing London causing over 4,000 
premature deaths every year201. However, by the time the Ultra LEZ is in place in 2020, 
approximately 51,000 Londoners will have died prematurely since the Mayor took 
office. London needs action now202. 
 
This is an issue of equality. There is extensive evidence of a link between areas of high 
deprivation and pollution with those living in the more deprived areas being exposed to 
higher concentrations of air pollution.203  
 
In November, the Department for Health published the Public Health Indicator for the 
fraction of mortality attributable to human-made dangerous airborne particles PM2.5 in 
2011. The research which was publicised by the Clean Air in London Campaign noted 
that PM2.5 killed more people in 15 London boroughs in 2011 than 2010 and far more 
than 10 times the number dying from road traffic accidents204. 
 
The Mayor cannot credibly claim to be “committed to improving air quality across 
London” if he is not prepared to ensure that all TfL buses meet the highest emission 
standards attainable at the earliest opportunity.205That is why in the transport section of 
our budget amendment we set out an ambitious plan to retro-fit London’s bus fleet 
ensuring that by December 2015 all buses meet Euro VI (see page 75). In addition, 
London Assembly Labour Members 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.  
 
Dealing with Aviation Noise 
 
Re-establishment of the Greater London Authority ‘noise team’ 
 
Noise disturbance from aviation noise is a growing concern for London’s residents.206 
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.207 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.208   
 

                                                 
201 The 4,267 figure is  here 
202 Calculated estimated deaths from 2008-2020 based on 4,267 figure here  
203 Air Quality in Enfield, A Guide For Public Health Professionals by the Mayor of London June 2013. 
(Accessed 1.1013) p.14 
204 Clean Air in London Website: Latest National and Local Death Rates for Air Pollution (Accessed 6th 
January 2014) 
205 Quote from Mayoral answer to MQ2013/3596 on 23rd October 2013 
206 As catalogued extensively by the HACAN Website (Accessed 20.1.14) 
207 ‘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  
208 The London Assembly’s consultation response to the Government's draft aviation policy framework, 31 
October 2012, p.8 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/jun/30/london-air-quality-premature-deaths
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/jun/30/london-air-quality-premature-deaths
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Air%20Quality%20for%20Public%20Health%20Professionals%20-%20LB%20Enfield.pdf
http://cleanairinlondon.org/health/national-list-of-shame-and-fame-for-air-pollution-deaths/
http://questions.london.gov.uk/QuestionSearch/searchclient/questions/question_271283
http://www.hacan.org.uk/
http://www.hacan.org.uk/news/press_releases.php?id=282
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/London%20Assembly%20Aviation%20consultation%20response%20final%20pdf.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/London%20Assembly%20Aviation%20consultation%20response%20final%20pdf.pdf
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Residents in these areas, and also to the north of London, are increasingly affected by 
noise from aircraft arriving and leaving London City Airport.209 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.210 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.211  
 
This issue gained additional momentum over the past year with the publication of the 
Davies Commission’s expansion shortlist at the close of 2013. The Commission short 
listed three options, a new runway at Gatwick Airport more than 3,000m in length, a 
new 3,500m runway at Heathrow Airport or an extension of Heathrow’s existing 
northern runway212.In response, the London Assembly passed a motion calling on the 
Mayor, Sir Howard Davies, and the Transport Secretary to look at how an independent 
regulator to protect those affected by aviation noise could be established through the 
Airports Commission.213  
 
In August this year a further dimension was added to the debate on aircraft noise – 
public health. The British Medical Journal produced a paper stating that there is a clear 
link between health conditions such as stroke, heart and circulatory disease and aircraft 
noise.214 The study of 3.6 million people living near Heathrow Airport found that the 
health risks were 10-20% higher in areas with the most aircraft noise.215 This adds to the 
urgency of the calls on the Mayor to make tackling aircraft noise a top priority. 
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
209 ibid 
210 Ibid p.10/11 
211 As evidenced by the failure of the Mayor to take forward the proposals set out in the Labour Group’s 
budget amendment of last year. 
212 As reported on the BBC News Website (Accessed 7th January 2014) 
213 The London Assembly Motion can be viewed here. (Accessed 7th January 2014) 
214 The British Medical Journal Online: Aircraft noise and cardiovascular disease near Heathrow airport in 
London: small area study (Accessed 21/1/14) and reported at BBC News Website (Accessed 5/12/13) 
215 ibid 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-25402007
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/assembly-press-releases/2013/12/independent-aviation-noise-regulator-essential-for-london-says
http://www.bmj.com/content/347/bmj.f5432
http://www.bmj.com/content/347/bmj.f5432
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-24432162
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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 Europe216.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
216 London Assembly Health and Environment Committee (2012), The London Assembly’s consultation 
response to the Government's draft aviation policy framework, p.4 

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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2.4 Health 
 

Health Cost (2014/15, £m) 

Increasing London Health Board Contribution 0.625 

‘State of London’s Public Health’ Report 0.1 

London Health Commission 1.0 

Obesity 0.15 

Mental Health 0.1 

Alcohol Abuse 0.379 

Total 1.542 

Funded by: Cost (m) 

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates from Transport for London 1.542 

 

(i) Overview and Critique 
 
London has some of the biggest inequalities of Health in the country217. As a 
continuous urban area, the inequalities that are present within London, and the public 
health remedies needed to combat them are in many areas strengthened by regional 
cooperation and action.  
 
The Mayor has a clear and unequivocal statutory duty to reduce health inequalities 
primarily through publishing a Health Inequality Strategy, listing the actions the GLA 
Group and other bodies should undertake. Despite this clear duty, the Mayor has failed 
to deliver on many of the pledges he made within his last “First Steps to Delivery to 
2012” action plan which ran from 2010 to 2012. Over the duration of his mayoralty, his 
statutory strategy has existed for only two years. He has stated that he will not publish 
an updated action plan until after the London Health Commission reports in late 
2014218. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
217 p.5 London Health Commission “Fair London, Healthy Londoners?” (GLA) March 2011 
218 MQT 2013/4278 - 20.11.13 
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(ii) London Assembly Labour’s Alternative 
 
Supporting the London Health Board 
  
The consequence of not obtaining a statutory footing for the former London Health 
Inequality Board, in order to pool Public Health Allocations from London Boroughs for 
pan-London priorities, the Mayor’s London Health Board – a non-statutory committee 
comprising of voluntary representation from NHS organisations and Local Government 
has been established with little power to effect lasting change in reducing inequality. 
 
Having failed to secure agreement to continue to fund pan-London action on 
combatting alcohol addiction, cancer screening, childhood obesity and data sharing 
projects with London Boroughs219, it still remains unclear as to how the LHB can deliver 
its priorities without a statutory instrument to ensure cooperation. Given that 
supporting LHB and mainstreaming health and health inequalities into the work of the 
GLA are the responsibilities of the GLA’s Health & Inequalities - Health Unit220, Labour 
Members firmly believe that greater resourcing needs to be allocated to support this 
important area of delivery.  
 
Despite Chairing LHB, the GLA is not an equal partner. LHB is currently funded by NHS 
organisations and London Councils at an equal rate of £112.5k per organisation, whilst 
the GLA contributes £50k221. Labour would increase the contribution to LHB by £62,500 
to provide increased support to the work streams of the Board.  
 
The Mayor’s decision not to prioritise reducing health inequalities through a focus on 
public health, despite a statutory duty to do so, is clearly a matter of design. Budget 
constraints, for example, cannot explain the Mayor’s deliberate inaction, given his 
expenditure of £3.0m222 on a feasibility study for his discredited223 proposal for a hub 
airport in the Thames Estuary. 
  
Embedding Health Inequality Action & Monitoring Across the GLA Group 
 
Despite pledging to develop the high level health inequality indicators for monitoring 
progress in health inequalities across London224, three years since his promise, the 
Mayor has yet to deliver on regional indicators of public health. 
 
The publication of the Government’s new Public Health Outcomes Framework is the 
opportune time to embed new indicators of health inequality and good public health 
within the GLA Health Inequality Strategy, in order to ensure the GLA accurately 
measure the impact GLA Group activities have on reducing health inequality.   
 
Working with Public Health England, Labour would commit the GLA to developing 
London specific indicators based on those drawn up through the Marmot Review and 
utilizing available data, and produce an annual ‘State of London’s Public Health’ report, 
at a cost of £100,000 in 2014-15, in order to provide leadership and focus on reducing 
health inequality.  
 

                                                 
219 p.4-6 London Councils Leaders Committee – Minutes, 16.10.12 
220 Answer to Question 2013/4806 18.12.13  Mayor’s Question Time 
221 7.c) London Councils Leaders Committee – Health Issues 12.02.13 
222 Answer to Question 2013/1632 , 22.05.13 Mayor’s Question Time (REPEAT FOR OTHERS) 
223 43, p.14 Airports Commission “Interim Report” December 2013 
224 26.2, p.43 “The London Health Inequalities Strategy – First Steps to Delivery to 2012” April 2010 (GLA) 
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Defending London’s NHS against top-down reconfigurations 
 
Labour Members of the London Assembly firmly believe that the abolition of a strategic 
health authority in London has significantly damaged progress in reforming the NHS as 
fit for the 21st century. The Mayor’s decision to convene a Health Commission, led by 
Lord Darzi is as clear an indication that he intends to reconstruct much of the work 
already undertaken by the former NHS London SHA. In appointing as his Health Adviser 
its former Chief Executive alongside Lord Darzi to lead the commission, the Mayor has 
reconstituted the clinical and leadership team that developed ‘Healthcare for London’, 
scrapped as one of the first acts of the Coalition Government’s top-down reorganisation 
of the NHS.  
 
Through accepting £4m in NHS England, whilst only contributing £35k225 to fund the 
London Health Commission, the Mayor must ensure that the outcomes of the review are 
not predetermined by political pressure from the Department of Health, and fall victim 
to the agenda of financially led cuts to NHS services presented as clinically sound and 
clinically led decisions. Labour would increase the GLA’s contribution to the Commission 
to £1,000,000 in 2014-15 on a strict match-funding basis in order to increase the 
objectivity and independence of the commission.   
 
Leadership on Public Health Priorities 
 
Since the return of Public Health to local government, London Boroughs now have the 
statutory responsibility for delivery of public health services within the Government’s 
Public Health Outcomes Framework, designed to combat growing health inequality. 
Since this transfer of responsibility, local Health and Wellbeing Boards have developed 
Joint Strategic Needs Assessments, identifying key priorities for their respective 
communities.  
 
Understandably, given the uniformity of many of the drivers of health inequalities 
across London, emergent themes from Boroughs are also similar include obesity, mental 
health & alcohol abuse226. Given their frequency as priority concerns, these are clear 
areas for priority action for the Mayor to lead on in 2014/15.   
 
Obesity 
 
Obesity is a growing epidemic, with one in three children in London overweight, whilst 
over half of adult Londoners are overweight227. There is a high cost of failure within the 
NHS and Local Government, with obesity, and obesity related illnesses such as Type-2 
diabetes costing the NHS some £10b nationally228.  
 
Labour would commit to return leadership of the London Obesity Forum to the GLA, 
providing leadership to a pan-London approach to encouraging individuals to make 
responsible lifestyle choices, embedding access to physical activity facilities & green 
space in order to increase activity within planning policies. In addition, Labour would 
make the case for pan-London standards for food labelling and food standards in other 
public places such as hospitals. 
 

                                                 
225 Mayoral Decision 1286 - 22.11.13  
226 Primary analysis of Health and Wellbeing Board  Joint Strategic Needs Assessments, available for each London Borough  
227 Adult (aged 16+ years) age standardised obesity prevalence (%) by English Region (Public Health England) Accessed 20.01.13 
228 State of the nation 2012, Diabetes UK 
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In 2014-15, Labour would invest £150,000 in returning leadership of the London 
Obesity Forum to the GLA. 
 
Mental Health 
 
Labour would commit to establishing a Mental Health Strategy for London, in order to 
combat the cost of failure within the NHS and Local Government. To that end, Labour 
would invest seed funding and leverage partner investment through the London Health 
Board.  
 
Bringing together the healthcare, public, private and VCS, Labour would ensure that 
partnership action takes place to combat many of the wider determinants that lead to 
inequality in service provision and outcomes, through action in areas such as debt and 
mental health, suicide awareness training & prevention methods, promoting well-being 
in the workplace & screening for depression and anxiety disorders, early detection and 
intervention for psychosis, school based interventions to combat bullying amongst a 
range of other factors.  
 
In 2014-15, Labour Members would invest £100,000 in returning leadership of the 
London Obesity Forum to the GLA. 
 
Alcohol Abuse 
 
Approximately 280,000 Londoners are dependent on alcohol, whilst 1,800 people in 
London die each year from alcohol related illness229. The cost of failure within the NHS 
and Local Government is at least £1.8bn230. Labour would therefore commit to agreeing 
a vision for London and mobilising action on alcohol abuse, alongside Boroughs, and 
other partners.  
 
Labour would continue to press the Government for a minimum unit price of alcohol 
and, through the Metropolitan Police, would seek to deliver on ACPO’s “In Focus: 
Alcohol Harm” initiative. The purpose of the initiative is to reduce the impact of alcohol 
related incidents, supporting local authority licensing teams through providing networks 
and training, as well as a range of preventative measures such as the greater roll out 
within primary care of the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test to pick up alcohol 
dependence early. 
 
In 2014-15, Labour Members would invest £379,000 in delivering the above programme 
for addressing the economic and social consequences of alcohol abuse in the capital. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
229 19.-23., London Councils Leaders Committee – Health Issues 12.02.13 
230 ibid 
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2.5 Education 
 

Education Cost (2014/15, £m) 

London Schools Excellence Fund 
 
12.75 
 

 
Out of hours tuition fund 
 

 
0.3 

Kitemark scheme 0.105 

New Schools School matching unit 0.085 

Total 13.24 

Funded by: Cost (m) 

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates from Transport for London 13.07 

Abolish ‘New Schools for London’ unit 0.085 

Abolish ‘Gold Club of schools’ project 0.085 

 
(i) Critique and Overview 
 
The Mayor has made schooling and education one of his priorities for London. The 
Labour Group agrees that this should be a priority for the Mayor.231 
 
Following on from the Education Inquiry232, which was commissioned by the Mayor in 
2011233, Labour Members do not feel that the priorities set by him are the correct 
priorities for London and wider education policy. 
 
Research by London Councils has shown that the overwhelming priority for education in 
London should be meeting the extraordinary need for school places that is projected. 
London is still facing a shortfall of 118,000 places by 2016/17234. Sadly, Central 
Government has restricted local authorities’ ability to meet that growing need235. 
 
The Labour Group believes that urgent action is needed to rise to the challenge of the 
school places crisis. The Mayor should have a more strategic role in the creation of 
school places. It is our view that revising the London Plan to favour new schools in areas 
                                                 
231 The Mayor’s first education inquiry (February 2012) retrieved 08.01.2014 
232The Mayor’s Education Inquiry Final Report Findings and Recommendations – October 2013 retrieved 
08/01.2014 
233 Boris Johnson launches inquiry into London schools, 2011 retrieved 08.01.2014 
234 ‘Do the Maths’ report, London Councils, April 2013 retrieved 08.01.2014 
235 The Academy/Free School presumption advice, Department for Education, July 2013 retrieved 
08.01.2014 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Education%20Inquiry%20First%20Report_0.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/The%20Mayor%27s%20Education%20Inquiry%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2011/11/boris-johnson-launches-inquiry-into-london-schools
http://www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/news/current/pressdetail.htm?pk=1606
http://www.education.gov.uk/aboutdfe/advice/f00209212/academy-free-school-presumption
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of demonstrated need would be a more prudent measure rather than the recent status 
quo of the planning policy favouring new schools in areas where need for places has not 
been demonstrated236.  
 
The Labour Group is not proposing any increase in spending commitments but altering 
the priorities away from outstanding schools and towards schools and children in need 
of extra support. The proposal is also to create a stronger link between the Mayor’s 
planning powers and subsequent changes in planning policy towards the provision of 
school places in new developments. 
 
This is pragmatic approach in light of budget limitations and lack of statutory power in 
this area. 
 
London Assembly Labour’s Alternative 
 
Out of Hours Tuition 
 
The Labour Group would provide grants to schools whose students face socio-economic 
barriers to academic attainment to be invested in one to one after school numeracy and 
literacy tuition. This would echo similar schemes being trialled in Manchester by a grant 
from the Education Endowment Foundation. A recent Sutton Trust review suggested 
that 6-12 weeks of intense one-to-one Maths and English tuition typically generates 5 
months of additional pupil progress.237 
 
The project would be trialled in 50 schools at an estimated cost of £300,000. If 
successful, Labour members would apply to the Education Endowment Fund for 
additional funding. The Labour Group would seek to alter the terms of the London 
Schools Excellence Fund grant from the Department for Education and redirect funding 
towards this project. 
 
Kitemark Scheme 
 
Labour Members believe that the Mayor’s ‘Gold Club’ scheme is not what is needed to 
support London schools. The Gold Club praises the best schools238 in London and whilst 
Labour members join the Mayor in celebrating our successful schools, it is the view of 
Labour members that the resources would be better used in school in need of 
assistance. Given these deficiencies, the Gold Club scheme would be replaced with a 
London Kitemark.  
 
Schools eligible for the Kitemark scheme would be schools that have showed 
improvement in quality in a short space of time and opt in to the family of local 
authority schools rather than be independent from local authorities to ensure strong 
financial safeguards for the taxpayer as Labour members share the concerns raised by 
the National Audit Office that academies and free schools often lack the necessary 
scrutiny over finances.  

                                                 
236 London Plan REMA – 11 October 2013 – Section 3.103 “planning authorities should give great weight 
to the need to create, expand or alter schools and work with school promoters to identify and resolve key 
planning issues at an early stage. retrieved 08.01.2014 
237 Education Endowment Foundation Research, 2013 retrieved 08.01.2014 
238 “The Mayor’s London Schools Gold Club is an annual scheme which celebrates and shares 
exceptional practice in London’s primary and secondary schools.” Description of Gold Club from official 
website retrieved 22.01.2014 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/REMA%2011%20October%202013_0.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/REMA%2011%20October%202013_0.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/REMA%2011%20October%202013_0.pdf
http://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/uploads/pdf/Launch_-_Tutor_Trust.pdf
http://www.londonschoolsgoldclub.org.uk/
http://www.londonschoolsgoldclub.org.uk/
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We believe that this link is important to make sure that safeguarding issues and 
protocols remain as clear as possible and that the historic relationship between schools 
and children services departments in local authorities remain intact in order to prevent 
fragmentation of the entire children’s services sector and ensure best practice. We 
would seek local authority advice on which schools outside of their control should be 
included within the Kitemark scheme. 
 
We anticipate the administration of the Kitemark scheme to be costed at an 
estimated £105,000. 
 
New Schools School Matching Department 
 
All new large scale developments are given preferential planning treatment if they 
include New schools in the proposals239. Due to government restrictions on these 
schools being local authority run schools, they need to be tendered for by companies, 
charities or neighbouring academies240. The proposal is to assist in matching new 
schools with the closest existing outstanding academy, rather than allow private 
companies to take over new schools in Mayoral approved developments. Labour 
Members believe that new schools will benefit from being paired with existing 
neighbouring schools and that this lowers the initial risk in opening a new school as well 
as providing reassurance for parents considering whether to send their children to a new 
school. The Mayor should have a role in deciding the sponsor of new schools which 
require his approval.  
 
Labour Members fundamentally oppose the principle of unfettered Free School creation 
in light of budget restrictions and the uncertain long term cost implications of free 
schools241. Because of this, we would terminate the New Schools for London unit. 
38%242 of new school places provided by free schools nationally are in London. Despite 
suggestions from the Mayor that New Schools for London will assist him in fulfilling his 
pledge to open 10 free schools on GLA sites243, the Assembly has yet to be provided 
with any evidence that New Schools for London played role in the founding of these 
new schools. 
 
Labour Members would replace New Schools for London with a unit that works with the 
borough council planning departments in trying to maximise schools places in areas of 
need out of new developments through developer contributions. The new unit would 
also act as a school match-maker by linking up existing successful local academies as 
sponsors for schools on new developments. 
 
London Assembly Labour anticipate the estimated cost to be £85,000. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
239 Policy statement – planning for schools development, Department for Communities and Local 
Government retrieved 22.01.2014 
240 Who can run an academy? Department for Education, November 2013 retrieved 22.01.2014 
241 Key findings, section 7Establishing Free Schools, National Audit Office, 11 December 2013 retrieved 
22.01.2014 
242 Establishing Free Schools, National Audit Office (Page 4 – Key Facts), 11 December 2013 retrieved 
22.01.2014 
243 Letter from Mayor of London to Chair of Education Panel, 5 November 2013 retrieved 22.01.2014 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6316/1966097.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6316/1966097.pdf
http://www.education.gov.uk/b00229151/sponsoring-an-academy/who-can-be-a-sponsor
http://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/10314-001-Free-Schools-Book.pdf
http://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/10314-001-Free-Schools-Book.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s31482/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%202a%20-%20Letter%20from%20Mayor%20of%20London%20to%20Chair%20of%20the%20Education%20Panel.pdf
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3.0 GLA: London Assembly 
 
London Assembly Labour will not be proposing any changes to the Mayor’s 
proposed London Assembly budget.  
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4.0 Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (MOPAC)  
 

MOPAC Council tax requirement 
 

Cost £m 
 

Initiatives for Londoners  

Victim Services Contingency Fund  5 

Victim's Champion 0.01 

Develop Pilot advocacy support for victims with learning disabilities 
and mental health issues 1 

Prioritising Pan-London Domestic Violence Service 2 

Develop enhanced training for Police Officers dealing with victims 
of Domestic Violence.  Cost Neutral 

Increased number of Independent Domestic Violence Advocates 
across London 2 

Funding for Gang-Associated Girls work 1 

FGM work  Cost Neutral 

An additional 250 STT officers 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
10 (in 

transport 
budget) 

Increase number of neighbourhood PCSOs by fifty per cent*** (to 
1,185) 28.56  

Civilian support staff for contact points** 4 

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 2 

Develop enhance Stop and Search Training for Officers  Cost Neutral  

Bursary Scheme for College of Policing Cert of Knowledge targeted 
at London’s BAME and carer candidates applying.  .752 

Doubling the funding for Safer Neighbourhood Boards, for 
volunteer remuneration, additional admin costs and training 0.166 

Total 56.488 

Funded by:  

Reduce Flights and Hotel costs by 20% 244 1.94 

Funding from TfL for an additional 250 STT officers 10 

Reducing ACPO fees   0.3* 

Public Affairs Budget Reduced by 20%245  1.92  

                                                 
244 Mayor’s Question, 2013/3452 
245 Mayor’s Question, 2013/3452 
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Reduction in budget of cars available to ACPO officers for anything 
other than security purposes246 .001 

Reallocation of Retained Business Rates from Transport for 
London  

37.332 
 

Deletion of MOPAC’s 4 non-executive advisors posts 0.09 

Reduction of Overtime Budget by 2%247 2.065 

Sale of 9 properties available to ACPO officers 248 2.84 

Total 56.488 

 
*based on last year’s figs, as figs this year were not provided by MOPAC 

 
(i) Overview and Critique 
 
This budget comes toward the end of 20% cuts to the Metropolitan Police Force over 
four years from 2011-2015, imposed by the Government249.  Alongside this there are 
indicators that further significant funding cuts will be made after 2015250. HMIC warned 
in 2010 that cuts beyond 12% would impact on frontline services.251 As stated 
previously252 the London Assembly Labour members and Labour nationally would not 
have gone beyond this 12% figure. As of 2013 HMIC considers that there is still a high 
level of risk associated with the force delivering its change programme.253  
 
This year Mayor Johnson says that his budget proposals are “protecting the 
Metropolitan Police Service’s operational capability, with funding for police officer 
numbers to be at or around 32,000 during this administration.”254 
 
However, it is clear that savings so far achieved by the MPS and MOPAC have involved 
hefty cuts to both policing strength in London and to the police estate.255 MOPAC is 
making savings by limiting recruitment and holding vacancies; as a result, by the end of 
the spending review period, there will be 1,374 fewer police officers in the MPS. 
According to the HMIC, this means the number of police officers will have reduced by 
4% between March 2010 and March 2015256.  Latest figures show that to date since 
May 2010 London has lost 2,900 police officers and 2,370 PCSOs, that’s nearly 10% 
and over 50% lost respectively257 reducing total uniform presence in London reduced 
significantly. This story is in stark contrast to the Mayor’s consistent claims that he is 
increasing police numbers in London.258 
 
 
 

                                                 
246 Mayor’s Question, 2013/4402 
247 DMPCD, 176, Appendix, November 2013 
248 Mayor’s Question, 2013/3757 
249 HMIC, July 2012, Policing in Austerity: One Year On, ,  
250 Police and Crime Committee, 16th January 2013  
251 HMIC, July 2010, Valuing the Police 
252 Labour Group Budget Amendment 2013-14 
253 HMIC, July 2013, Metropolitan Police Service – Response to the funding challenge 
254 Mayor of London, Group Budget Proposals and Precepts 2014-15, December 2013 
255 London Assembly, Budget and Performance Committee, Pre-Budget Report 
256 HMIC, July 2013, Metropolitan Police Service – Response to the funding challenge 
257 Police Figs; London Datastore 
258 Boris Johnson, “Taking Greater London Forward”, Manifesto 2012 

http://www.hmic.gov.uk/media/metropolitan-policing-in-austerity-one-year-on.pdf
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/media/metropolitan-response-to-the-funding-challenge.pdf
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/media/metropolitan-response-to-the-funding-challenge.pdf
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We would not applaud TfL for making savings by running fewer bus or tube services and 
neither do we applaud Mayor Johnson for running London’s police service at, what his 
Deputy Mayor termed a ‘Doomsday scenario’259 level for the past year. Ultimately 
members fear that both the integrity of Neighbourhood Policing and the victim 
experience of the criminal justice system will be undermined.  
 
London Assembly Labour is also concerned about the impact of these cuts on police 
morale. A recent survey of over 20,000 MPS staff, officers and volunteers showed that 
half were not satisfied with their work and that, perhaps most shockingly that only Just 
30 per cent of Met staff believed they would receive a good service from the force if 
they were a member of public.260  
 
The London Assembly Labour Group believes that this speaks volumes about the 
success of the new Local Police Model which has stripped back Safer Neighbourhood 
teams to a bare minimum. We believe that this model is entirely detrimental to the 
ethos of preventative policing with established neighbourhood teams with strong links 
to the Community. We would seek to begin to reverse these cut backs by putting  
PCSOs back on the beat thus going someway to increasing the overall uniform presence 
on London’s streets and beginning to rebuild the community intelligence and trust 
levels that members believe are being eroded. 
 
The HMIC said in their report on the MPS’s response to the funding challenge that “An 
important measure of the impact of changes to service delivery for the public is how 
satisfied victims are with the overall service they receive when they seek police 
assistance.”261  
 
London has the lowest victim satisfaction level in England and Wales.262 London 
Assembly Labour continues to be concerned about the high level of dissatisfaction 
among victims of crime with the service they receive from the MPS and onward through 
the criminal justice system. The stark cuts to victim support in London proposed by the 
government will do nothing to help this situation. This is why members propose to put 
£5m contingency fund toward boosting victim’s services in the capital.  
 
Alongside this members would repeat their earlier pledge263 to introduce a champion for 
victims in the MOPAC office giving Victims a real voice in London government.  
 
We would make sure that the police estate reflects the needs of victims of crime. At the 
time of his election the Mayor pledged to create a pan London domestic violence 
service however little seems to be being done to make this a reality264. We would seek to 
develop a pan-London Domestic Violence Service, working with partner agencies to 
assess the need and improve provision of refuge places in London and increase the 
number of IDVAs/ISVAs across London supporting both female and male victims of 
violence 
 
 

                                                 
259 Stephen Greenhalgh, Home Affairs Select Committee, 4th September 2012 
260 Evening Standard, Nov 2013, Half of Met’s workforce not satisfied with their job, Scotland Yard survey Reveals. 
261 HMIC, July 2013, Metropolitan Police Service – Response to the funding challenge 
262 HMIC online crime comparator  http://www.hmic.gov.uk/crime-and-policing-comparator/#chart2 
263 John Biggs AM, 8th February 2013, Report to the Assembly on the Mayor’s Draft Consolidated Budget for 2013-
14,  

264 Mayor of London, Violence Against Women and Girls Strategy Consultation Document, June 2013 

http://www.standard.co.uk/news/london/half-of-mets-workforce-not-satisfied-with-their-job-scotland-yard-survey-reveals-8947439.html
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/media/metropolitan-response-to-the-funding-challenge.pdf
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/crime-and-policing-comparator/#chart2
http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/policing-crime/consultations/violence-against-women-and-girls-consultation
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(ii) Support for Victims 
 
In the 12 months to March 2013, 76.2%16 of victims were satisfied with the overall 
service provided by the Metropolitan Police Service. This is considerably lower than the 
England and Wales figure (84.6%). 265 
 
The London Assembly’s Budget and Performance Committee has noted that “Victims of 
crime are already less satisfied with the service they receive in London than anywhere 
else in England.  And as cheaper new recruits take the place of more costly experienced 
officers, and as police morale declines, there is a risk that victim satisfaction will 
suffer.”266 
 
We therefore welcome the MPS’s acceptance of the Police and Crime Committee’s 
recommendation to introduce in an improved training programme for front line officers 
involving specialist victim support organisations in its design and delivery. We await the 
outcome of this training with interest. We also support the MPS’s announcement of 
funding toward a trial of body-worn cameras. Although there are issues to clarify about 
their use members believe that these cameras have the potential to improve the trust of 
Londoners in their police service. 
 
In London victim’s services support anyone who has been a victim of crime through the 
often long, complex and sometimes traumatic justice process. This support can be 
anything from helping to get locks changed after a break-in to counselling for the 
victim of an assault to support for witnesses during a trial.  It’s more important than 
ever that services which support victims are properly funded as policing in London is 
under real strain.  
 
Worryingly then, the Ministry of Justice has indicated that they intend to allocate 
funding for victims of crime directly to Police and Crime Commissioners based on solely 
on population. This way of calculating funding would make no link to crime rates or 
victimisation level.  
 
By this measure London would receive less than 15% of national funding despite the 
fact that the Metropolitan police counts for between 20%-25% of all recorded crime.  
The government is planning on reducing the amount of money available for victim 
services in London from £13.3million to £8.2million - a cut of over £5million.267 
 
In real terms this would mean that London’s spend per victim would be £12.65 
compared to £20.30 in Thames Valley for example.268 
 
London has more complex high-harm cases, than other forces with a higher number of 
victims. Though members are heartened by the Mayor and Deputy Mayor’s continued 
pledges to achieve a better deal for London we note that as yet no outcome has been 
achieved for London’s victims. London Assembly Member therefore urges the Mayor to 
make a stronger case for London’s victims. We are very concerned about the impact of 
these plans on London and therefore have set £5million aside as a contingency to 
supplement victim support funding if it is slashed to the levels indicated. 

                                                 
265 HMIC, July 2013, Metropolitan Police Service – Response to the funding challenge p7 
266 London Assembly Budget and Performance Committee, Dec 2013, Pre Budget Report 2013 
267 Letter from Deputy Mayor for Policing to Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, Home Office, 12th September 
2013 
268 Ibid 

http://www.hmic.gov.uk/media/metropolitan-response-to-the-funding-challenge.pdf
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As members recommended in the London Labour Assembly Budget amendment in 
2013-14 London Assembly Labour members would pilot a programme in which 
the Independent Domestic Violence Advocates (IDVA) support model would be 
applied for other types of victims with vulnerabilities, such as victims with 
learning disabilities or mental health issues.  
 
London Assembly Labour feel that due to the low victim satisfaction levels with the 
MPS and the threat to victim support funding London’s victims of crime need a stronger 
voice at the heart of London Government, members would therefore introduce a 
Champion for London’s Victims who would sit as an advisor to MOPAC. 
 
(iii) 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. 269 We 
also have heard from the Police Commissioner that one in every ten calls received by the 
MPS is regarding Domestic Violence.270 Clearly there is a strong case for reducing the 
incidence of domestic violence in London, not only for the sake of the victims who find 
themselves in extraordinarily dangerous situations before they can access assistance271 
but also in order to reduce demands on police time and resource further down the line.   
 
At the time of his election the Mayor pledged to create a pan London domestic violence 
service. While members are supportive of this idea London Assembly Labour members 
are very concerned that two years into his Mayoral term this still seems to be as 
aspiration for the Mayor and that little is being done to make this a reality with no 
commitment for the delivery of this service in the life time of the strategy.272   
 
London Assembly Labour would make the delivery of this service a priority in 
order to make the pan-London domestic violence service a reality. In this 
financial year members would look to urgently completing the MOPAC review 
of domestic violence services and develop a plan to fill those gaps. This work 
would also lay the groundwork for 2015 when MOPAC assumes of control of the 
funding for commissioning victims’ services.  
 
We would prioritise enhanced training for frontline officers in dealing with 
domestic violence and sexual violence situations.  
 
Independent Domestic Violence Advocates are crucial to the work of tackling domestic 
violence in our capital. They provide invaluable support to victims helping them take 
steps to break free of the cycle of violence and to navigate the complex criminal justice 
system if that route is chosen. Evaluations of IDVA schemes have found that around 60 
per cent of victims using their service reported no further violence following IDVA 
involvement.273  The Mayor has committed to maintaining the current number of IDVAs 
across London, however, he also admits there is a piecemeal approach to commissioning 
IDVA services across our capital.  

                                                 
269 Police and Crime Committee, 15th November 2012, evidence from Julie Dwyer, Refuge 
270 Commissioner Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe, speaking at the Police and Crime Committee 29  
November 2012  
271 London Assembly, Violence Against Women and Girls Submission, August 2013, pg 8 
272 Mayor of London, Violence Against Women and Girls Strategy Consultation Document, June 2013 
273 London Assembly, Violence Against Women and Girls Submission, August 2013, pg 10 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/13-08-06-VAGW-response_0.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/policing-crime/consultations/violence-against-women-and-girls-consultation
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/13-08-06-VAGW-response_0.pdf


 62 

London Assembly Labour would seek greater numbers of IDVAs/ISVAs across 
London supporting both female and male victims of violence.  
 
Following the work and recommendations of the Children’s Commissioner’s inquiry274 
into child sexual exploitation and the Police and Crime Committee’s own research275 
London Assembly Labour members acknowledges the challenges and high risk 
environment that gang associated young women live with daily. We support and put 
resource toward an initiative to map these young women so that their levels of 
vulnerability can be assessed. We would bring together partners in order to 
develop a systematic approach to make sure that these young women are 
placed on risk registers in the same way as other children who need to be kept 
safe in our city.     
 
Tackling Female Genital Mutilation (FGM) is a priority for the London Assembly Labour 
members. Though members welcome the creation of the Mayor’s task force on Female 
Genital Mutilation (FGM) in this Mayoral term members are unclear as to what it has 
delivered. We would use this body to bring together partners, particularly 
leading expert organisations, the MPS and social services to develop a system 
to ensure that girls at risk of FGM are placed on the Child Protection Register. 
We are also concerned about the lack of successful prosecutions in this area. We would 
examine the processes of other countries that are having better outcomes and 
international guidance276 in this area and seek to work with partners to develop best 
practice guidance and training for our police force.  
 
(iv) Strengthening Neighbourhood Teams 
 
London Assembly Labour remains very concerned about the threat to neighborhood 
policing posed by the new Local Policing Model (LPM) . Boroughs have lost up to 
27%277 of their police officers and up to 77% of their PCSOs since May 2010. In their 
Budget submission last year members said that “We do not support the restructure as 
we believe it is purely cuts driven and will remove local knowledge and community 
confidence in policing.” We remain of this view.  
 
In November 2013 Lord Stevens published a report which mirrored their concerns about 
the move away from the Safer Neighbourhood Team model to the new LPM. He said 
“Faced with continuing budgetary constraints and repeated calls from government 
ministers insisting that they are ‘crime-fighters’, the police service in England and Wales 
is in danger of retreating to a discredited model of reactive policing. Neighbourhood 
policing that is responsive to the concerns of local communities is being threatened.”278   
 
HMIC has also raised concerns about the move away from neighborhood policing and a 
return to basic ‘beat policing’ and  have also warned that as neighborhood officers are 
asked to undertake broader police work they have little time for prevention and 
community work.279  
 

                                                 
274 Children’s Commissioner, “If only someone had listened”, November 2013, pg 9 
275 London Assembly Police and Crime Committee, Roundtable Girls and Gangs, 30th April 2013 
276 The Independent; The French Way: a better approach to fighting FGM? , 15th December 2013 
277 Westminster has lost 27% of its officers between Nov 2013 and May 2010, Source: London Datastore 
278 Independent Police Commission, Policing for a Better Britain, November 2013, pg 13 
279 Policing in Austerity: Rising to the Challenge, HMIC, July 2013, pp 14, 17, 18. 

http://www.childrenscommissioner.gov.uk/content/publications/content_743
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/the-french-way-a-better-approach-to-fighting-fgm-9006369.html
http://independentpolicecommission.org.uk/uploads/37d80308-be23-9684-054d-e4958bb9d518.pdf
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/media/policing-in-austerity-rising-to-the-challenge.pdf
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London Assembly Labour Members are also concerned that the MPS only plans to 
spend 8% of its budget on neighborhood policing, which is half of what is spent by our 
most similar forces in England and Wales.280 Members are also concerned that the MPS 
has the third lowest proportion of officers that are deemed ‘visible’ in 2013-14, at 
52%.281  
 
As noted by the Budget and Performance and Committee the introduction of new 
recruits and scrapping of sergeants could have a detrimental impact on victim welfare as 
experience of older officer experience is lost.282  
 
We note in some Boroughs the Borough Commander has put sergeants in every ward, 
contrary to the expectations of the LPM which is perhaps evidence of a need for better 
supervision of officers.283  
 
As already alluded to the London Assembly Labour members would not have insisted 
the 20% budget cuts the MPS are now committed to and would have prioritised the 
maintenance and development of Safer Neighbourhood Teams. However, given that 
these cuts have been made members would now seek to begin to rebuild 
Neighbourhood teams by putting back 1,185 PCSOs to continue the vital work 
and practice of engaging with communities and fighting crime and expediting 
the recruitment of new officers. 
 
As members underlined last year PCSOs do vital neighbourhood policing work in 
engaging with communities and providing neighbourhood-specific intelligence and 
working on prevention schemes. The ethnic mix of PCSOs better reflects London’s 
diversity.284 PCSOs also provide a diverse pool of police officer candidates and members 
do not see how reducing this pool of candidates can in any way benefit London.285  
 
These proposals, together with the 250 extra Safer Transport Officers (outlined in 
TfL proposals p.72-73) will increase uniform visibility in London. 
 
Diversity in Policing 
 
London Assembly Labour Members are especially concerned that London’s police force 
should reflect the diversity of our city. Research shows that half of all people in poverty 
in London are from BAME backgrounds.286 If we are going attract new recruits that ‘look 
like London’ we should not be putting additional barriers in their way.   
 
For over a year Labour Members have been raising concerns with the MPS and MOPAC 
about the £1000 price tag of the ‘Certificate of Knowledge in Policing’, which those 
who wish to apply to become a police officer must hold.287 Members believe that this is 
discouraging candidates from London’s diverse communities to applying.  
 

                                                 
280 Value for Money Profiles, HMIC, November 2013, p 17 
281 Value for Money Profiles, HMIC, November 2013, p 43 
282 London Assembly, Budget and Performance Committee, Pre-Budget Report 
283 Royal Borough of Greenwich, Neighbourhood Teams, Jan 2014  
284 MQT Answer, November 2013  MQT Answer, 27th November 2012 
285 http://www.london.gov.uk/media/press_releases_mayoral/mayors-plan-lift-police-recruitment-freeze-boost-
officers-londons-stree 
286 London’s Poverty Profile [retrieved 28.01.2014]  
287 Police and Crime Committee, 28th February 2013 

http://content.met.police.uk/Page/TeamFinder?scope_id=1257246763889
http://questions.london.gov.uk/QuestionSearch/searchclient/questions/question_272188
http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=43992
http://www.londonspovertyprofile.org.uk/indicators/topics/ethnicity-low-income-and-work/
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London Assembly Labour Members will gather information about who is 
applying for the Certificate and introduce a Bursary Scheme for the Certificate 
of Knowledge in Policing targeted at low income Londoner’s who are 
disproportionately from BAME backgrounds. 
 
Safer Neighbourhood Boards  
 
Safer Neighbourhood Boards (SNBs) will come into force in each of the 32 boroughs by 
April 2014. The development of these Boards varies from borough to borough, both in 
terms of the approach being taken and the stage they are at in development 
 
London Assembly Labour members are committed in support of Safer Neighbourhood 
Boards and want to make sure that they are successful. To this end members will make 
sure that the volunteers who give up their time to ensure their success are properly 
supported. 
 
Funding for SNBs remains a concern. SNBs will receive £5,200 a year to “specifically 
support administration and management of the boards” guidance from the MOPAC 
states that the figure is the equivalent of 50 hours a month at London’s Living Wage 
(£8.55), but it is not clear how it was determined that this was an adequate amount of 
money to support SNBs.  
 
In fact London’s police and crime committee has heard compelling evidence that this 
sum is far from adequate for the successful running of the boards.  
 
A year on London Assembly Labour remain unconvinced that MOPAC’s three paid non-
executive advisers, who earn up to £30,000 each per annum288, bring any added value 
to MOPAC. The sum of money paid to these three people brings into stark contrast the 
under-funding of London’s Safer Neighbourhood Boards. We therefore would 
remove these posts and put the money saved alongside extra funding toward 
Safer Neighbourhood Boards administration and management costs, doubling 
the sum available for boards to bid into. 
 
Front Counters 
 
We remain unconvinced by the Mayor’s decision to close front counters without 
adequate alternative provision. At the time of his decision to close 63 front counters 
across London the Mayor promised that they would be replace with place to report that 
would be ‘equivalent or better’ in terms of accessibility and opening hours.  
 
In a letter to the Police and Crime Committee, responding to their ‘Duty of Care’ report 
on Victims Services Stephen Greenhalgh called new contact points “a suitable network 
of places for people to engage with the public” however, in reality these ‘contact 
points’ are poorly advertised, underfunded, poorly placed and often ineffective. Many 
have no private area for people to report in privacy. 
 
MOPAC have been unable to provide any costings for contact points in each Borough, 
or to give clarity as to what the funding arrangements are for them.  
 

                                                 
288 A fourth non-executive advisor does not take this salary. 
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London Labour Assembly Members are further concerned that most contact points are 
situated in Safer Neighbourhood Bases where the lease is uncertain – members are 
awaiting further information on this.  
 
We would review the contact point arrangements making sure that they meet 
the Mayoral pledge of being equivalent or better provision to front counters 
with a private place for victims to report crime or speak to an officer.  
 
As noted in the previous section the HMIC reports that the MPS has the third lowest 
proportion of officers that are deemed ‘visible’ in 2013-14, at 52%.289  
 
As noted last year London Assembly Labour Members 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.  
 
London Assembly Labour will also put apartments available to ACPO officers 
on the market and putting the money back into frontline policing.  
 
(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. 290  We are concerned however that the 
lack of funding now available to boroughs for preventative measures will have a 
detrimental effect on this downward trend.  
 
Previous community safety funding was provided to boroughs on an annual basis. This 
fund has ended and has been replaced with funding available through the London 
Crime Prevention Fund which is managed by MOPAC. Boroughs had the opportunity to 
bid for funding of up to four years.  
 
Money used to fund crime prevention projects and interventions across London, has 
declined 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) in 2013/14 this reduced again with just £3.18 million from 
London’s Crime Prevention Fund being used for tackling Gangs and Youth Violence 
Issues.  
 
London Assembly Labour would put £3 million back into the Community Safety 
Fund to be targeted programmes dealing with youth offending and youth 
engagement, in partnership with local boroughs.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
289 Value for Money Profiles, HMIC, November 2013, p 43 

290 London Datastore ,Metropolitan Police Service Recorded Crime Figures and Associated Data 



 66 

Stop and Search 
 
London Assembly Labour welcomes the “StopIt” initiative by the MPS which seems to 
have had some impact in reducing the amount and increasing the success rate of Stop 
and Search in London.  However, from evidence members have heard at Police and 
Crime Committee members know there is still huge distrust from young people with the 
police and that disproportionality in searches is still an issue. There is a clear need for 
more accurate recording, better behavioural practice, and better information for young 
people on their rights when they are stopped. 
 
We encourage the MPS to see the Stop It initiative as a first step on a road of regaining 
the trust of communities that are affected by Stop and Search.   
 
As the Met rolls out new training on stop and search, it should include a module with 
young people. As last year members allocate resource to programmes similar to 
the Critical Encounters programme run by Second Wave in Deptford.291 This 
programme should enable discussion of the emotional and psychological impact of Stop 
and Search. It should include explanations from senior officers on the subsequent 
impact on police effectiveness 
 
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) Savings  
 
At a time of austerity for Londoners London Assembly Labour members 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 20%. 

 We would find another 20% of savings within the Met’s directorate of Public 
Affairs  

 We would reduce the budget for cars available to ACPO officers for anything 
other than security purposes by 10%292.  

 We would also reduce overtime by a further 2%.293 We feel this is more than 
reasonable as we are increasing civilian staff support, PCSOs and Police Officers 

 Delete current MOPAC non-executive advisor posts. 

 We would put all 9 ACPO apartments on the market.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
291 www.secondwave.org.uk 
292 Mayor’s Question, 2013/4402 
293 MOPAC Draft Budget Submission 2012/13- 2015/16, Appendix C 
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5.0 London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA) 
 

LFEPA Council tax requirement 
 

£ (millions) 
 

 

No additional spending nil 

 
(i) Draft Consultation Position and Critique 
 
Since 2009/10, the London Fire Brigade (LFB) has had to find £71M of savings294.  The 
majority of these savings impacted on non-operational staff, re-prioritisation and 
greater efficiencies.  However, for 2014/15 and 2015/16, the Mayor cut the budget by 
a further £44M295. 
 
This cut led to the closure of 10 fire stations, the cutting of 14 fire appliances and the 
loss of 552 operational firefighter posts296. 
 
Additionally, £50M has been taken in previous years from the LFB reserves by the 
Mayor which then appeared to have been used to fund the Police297. 
 
The Labour Group on the London Assembly notes that the Mayor has committed to 
providing LFEPA with the same level of funding in 2014/15 and 2015/16 as was set 
out in last year’s budget (£379m)298.  LFEPA needs to find £35.6m of savings in 
2014/15 to operate within this budget299. Of that figure, £27.5m of that will be saved 
through the Mayor’s direction to cut the operational service which included the closure 
of 10 stations, cutting of 14 appliances and 588 operational staff300 mentioned above – 
which the Labour Group have consistently fought against.  LFEPA has identified a 
further £8.7m of further savings, to close the budget gap at subsequent meetings in 
December and in January301. 
 
(ii) Sustainable Development 
 
The London Fire Brigade’s vehicles have been converted to achieve compliance with the 
Low Emission Zone standard and 97% meet or exceed Euro II emission standards302.  
However, the next generation of vehicles will soon be procured.  The London 
Assembly Labour Group will work hard to ensure all vehicles used by the 
London Fire Brigade are of the highest emission standards whilst also meeting 
the operational requirements needed by our firefighters through the 
procurement process.  This will have no additional cost implication.  
 

                                                 
294 LFEPA Report - FEP 2133 
295 LFEPA Report - FEP 2133 
296 LFEPA Report - FEP 2091, para 153 
297 LFEPA Report – FEP 1891 
298 LFEPA Report – FEP 2150 
299 Ibid, para 23 
300 Ibid, para 25 
301 LFEPA Report – FEP 2194 
302 LFB Sustainable Development Annual Report , para 20 
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http://moderngov.london-fire.gov.uk/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=2298
http://moderngov.london-fire.gov.uk/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=2064
http://www.london-fire.gov.uk/Documents/FEP1891(1).pdf
http://moderngov.london-fire.gov.uk/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=2580
http://moderngov.london-fire.gov.uk/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=2704
http://moderngov.london-fire.gov.uk/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=2499
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Additionally, the Labour Group will prioritise the use of the capital receipts 
from the sale of the ten fire stations that were closed as part of the 5th London 
Safety Plan to promote sustainability through a use of invest to save projects.     
 
(iii) 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.   
 
The Fifth London Safety Plan (LSP5) highlighted that the majority of respondents to 
the consultation (56 per cent – 1,021 out of 1,834 responses) agreed with the proposal 
that London borough councils and other social housing providers should be funding the 
installation of domestic smoke alarms where people are at higher risk.  There was a 
similar result (57 per cent – 1,043 out of 1835 responses) when asked whether the 
Mayor of London should use his powers and funding streams to ensure new social 
housing fitted with domestic sprinklers.  The majority of respondents (64 per cent – 
1171 out of 1834 responses) agreed that the Authority should be lobbying government 
for sprinklers to be installed in high-risk premises.   
 
The Labour Group of the London Assembly 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 present a 
significant risk due to their size, construction or use.  
 
(iv) Equalities 
 
Women make up 6% of the operational workforce of London Fire Brigade, while only 
12% of the workforce is Black or Ethnic Minority303. With approximately 40% of 
London’s population defined as Black, Asian, or Minority Ethnic304 and 51% of the 
population female305, London Assembly Labour Members believe the London Fire 
Brigade is insufficiently representative of the communities it serves. 
 
The London Fire Brigade’s current recruitment target for new trainees is 18% women 
and 25% BME306.  Although performance in respect of women was broadly similar to the 
target at the last recruitment round, it was significantly less than desired for BME 
candidates.  The London Assembly Labour Group will renew focus on ensuring 
that the London Fire Brigade represents Londoners by undertaking a 
comprehensive review of the recruitment, retention and progression strategy.  
This will have no additional cost implication and will be undertaken with 
current resources.   
 

                                                 
303 LFEPA Report – FEP 2198, para 27 
304 London Councils, London Key Facts, Date accessed: 20.01.14 
305 2011 census results: how many people live in your local authority?, The Guardian, Date accessed: 
20.01.14 
306 LFEPA Report – FEP 2100, table 2 

http://moderngov.london-fire.gov.uk/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=2693
http://moderngov.london-fire.gov.uk/mgconvert2pdf.aspx?id=2082
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London Fire Brigade use to regularly appear as a top employer in the Stonewall Top 100 
Employers list.  Under the current Mayor, it has failed to even enter the contest.  The 
London Assembly Labour Group proposes that LFB should enter the 
competition for 2014 and make the necessary changes to ensure the Brigade is 
one of the top 100 employees for LGBT community.  This will have no 
additional cost implication and will be undertaken by current resources.  
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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 Revenue Spending 

Introduce more ticketing options for hard 

pressed Londoners 

1 

Fund additional Transport Operational 

Command Units (Police teams on TfL) An 

additional 250 STT officers could be funded 

by £10 m 

10 

Create a staff retention fund to meet the 

needs of our “Customer Standards Charter” 

50 

Fund 50 additional hybrid buses (£300,000 

per bus) are use them to provide better access 

to our health facilities 

15 

Retrofit all buses to the latest Euro Standard 25 

Create a Network of Access Hubs around 

London 

45 

Total: 146 

Funded by:  

Use of TfL reserves (2013/14 closing balance 

£1.3 billion) created from accumulated 

operating surpluses – TOTAL 

146 

 
(i) Draft Consultation Position and Critique 
 

London Assembly Labour Members notes the amount of waste under the Mayor, 

including: 

 

 The fares debacle – Making a fares announcement with an RPI+1 increase for 

Travel Cards and then finding that the Chancellor was implementing an RPI 

freeze two days later. TfL have said, “We have estimated that the impact of the 

delayed implementation of the increase to 19 January is £5m”. There is also no 

word from Government that they will fund the RPI freeze. If they do not it will 

cost and extra £3m in 2013/14, and £13m per annum thereafter. 

 Re-visiting Cycling Super Highways because of safety concerns; 

 The opportunity cost of cancelling the Thame Gateway Bridge in November 

2008307, only to later announce that the scheme would be resurrected. 

 The costs of his TfL board and advisors are £359,729 – one of whom receives 

£77,811.  

 

                                                 
307 John Vidal  and Dan Milmo, Transport for London scraps plans for six-lane road bridge, The Guardian, 
06.11.08 
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London Assembly Labour Members are concerned that the Mayor has left TfL’s finances 

in a more precarious than he inherited from the previous administration.  

Central Government Grant has dropped from £2,669m in 2008/9308 to 1,554m in 

2014/15309, prompting concerns that Mayor has not fought hard enough to secure the 

level of funding that the capital should be receiving. 

 

The Mayor has also wasted a considerable amount of taxpayers’ money on what can 

reasonably be described as little more than vanity projects. London Assembly Labour 

Member are not opposed to these projects in principle, but are deeply concerned about 

the Mayor’s financial management of them – particularly those he maintained would 

not require public funding: 

 

 £18m on the cable car he said ‘would pay for itself’310; 

 £175m on the cycle hire scheme that the Mayor said would not require taxpayer 

funds311; 

 £34m on a garden bridge, that does not have a cost/benefit analysis and does 

nothing to help London’s workforce get to work312; 

 £3.2m on a fantasy island airport313 as well as paying an Aviation Advisor more 

than £40k per year;314 a post that Labour Members would seek to save £40,625 

on by deleting with immediate effect; and 

 £67.2m on a New Bus for London that cost more than existing buses and 

requires the extra expense of a conductor315. 

 

Had the Mayor not wasted such large sums on these projects, he would no doubt have 

more to spend on the transport projects Londoners desperately need, such as tube 

upgrades and Crossrail 2.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
308 DfT (04.10.07) TfL SR07 settlement, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
309 DfT (18.07.13) Spending Review 2013: TfL funding agreement, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
310 The Cable car cost £60m to build. There is a 10 year £36m Sponsorship deal with Emirates. They also 
received an £8m grant from the European Regional Development Fund. So a funding gap of £18m 
remains.  
311 The Cycle Hire scheme has cost Londoners £145m in construction and operational overheads, with a 
further £80m in additional expenditure expected between 2013/14 and 2015/16. This figure of £225m is 
more than 4 times the maximum £50m due under the Mayor’s sponsorship deal with Barclays Bank which 
runs until 2018. TfL says is it “not currently possible” to say when the Cycle Hire scheme will be self-
funding. The recent Eastern extension cost £40m 
312 TfL Finance and Policy Committee (18.07.13), Garden Bridge, Date retrieved: 13.01.14 & 
https://twitter.com/BBCTomEdwards (22.01.14) “It's been confirmed the Mayor through TfL will match 
fund Treasury’s £30m contribution to the Garden Bridge subject to final business case.” Date retrieved: 
22.01.14   
313 £3m via MD1080 Direction to TfL to undertake additional work in relation to aviation issues & 
£200,000 via MQT 1400/2012 
314 TfL (01.08.13) Annual Report and statement of accounts for 2012/13 Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
315 The 600 new Boris Buses cost at £354,500 per vehicle, making them around £50,000 more expensive 
than a comparable off-the-shelf hybrid double decker. This means £30m more has been spent than 
necessary. Each bus requires a second crew member when its rear platform is in operation, and this has 
been estimated to add a cost of £62,000 per vehicle per year or £37.2million for all 600 buses. 

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/Spending-review-settlement.pdf
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/spending-review-2013-funding-agreement-letter-july-2013.pdf
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/tfl-finally-confirms-cable-car-sponsorship-will-be-paid-over-9-years/201222851
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/tfl-finally-confirms-cable-car-sponsorship-will-be-paid-over-9-years/201222851
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor-assembly/mayor/mayoral-decisions/MD862
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/cable-car-grant-decision-not-expected-until-summer-2012/201218851
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/tfl-we-have-no-idea-when-boriss-cycle-hire-scheme-will-be-self-funding/201222480
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/media/newscentre/archive/20667.aspx
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/media/newscentre/archive/20667.aspx
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/londons-cycle-hire-scheme-expands-eastwards/201219630
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/FPC-130718-Part-1-Item12-Garden-Bridge.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor-assembly/mayor/mayoral-decisions/MD1080
http://mqt.london.gov.uk/mqt/public/question.do?id=40999
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/annual-report-and-statement-of-accounts-2013.pdf
http://taxileaks.blogspot.co.uk/2013/05/tfl-reveals-cost-of-new-bus-for-london.html
http://londonist.com/2013/05/new-bus-for-london-cost-revealed.php
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(ii) Introduce more ticketing options for hard-pressed Londoners 
 
Our report, London Cost of Living Report: Fair Fares, has shown that many lower paid 
Londoners are paying more for the same journeys than better off passengers. People 
who can’t afford a whole years’ season ticket outlay are hit by higher fare increases and 
by poorer value for money in the ticket-products they have to buy – pay as you go and 
weekly or monthly travel cards.  By being unable to afford annual travelcards, weekly 
travelcard users miss out on saving over £500 a year and spend an extra £1.06 per 
journey. 

 
However, the report shows that the vast majority of Londoners are feeling the impact of 
high and rapidly rising fares in London with 84% of people believing fares are too high, 
with the young, parents and London’s BAME communities the most concerned.  

 

London Assembly Labour Members welcome the fact that the Mayor has increased fares 

in line with inflation overall; notwithstanding the confusion surrounding the issue.316 It 

is, however, important to note that the Boris Johnson has increase fares by 13.12% 

above inflation during his 6 years as Mayor of London.  
 
With this in mind, London Assembly Labour Members believe that the time has now 
come for the Mayor to introduce a number of ticketing options that will reduce the 
burden on Londoners, including: 
  

 One hour bus tickets; 

 Part time travelcards; and 

 Early bird fares, which reduce ticket prices for those travelling before the 
morning rush hour, helping commuters to save money and deal with the 
overcrowding issues during the rush hour.  

 
London Assembly Labour Members propose to provide a fund of up to £1m to allow TfL 
to investigate flexible ticketing and provide a selection of proposals for introduction by 
1st January 2015.  
 

(iii) Fund additional Transport Operational Command Units (Police teams on 

TfL) an additional 250 STT officers could be funded by £10 m 
 
It is estimated that 15% of women are harassed on the London transport network, but 
90% of this unwanted behaviour goes unreported.317 The success of Project Guardian, 
run by the British Transport Police, in which 15 people were arrested in relation to 
sexual offences on the transport network in one week in December 2013, show that 
additional resource is necessary in tackling this problem318.  
 
 
 

   Continues… 

                                                 
316 Evening Standard (08.01.14) George Osborne snubs Boris Johnson's plea for millions of pounds to 
limit rise in rail fares Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
317 British Transport Police, Project Guardian, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
318 British Transport Police, Project Guardian, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   

http://www.btp.police.uk/advice_and_information/how_we_tackle_crime/project_guardian.aspx
http://www.btp.police.uk/advice_and_information/how_we_tackle_crime/project_guardian.aspx
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Alongside this, recently released figures from TfL show that more than a third (35%) of 
all BAME Londoners express a fear of crime when getting to the bus or train and see 
this as a barrier to public transport. This is significantly higher than white Londoners 
(21%).319 
 
The figure is even higher within the capital’s Asian communities where 45% of 
respondents to TfL’s survey identified this as a barrier to using public transport320. 
 
Fear of antisocial behavior is also a barrier among BAME Londoners with 46% of Black 
and 47% of Asian Londoners expressing concern about this issue compared to 30% of 
white Londoners. 
 
We feel that there is growing evidence that it is the lowest paid, women and those from 
BAME backgrounds who are the target of or fear crime on public transport.321  
 
With this in mind, for the third year in a row, London Assembly Labour Members plan to 
make funds available to finance 250 more police officers on the transport network, 
focusing them on the areas of the network that are suffering from the highest 
incidences of crime and on those groups most effected by crime on our transport 
network.  

 
(iv) Create a staff retention fund to meet the needs of our “Customer 
Standards Charter” 
 
London Assembly Labour Members recognise the fact that as technology improves so 
does the way we need to run London Underground. As the number of people needing 
to use our tickets offices falls, due to the success of Oyster, we need to think again 
about whether ticket offices are the best way of selling tickets in the 21st Century.  
 
However, Labour London Assembly Members believe TfL are mistaken in using the 
ticket office debate as a means of cutting 750 members of front-line Tube staff. Closing 
ticket offices should not be used as the pretext for rolling back customer service 
standards and operating ghost stations.  
 
While TfL have maintained that every station will be staffed322, it is not possible to 
operate a modern – customer-focused – Tube network with one person per tube 
station. London Assembly Labour Members want to ensure that all Tube stations are 
appropriately staffed to ensure that all travellers are safe and secure throughout their 
journey.  
 
To address concerns regarding proposed ticket office closures, the Transport and 
Salaried Staffs Association (TSSA), in conjunction with London Assembly Labour 
Members have proposed the establishment of a Customer Charter for the London 
Underground.     
 

                                                 
319 Mayor Watch (06.01.14), Fear of crime is deterring London’s BAME communities from using public 
transport, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
320 Mayor Watch (06.01.14), Fear of crime is deterring London’s BAME communities from using public 
transport, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
321 Mayor Watch (06.01.14), Fear of crime is deterring London’s BAME communities from using public 
transport, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
322 TfL (22.11.13) Pg. 19. Fit for the Future – Stations Date retrieved: 13.01.14   

http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/fear-of-crime-is-deterring-londons-bame-communities-from-using-public-transport/201429257
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/fear-of-crime-is-deterring-londons-bame-communities-from-using-public-transport/201429257
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/fear-of-crime-is-deterring-londons-bame-communities-from-using-public-transport/201429257
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/fear-of-crime-is-deterring-londons-bame-communities-from-using-public-transport/201429257
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/fear-of-crime-is-deterring-londons-bame-communities-from-using-public-transport/201429257
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/fear-of-crime-is-deterring-londons-bame-communities-from-using-public-transport/201429257
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The Charter provides a list of principles for how the Tube should be staffed and 
managed. In doing so, we believe that the travelling public can be reassured that 
decisions about station staffing are rooted in a logical and transparent process, which 
takes in to account their needs, rather than TfL’s. The four priorities under the charter 
are323: 
 

 Turn up and travel: an assurance for disabled passengers that they can turn up 
at any accessible tube station and be able to use the tube. This requires suitably 
trained staff to be available in all locations whenever stations are open – night 
or day - to assist passengers as necessary. 

 

 A friendly face and a helping hand:  a visible staff presence throughout all 
stations – including on platforms, in ticket halls and on gatelines - throughout 
tube opening hours, with the skills to assist passengers with any difficulties with 
machines/barriers etc. and to provide travel assistance. 

 

 Safe and secure: well-maintained, safe and secure stations. Fully health & 
safety-trained staff on all stations to assist in case of emergency, accident or 
disturbance. Staff present on stations at all times – including at night – to offer 
passengers reassurance, and to provide assistance if necessary. 

 

 Clear communication and updates: regular announcements and clear notices 
providing updates on disruptions, delays and general travel information 
throughout the day and night. Staff available to answer queries and provide 
advice, particularly to visitors to London. 

 
The cost of the staff retention fund would be £50m in 2014-15. 
 
(v) More Buses 
 
Under the Livingstone Mayoralty, there was a 34% increase in bus km. Over a similar 
timescale, Boris Johnson has delivered a mere 2.5% increase 324 
 

Financial Year Operated KMs (millions) Mayor Increase 

2000/01 357   

2001/02 373   

2002/03 397   

2003/04 437   

2004/05 450   

2005/06 454   

2006/07 458   

2007/08 468   

2008/09 478 33.89% 

2009/10 483   

2010/11 486   

2011/12 490   

2012/13 490 2.51% 

                                                 
323 TSSA, Passenger Charter, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
324 TfL (17.09.13) Bus KMs Operated 1990,91 to 2012,13  

http://www.tssa.org.uk/en/campaigns/blt/passenger-charter.cfm
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Overcrowding on buses could get worse325 and with London’s population continuing to 
grow, it’s reasonable to infer that we need both more buses and more bus km.  
 
Coupled with this, the London Assembly Transport Committee has recommended that, 
“By March 2014 the Mayor and TfL should report on their work with NHS providers 
including through the London Health Board to plan for good public transport access at 
each London hospital and major health centre now and after NHS reconfigurations”326 
 
London Assembly Labour Members would therefore seek to introduce 50 more buses 
into the network to increase capacity. Along with new routes serving the capital’s 
hospitals, we hope that will be ‘just what the doctor ordered’. Assuming a cost of 
£300,000 per bus, this proposal would cost £15m in 2014-15.  
 
(vi) Retrofit the Bus Fleet 
 
According to TfL, the bus fleet will comprise of the following Euro Standard buses in 
December 2015. 
 
Euro III – 900 
Euro IV – 1,771 
Euro V – 4,024 
Euro VI – 2,006327 
 
Air pollution is a major public health problem facing London causing over 4,000 
premature deaths every year328  Annual average levels of NO2 in Oxford Street and 
Brompton Road are well over twice legal limits329. London has the highest levels of NO2 
of any capital city in Europe.330 
 
The Mayor claims that, since 2008, emissions of PM10 and PM 2.5 have been reduced 
by 15% and emissions of NOx have been reduced by 20%331 - but these are estimates 
from computer models and do not reflect the reality. London has among the worst air 
pollution of any capital city in Europe.332 
 
The Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy says: “Across Greater London, buses are estimated to 
contribute 21 per cent of road transport emissions in 2008, and just under 30 per cent 
in 2015. However, when looking at road transport emissions within central London, 
buses become the most significant source of NOx emissions at around 40 per cent in 
2008, growing to just below 50 per cent in 2015.”333 

                                                 
325 London Assembly (28.10.13) Fears of future overcrowding due to 167 million more London bus 
journeys Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
326 London Assembly Transport Committee, (28.10.13) Bus Services in London,  Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
327 Email from TfL dated 24.11.13 
328  As reported in the Guardian Online (Accessed 22.1.14) 
329 Clean Air in London, (24.06.13) Carcinogenic diesel exhaust disclosed for every significant road in 
London, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
330 Clean Air in London, (24.06.13) Carcinogenic diesel exhaust disclosed for every significant road in 
London, Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
331 Full Fact (02.05.12), Does London have the worst air quality in Europe?, Date retrieved: 13.01.14  & 
Murad Qureshi AM Press Release (13.02.13) London’s air quality kicked into the long grass, Date 
retrieved: 13.01.14   
332 Full Fact (02.05.12), Does London have the worst air quality in Europe?, Date retrieved: 13.01.14  & 
Murad Qureshi AM Press Release (13.02.13) London’s air quality kicked into the long grass, Date 
retrieved: 13.01.14   
333 The Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy p.44 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Air_Quality_Strategy_v3.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/assembly-press-releases/2013/10/fears-of-future-overcrowding-due-to-167-million-more-london-bus
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/assembly-press-releases/2013/10/fears-of-future-overcrowding-due-to-167-million-more-london-bus
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Bus%20Services%20in%20London%20Report%2C%20Transport%20Committee_0.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2010/jun/30/london-air-quality-premature-deaths
http://cleanairinlondon.org/sources/carcinogenic-diesel-exhaust-disclosed-for-every-significant-road-in-london/
http://cleanairinlondon.org/sources/carcinogenic-diesel-exhaust-disclosed-for-every-significant-road-in-london/
http://cleanairinlondon.org/sources/carcinogenic-diesel-exhaust-disclosed-for-every-significant-road-in-london/
http://cleanairinlondon.org/sources/carcinogenic-diesel-exhaust-disclosed-for-every-significant-road-in-london/
http://fullfact.org/factchecks/london_2012_does_london_have_the_worst_air_quality_in_europe-24372
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/assembly-member-press-releases/labour-party/2013/02/london-s-air-quality-kicked-into-the-long-grass
http://fullfact.org/factchecks/london_2012_does_london_have_the_worst_air_quality_in_europe-24372
http://www.london.gov.uk/media/assembly-member-press-releases/labour-party/2013/02/london-s-air-quality-kicked-into-the-long-grass
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Air_Quality_Strategy_v3.pdf
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The results of these increases are clear. The Government’s Air Quality Strategy revealed 
that long term exposure to PM2.5 can lead to an average reduction in life expectancy of 
6 months.334 
 
Nationally, there were more premature deaths as a result of exposure to PM2.5 in 2008 
than were killed in road traffic collisions in 2009. (29,000 versus 2,222)335. In Greater 
London in 2008 it is estimated there were as many as 4,267 deaths attributable to long 
term exposure to small particles336 
 
The greatest burden falls on the young and the elderly and those with existing 
respiratory conditions and chronic illnesses. It can also have a serious adverse outcome 
in pregnancy. The BMA have presented evidence linking air pollution to low birth 
weight, increasing the risk of developing chronic diseases in later life and altering 
emotional responses and impairing cognition.337 
 
This is an issue of equality. There is extensive evidence of a link between areas of high 
deprivation and pollution with those living in the more deprived areas being exposed to 
higher concentrations of air pollution.338  
 
London Assembly Labour Members believe the Mayor should take a lead in making the 
air of London as clean as possible. In the absence of this leadership, Labour Members 
propose retrofitting all London buses to ensure that they meet Euro VI, by setting up a 
retrofit fund of £25m.  
 
We would also go further and ensure that all buses meet the Euro VII standard once it is 
introduced (possibly in 2020).339  
 
(vii) Accessible London 
 
The Mayor is making the transport network more accessible for Londoners. However, his 
rate of progress is painfully slow and he has not yet secured some big wins for 
Londoners. Labour Members’ policies for a big increase in accessibility in 2014/15 are 
as follows. 
 
Make Crossrail fully accessible - Seven stations will not be step-free to platform. 
Hanwell in Ealing, Seven Kings in Redbridge, Maryland and Manor Park in Newham, 
Seven Kings in Redbridge & Taplow, Iver and Langley outside London. Labour Members 
would ensure that all the stations are fully accessible at a cost to the UK Government of 
£19-30m.340  
 

                                                 
334 Greater London Authority (17.06.13) Air Quality in Enfield, A Guide For Public Health p.12 Date 
retrieved: 13.01.14   
335 Ibid 
336 As reported in the Guardian Online (Accessed 22.1.14) 
337 Ibid p13 
338 Ibid pg. 14 
339 Findadblue, (02.10.13) Hints of Euro 7 legislation at the IAA AdBlue day symposium Date retrieved: 
13.01.14   
340 Transport for All (05.07.13) Crossrail:  Information for disabled and older people about the new west-
east London rail project 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Air%20Quality%20for%20Public%20Health%20Professionals%20-%20LB%20Enfield.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2010/jun/30/london-air-quality-premature-deaths
http://www.findadblue.com/news/2013/10/2/hints-of-euro-7-legislation-at-the-iaa-adblue-day-symposium/
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Access Hubs around London - The location of our step-free stations is not 
distributed geographically across London. As a result large areas of London become 
inaccessible.341  
 
Labour Members want to ensure that all Londoners are able to take a bus from near 
their home to a nearby rail/tube station and to be able to access it. We note that TfL 
looked at this policy in the 2007 Towards an Accessible Tube paper, but the current 
Mayor has not progressed it.  
 
Labour Members hope that a more geographical spread will have more of an impact on 
the lives on Londoners will access needs that TfL current policy of making those 
stations with the highest footfall accessible. Such stations are mainly in central London 
and as a result visitors to our capital can use the network to see the sights, but those 
residents who wish to go to work are prevented from accessing the network. 
 
Labour Members intend to work with Transport for All, and other such groups, to 
compile such a map and to prioritise the step-free programme as a result. To ensure 
that we can make a good start to making our stations accessible, we shall be devoting 
£45m extra funding to it.  
 
Cable Car – The Cable Car is a good tourist attraction for London. If it did not require a 
public subsidy, as the Mayor originally promised, London Assembly Labour Members 
would support it.  
 
However, the construction and running costs of the cable car are being subsidised by 
the taxpayer. Given that only four regular commuters use the service and the costs 
of the cable car are higher for Oyster users than the cost of crossing the Thames via the 
tube/DLR342, Labour Members believe that the cable car is a failure.  
 
However, since the public has to spend money subsidising the cable car, then the Mayor 
needs to make it work for more Londoners. With this in mind, Labour Members propose 
that those with travelcards, freedom passes and children under ten years old should be 
able to travel on it as they would any other form of public transport in London, reducing 
the marginal cost of the cable car these users to zero.  
 
Finally, Labour Assembly Members would ensure that the single fare for using the cable 
car is the same as the fare for using the tube/DLR to make the same journey.  It is 
perhaps symptomatic of the running of the cable car scheme, that we asked TfL for 
some figures on the result of our proposed policy they said, “We cannot accurately 
quantify the drop in revenue that would be incurred from integration into the 
Travelcard, Freedom Pass and Zip Oyster schemes”. This response is perhaps not 
surprising given they have wrongly predicted the amount of money the cable car would 
make and are facing a £2.5m funding black hole.343  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
341 TfL (12.12.13) Step Free tube Guide Map Date retrieved: 13.01.14   
342 It costs £1.50 for an adult to make the trip via the tube/DLR at non-peak times and £3.20 on the 
cable car.  
343 Mayor watch (22.01.14) Official figures reveal £2.5m gap in cable car’s finances Date retrieved: 
22.01.14   

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/microsites/interchange/documents/Towards_an_Accessible_Tube_12pt1.pdf
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/step-free-tube-guide-map.pdf
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/official-figures-reveal-2-5m-gap-in-cable-cars-finances/201430019
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(viii) Affordable Plan 
 
Labour Assembly Members’ 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 reserves. 
 
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. 
 
In December 2011, TfL suggested they would have a surplus in 2012/13 of £248m344. 
However, in December 2012 they changed their mind and posted a surplus of £478m345; 
a disparity of £230m! 
 
In December 2012 TfL suggested they would have a surplus in 2013/14 of £348m346; In 
December 2013 they now believe they will have a surplus of £431m347. A disparity of 
£83m! 
 
As the 2014/15 estimate is for £177m348, and given TfL’s record in this respect, Labour 
Members are confident that the figure will actually turn out to be wrong, with revenue 
spending plans covered by the historical underestimation of the budget surplus.  
 
On the capital spending side of the budget, we know that TfL historically underspends 
its capital budget. In 2010/11 it was £191m, 2011/12 it was £287m, 2012/13 it was 
£234m and in the current financial year it is expected to be £169m, or 9% of the capital 
budget.349 
 
Given that the 2014/15 capital budget is £2,466350, a similar underspend of 9% would 
give us an extra £221.94m to spend on our capital priorities.  We are not. We are 
assuming that as they keep underestimating the about of money they will spend there is 
always cash in the bank at the end of the year. Therefore we will use this cash on our 
projects. Make sense?  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
344 TfL, (21.03.12) Business Plan: Transport for London’s plans for the next decade, p.57 
345 Ibid  
346 Ibid  
347 Ibid, p.45  
348 TfL, (21.03.12) Business Plan: Transport for London’s plans for the next decade, p.80 
349 Budget Monitoring Sub-Committee briefing 18 December 2013 
350 TfL, (21.03.12) Business Plan: Transport for London’s plans for the next decade, p.81 

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/2012-13-budget-tfl-march2012.pdf
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/2012-13-budget-tfl-march2012.pdf
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/2012-13-budget-tfl-march2012.pdf
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6.0 London Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC) 
 
London Assembly Labour will not be proposing any changes to the Mayor’s 
proposed LLDC budget.  
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PART B: Proposal to approve, with amendments, the Draft Consolidated 

Budget for the 2014-15 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 2014-15 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 2014-15 for each constituent body as follows: 

Constituent body Component council tax 

requirement 

Greater London Authority: Mayor of London £72,885,825 

Greater London Authority: London Assembly £2,500,000 

Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime  £562,158,925 

London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority £135,175,000 

Transport for London  £6,000,000 

London Legacy Development Corporation £NIL 

 

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

to a consolidated council tax requirement for the Authority for 2014-15 (shown at Line 

79 in the attached Schedule) of £778,719,750. 

 

BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 81 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

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, retained business rates or council tax 
precept. This includes fare revenues, congestion charging, the Crossrail Business rate 
supplement, the sums receivable in non domestic rates from London billing authorities 
required to meet the GLA’s fixed tariff payment under rates retention and all other 
income not received from central government, through the council tax precept or for 
retained business rates. (line 6 for the Mayor, line 19 for the Assembly, line 32 for 
MOPAC, line 45 for LFEPA , line 58  for TfL, and line 71 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 
20 for the Assembly, line 33 for MOPAC, line 46 for LFEPA , line 59  for TfL, and line 
72 for the LLDC);  

 
- Income in respect of general government grants. From 2014-15 this comprises 
Revenue Support Grant and for MOPAC only core Home Office police and principal 
police formula grant (line 8 for the Mayor, line 21 for the Assembly, line 34 for MOPAC, 
line 47 for LFEPA, line 60  for TfL,  and line 73 for the LLDC); 
 
- Income in respect of retained business rates including estimated related section 31 
grant support payable under the Local Government Act 2003 (line 9 for the Mayor, line 
22 for the Assembly, line 35 for MOPAC, line 48 for LFEPA, line 61 for TfL, and line 74 
for the LLDC). This excludes the sum receivable in non domestic rates required to meet 
the fixed tariff payment to central government which is treated as general income; and 
 
- The GLA’s share of the aggregate forecast net collection fund surplus or deficit at 31 
March 2014 reported by the 33 London billing authorities in respect of council tax and 
retained business rates. This is nominally allocated to the GLA in line with accounting 
practice but in principle the surplus or deficit can be attributed to any component 
budget. For the draft budget this is assumed to be zero pending receipt of the forecast 
surpluses from billing authorities which will not be available until 31 January (line 10  
for the Mayor, line 23 for the Assembly, line 36 for MOPAC, line 49 for LFEPA, line 62 
for TfL, and line 75 for the LLDC). 
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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.   
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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) £732,600,000 £851,450,000 estimated expenditure of the Mayor for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(2) £4,800,000 £ 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) £737,400,000 £856,250,000 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) -£478,300,000 

 

-£ 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  

(7) -£27,400,000 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(8) -£52,151,215 -£ 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) -£30,946,650 -£139,496,650 estimate of the Mayor’s income in respect of retained business 
rates including related section 31 grants calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(10) £0 -£ estimate of the Mayor’s share of the net collection fund 
surplus or deficit for the 33 London billing authorities 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(11) -£86,016,310 -£ 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 

(12) -£674,814,175 -£783,364,175 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) + (11) above) 

(13) £62,585,825 £72,885,825 the component council tax requirement for the Mayor (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (5) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (12) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for the Mayor for 2014-15 (line 13 col 
3) is £72,885,825
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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 

(14) £7,600,000 £ estimated expenditure of the Assembly  for the year 
calculated in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(15) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the Assembly 
under s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(16) £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of the Assembly under s85(4)(c) of the GLA 
Act 

(17) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
the Assembly under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(18) £7,600,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the Assembly (lines (14) + (15) + (16) + 
(17) above) 

(19) -£400,000 -£ 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  

(20) £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s special & specific government 
grant income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

(21) -£2,571,000 -£ 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 

(22) -£2,129,000 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grants calculated 
in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act  

(23) £0 -£ estimate of the Assembly’s share of the net collection fund 
surplus or deficit for the 33 London billing authorities 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(24) £0 -£ estimate of Assembly’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in lines (14) and (15) above under s85(5)(b) of the 
GLA Act 

(25) -£5,100,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the Assembly (lines (19) + (20) + 
(21) + (22) + (23) + (24) above) 

(26) £2,500,000 £ the component council tax requirement for the Assembly 
(being the amount by which the aggregate at (18) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (25) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 
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The draft component council tax requirement for the Assembly for 2014-15 (line 26 
col 3) is:  

£2,500,000
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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 

(27) £3,253,000,000 £3,300,332,000 estimated expenditure of the MOPAC calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(28) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for the MOPAC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(29) £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of the MOPAC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

(30) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the 
MOPAC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(31) £3,253,000,000 £3,300,332,000 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the MOPAC (lines (27) + (28) + (29) + (30) 
above) 

(32) -£272,641,075 -£282,641,075 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 

(33) -£475,100,000 -£ estimate of the MOPAC’s special & specific government 
grant income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

(34) -£1,884,000,000 -£ 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 

(35) £0 -£37,332,000 estimate of the MOPAC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grants calculated 
in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(36) £0 -£ estimate of MOPAC’s share of the net collection fund 
surplus or deficit for the 33 London billing authorities 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(37) -£59,100,000 -£ estimate of MOPAC’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in lines (27) and (28) above under s85(5)(b) of the 
GLA Act 

(38) -£2,690,841,075 -£2,738,173,075 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for the MOPAC (lines (32) + (33) + 
(34) + (35) + (36) + (37) above) 

(39) £562,158,925 £562,158,925 the component council tax requirement for MOPAC (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (31) above exceeds 
the aggregate at (38) above calculated in accordance with 
section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for the MOPAC for 2014-15 (line 39 col 

3) is: 
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£562,158,925 
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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 

Line Mayor’s  
Proposal 

Budget 
amendment 

Description 

(40) £431,575,000 

 

£ estimated expenditure of LFEPA for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(41) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for LFEPA under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(42) £0 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of LFEPA under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

(43) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
LFEPA under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(44) £431,575,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for LFEPA (lines (40) + (41) + (42) + (43) 
above) 

(45) -£30,700,000 -£ 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 

(46) -£13,900,000 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act 

(47) -£138,838,000 -£ 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 

(48) -£112,162,000 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s income in respect of retained business 
rates including related section 31 grants calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(49) £0 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s share of the net collection fund surplus 
or deficit for the 33 London billing authorities calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(50) -£800,000 -£ estimate of LFEPA’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts 
in lines (40) and (41) above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

(51) -£296,400,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for LFEPA (lines (45) + (46) + (47) + 
(48) + (49) + (50) above) 

(52) £135,175,000 

 

£ the component council tax requirement for LFEPA (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (44) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (51) above calculated in accordance with 
section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The final draft component council tax requirement for LFEPA for 2014-15 (line 52 col 
3) is: £135,175,000 
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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 

(53) 

 

£6,549,863,800 £6,695,863,800 estimated expenditure of TfL for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(54) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for TfL under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(55) £177,300,000 £0 estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of TfL under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

(56) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of 
TfL under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(57) £6,727,163,800 £6,695,863,800 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of 
the GLA Act for the TfL (lines (53) + (54) + (55) + (56) 
above) 

(58) -£5,023,200,000 -£ 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 

(59) -£869,500,000 -£ estimate of TfL’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA 
Act 

(60) £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 

(61) -£828,463,800 -£682,581,800 estimate of TfL’s income in respect of retained business 
rates including related section 31 grants calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(62) £0 -£ estimate of TfL’s share of the net collection fund surplus or 
deficit for the 33 London billing authorities calculated in 
accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(63) £0 -£114,582,000 estimate of TfL’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in 
lines (53) and (54 above under s85(5)(b) of the GLA Act 

(64) -£6,721,163,800 -£6,689,863,800 aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 
85(5) of the GLA Act for TfL                                                  
(lines (58) + (59) + (60) + (61) + (62) + (63) above) 

(65) £6,000,000 £6,000,000 the component council tax requirement for TfL (being the 
amount by which the aggregate at (57) above exceeds the 
aggregate at (64) above calculated in accordance with section 
85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component council tax requirement for TfL for 2014-15 (line 65 col 3) is: 

£6,000,000 
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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 

(66) £39,800,000 £ estimated expenditure of LLDC for the year calculated in 
accordance with s85(4)(a) of the GLA Act 

(67) £0 £ estimated allowance for contingencies for LLDC under 
s85(4)(b) of the GLA Act 

(68) £4,500,000 £ estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future 
expenditure of LLDC under s85(4)(c) of the GLA Act 

(69) £0 £ estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit 
of LLDC under s85(4)(d) of the GLA Act 

(70) £44,300,000 £ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) 
of the GLA Act for LLDC (lines (66) + (67) + (68) + (69) 
above) 

(71) -£44,300,000 -£ 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 

(72) £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s special & specific government grant 
income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the 
GLA Act 

(73) £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 

(74) £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s income in respect of retained 
business rates including related section 31 grants 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(75) £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s share of the net collection fund 
surplus or deficit for the 33 London billing authorities 
calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the GLA Act 

(76) £0 -£ estimate of LLDC’s reserves to be used in meeting 
amounts in lines (66) and (67) above under s85(5)(b) of 
the GLA Act 

(77) -£44,300,000 -£ aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in 
section 85(5) of the GLA Act for LLDC                                                  
(lines (71) + (72) + (73) + (74) + (75) + (76) above) 

(78) £0 £ the component council tax requirement for LLDC (being 
the amount by which the aggregate at (70) above 
exceeds the aggregate at (77) above calculated in 
accordance with section 85(6) of the GLA Act) 

 
The draft component budget requirement for LLDC for 2014-15 (line 78 col 3) is: £0 
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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 

(79) £768,419,750 £778,719,750 the GLA’s consolidated council tax requirement (the 
sum of the amounts in lines (13) + (26) + (39) + (52) 
+(65) + (78) calculated in accordance with section 
85(8) of the GLA Act) 

 
The final consolidated council tax requirement for 2014-15 (line 79 col 3) is:  
£778,719,750 
 
 

 
 


