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Transcript of Item 5: Disturbances Recovery Funding 

 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  If I can welcome our guests, who for this item are Peter Rogers and Fiona 

Fletcher-Smith, and Bob Atkins from the Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA).  Do you want to 

start the ball rolling by just giving us a quick picture of how you went about looking at the 

resource implications of the disturbances and how we might best bid for them and avoid falling 

over ourselves and not competing and overlapping, and whatever else? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  All right.  

Let me deal with a number of statements.  When the disturbances kicked off, we recognised the 

need for immediate help to shops; it was clear there was damage.  So we started working 

immediately with Business in the Community and we were introduced to Sir William Castell of 

the Wellcome Foundation who was trying to do exactly the same thing.  So, rather than replicate 

an immediate help fund, we started to develop work with him.  It had two advantages: firstly 

they could drag in a lot of pro bono support, which meant that big companies could provide 

resource to administer it, manage it, and evaluate the bids, and that meant that we could kick 

off very quickly some help getting through.  It also meant that they would be responsible for 

the audit and assurance rather than having it subject to things that we are doing. 

 

So we immediately put together an offer, which said that we would put into that fund 

£500,000; kick-start it, prime it, and then we would start attracting business funding as well.  

The Mayor personally intervened and rang a couple of banks and received £500,000 match from 

each of these, and William Castell has used his connections to double that, so there is a fund of 

about £3 million to £4 million. 

 

It took some time to set up as a charity, it was operating within two weeks, it now receives a 

claim and pays grants rather than loans within five days.  So, as long as the grant form is filled 

in, sent through properly and checked, a cheque is in the post and it does not take very long to 

arrive. 

 

What is surprising is the limited take-up so far on that fund, given the extent of the problems, 

and we are doing all we can to promote its awareness and as recently as last week I was with a 

number of local authority leaders, some of whom had not heard of the existence of that fund.  

What is clear is that boroughs are also making those payments, and when payments are being 

made by them and there is an alternate form of funding, it almost is a waste of their funding.  

So there is a recognition that awareness of the High Street Fund needs to be raised and we are 

doing what we can. 

 

We also immediately recognised that there was a need for longer-term improvements.  Fiona 

[Fletcher-Smith] led a process which looked at the London Plan and the growth areas overlaid 

as information came in where damage was apparent and where restoration was required, and 

 



 

almost did a prioritisation or reprioritisation of areas so that we were not just restoring what was 

there before, we would use our money to improve and enhance.  Immediately, the Mayor kicked 

in a helpline and a very quick assembly of money - and I know you will be interested in where 

that came from: Martin Clarke will answer that.  I found advising being very easy, you can spend 

things; Martin has to find the money. 

 

It is a really simple proposition in terms of where we are, but that will take time to come 

through.  What we do have now is a dialogue with boroughs and we used the information that 

came through the London Resilience Network about the number of problem premises that were 

damaged - where they were - and we have initiated dialogue with those boroughs on what they 

think is required.  We have two core principles: conversations with boroughs must involve local 

businesses and local people, so it is not being done to communities, it is actually being bought 

into by communities, and they will help design the way that money is spent and the 

prioritisation of it.  The other thing that has been built into those offers is any work that is 

done, as far as possible, should use local businesses and local employment opportunities to 

optimise the offer on social grounds. 

 

What is quite interesting through this process, is where we have also been talking to boroughs 

where we thought there was damage, there is not as much physical damage.  What we have 

started to do is blend European Social Funds in for employment to see whether we can help 

with a social injection alongside the physical renewal. 

 

This is a fairly comprehensive piece around short-term, medium-term and long-term 

improvement, but also blending it to the employment prospects and the business prospects in 

those areas.  In the meantime, the Government announced a £30 million national fund, which 

was essentially dealing with immediate problems in crime, but also funding business relief, and 

they also announced a £20 million fund for Tottenham and for Croydon as its primary focus.  

For clarity, Tottenham is not synonymous with Haringey because Tottenham includes the Upper 

Lee Valley, and particularly around some of that area, it may have a benefit between boroughs, 

and what we are trying to do is encourage the boroughs to talk to each other about the 

potential synergies that would exist from a joint investment plan rather than just looking at it on 

a borough basis. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  I am aware that the London Assembly’s Economy, Culture and Sport 

Committee wants to look under the bonnet of some of these schemes. We are not looking at 

that, but we are looking at the resourcing, and it is a fairly confusing picture already.  You are 

saying that, for example, boroughs have been using their resources, whether their own or 

money they receive from Government, to do the same things that the Mayor’s Fund was set up 

to do. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Exactly 

so. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  So part of my initial question was whether there was an unhealthy 

overlap and some degree of confusion or lack of leadership on some of this. 

 



 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think 

you could not have your cake and eat it, John.  We can either be accused of doing something 

quickly and risk overlap, or you can wait to see what other people do and then intervene if it 

does not happen, and I would have been sitting here explaining why we had done nothing if 

nothing had been done. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  But presumably there would be a meeting with Haringey, in which you 

say, ‚This is clearly an area in need; these are the resources and these are your resources and 

this is how we best deploy them between ourselves‛. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We have 

been doing that; we have met I think probably around 12 local authorities on a basis of 

declining need.  We have had telephone conversations with others, and we will continue to talk 

to them.  They are currently putting propositions together.  We have also written to them about 

the Outer London Fund because there is still £40 million to go in the Outer London Fund, and 

what we have said is, ‚There may now be a need to change the criteria for the Outer London 

Fund to match the changes, what are your views?‛  We are waiting for that to come back 

because what we see is a sort of gradation between long-term improvement plans and short-run 

Outer London Fund improvements and enhancements, and somewhere between the two there 

may be some overlap.  But clearly what we have said is the long-term plans ought to feature in 

their capital programmes. This is also about using leverage and looking at investment and 

adding more for less, and we are waiting for their proposals to show how that is done. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  If I was a cynic, I would say there have been a lot of announcements, 

which sound like a lot of money, but there is a sort of hint here that on the ground, if I am a 

local shopkeeper whose property has been damaged, and maybe is not fully insured or insured, I 

might have trouble getting into any of that. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I do not 

think that is the case, on the short-run, if they put a claim in, they will get a payment within a 

week.  It will be £2,000 grant, it is not a loan, they merely have to fill the form in, and the 

charity is now looking at four to five times that amount on the basis of further evidence.  So 

again there will be a quick turnaround, and that again was the advantage of not doing it here, 

but using people with capacity and skills in those areas so it could be processed quickly by 

people who do it for a day job. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  You say the whole picture, but I do not think it may be the whole picture, 

but to get another part of this, Bob Atkins can maybe tell us something about the police 

liabilities, which is particularly I think the Riot Damages Act liabilities. 

 

Bob Atkins (Treasurer, Metropolitan Police Authority):  The Riot Damages Act is a very 

ancient piece of legislation, 1886, and the regulations were issued in 1922, and there are now 

2011 regulations as well.  The Riot Damages Act is very specific in terms of the claims that can 

be made against the police authority for damage to property and to the contents.  The first 

thing is there has to be a riot, and we cannot define a riot as being London, it has to be very 

specific in terms of what the disorder was, whether it meets the criteria within the Act.  If that 



 

test is met, then the claimant can claim money against the police authority for damages to 

property and the contents of the property. 

 

The situation at the moment is that we have agreed with the Home Office nationally a way of 

handling uninsured claims.  They go through a central claims bureau, which has been set up by 

the Home Office, and is fully funded by the Home Office.  The claims that come through that 

will have to be met by the police authority but will be fully reimbursed. 

 

You then have insured claims where people have insurance cover and they will initially go to 

their insurance company, but then the insurance company can also claim off the police authority 

for the costs that they have incurred, and that is a separate process from the National Claims 

Centre.  We are in negotiations with government around the funding for that.  We at the 

moment expect 100% funding but there will have to be a special grant claim in respect of that, 

and negotiations, as I say, are ongoing around that. 

 

As we sit here today, we have not actually paid out any money, but we can expect within the 

next few weeks that will start to happen.  There is a 42-day deadline for submitting claims, 

which expires on 21 September, so after that date we will get a more complete picture as to 

what has come through. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Again, is City Hall and/or the Mayor making sure that people out there 

who do not know all this complicated stuff have a simple understanding of what they need to 

do? 

 

Bob Atkins (Treasurer, Metropolitan Police Authority):  There was a lot of publicity put 

out around the Riot Damages Act very quickly in August; a lot of it from the Home Office.  All 

the websites, including our own website, GLA’s website, contained information on that.  So I 

think the message has got out fairly quickly and fairly well on that.  I think there may well be 

cases where people come along after the 42 days and say, ‚I did not realise I could claim‛.  I 

think we will have to look at those on a case-by-case basis. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  The definitional question, you could have two identical shops in the same 

street and on the Monday night it was a riot and Shop A was damaged and can claim and on 

Tuesday night because of the number of people or what happened, it was not a riot, Shop B was 

damaged in exactly the same way, and they cannot claim.  That can happen? 

 

Bob Atkins (Treasurer, Metropolitan Police Authority):  That is exactly correct, under the 

Riot Damages Act.  Of course they have access to other funding streams or insurance, but the 

Riot Damages Act is very specific. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  In which case, an ordinary member of the public, a fair-minded member 

of the public, would look at Sir Peter and say, ‚This is where the other funding might come in 

helpful‛. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  

Uninsured losses, the Government is aware of because, worse than the examples you have, some 



 

of the anecdotes are quite interesting, where a shopkeeper has four windows, did not expect 

four to be broken, and then his insurance does not cover the total replacement cost.  So those 

are the sort of issues that will need to be addressed, and there is a way they will need to be 

addressed, which is why the short-term cash flow fund is very important.  We are trying to do all 

we can to influence the charity to broaden and extend the scope of its offer, but clearly what 

they must do is make sure that they can deal with all of the claims under the first category, and 

then the second category, and all of the funding sources have been exhausted before they 

examine them.  But we are in constant dialogue with the charity. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Have you sat down with the boroughs and possibly others to design 

something simple - you could almost do it on a sheet of A4 - that tells people where to go in 

order to secure the best outcome for themselves in terms of compensation, to avoid the 

confusion, which I think you have admitted has happened in the first instance? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think we 

have not sat down with 33 boroughs.  They are all doing their own activities, we have offered 

business surgeries with boroughs and there was no enthusiasm by boroughs to do it with us. 

 

Steven O’Connell (AM):  Just to perhaps add to that, speaking from a Croydon point of view, 

and it is appropriate that Croydon and Tottenham have just been mentioned in funding, I think 

what has been helpful - as a comment more than anything, Chair - is for the directly-affected 

areas of, say, Croydon and Tottenham to have the knowledge that there is funding in essence in 

the pipeline, so that the boroughs, and speaking from a Croydon point of view, were able to 

give support, comfort, financial relief immediately.  Croydon launched a £150,000 fund with the 

knowledge that there were other funds in the pipeline.  It was a leap of faith in a way because 

the authority was releasing money on crime numbers, etc, with the understanding that there 

was going to be some support.  So, just to be helpful for the debate, in real time that was what 

Croydon in essence, and probably Tottenham, did. 

 

Around information, certainly there were websites straight away springing up in Croydon, and 

no doubt Tottenham, pointing the way for those businesses to support them.  Finally, on the 

same point, also no doubt Tottenham did it, but Croydon also, in the areas like London Road, 

embedded council offices in those areas to give support to businesses and residents who frankly 

did not know where to turn, who often were not insured, and often had English as a second 

language. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  That is helpful.  If I could wrap this up, I do not want to do all the talking, 

I will lose my voice.  Two tiny questions: the first one is, how much has actually gone out from 

the High Street Fund and what will happen with any surplus left in it? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  In terms 

of where we are, I think there are 151 payments already made; those are £2,000 each, of those I 

think 148 were London businesses.  If you do the maths, that is very small amounts compared to 

the size of the fund, which is why they are now increasing the scope of the grants.  We made 

the comment very early on that we thought that amount was too low; we thought the initial 

grant should be around £5,000, not £2,000, and that would actually give them time to work 



 

through the phase 2.  So again what we are trying to do is influence and shape.  Any money 

that is left, we insisted that any London contributions were hypothecated for London and to be 

returned for the use of London.  So it will not be direct return of your grant, it will be payments 

to support the purposes of the charity in London, which is the exit route. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  On the riot damage payments, you are going to wait a while until the 

Government agrees and you are anticipating 100% funding.  In the event that was not available, 

the MPA would still expect to fund the claims and then have to sort out the reconciliation later 

on? 

 

Bob Atkins (Treasurer, Metropolitan Police Authority):  Yes, I think that is probably fair. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Because you want to make payments in a timely fashion. 

 

Bob Atkins (Treasurer, Metropolitan Police Authority):  We want to make payments in a 

timely fashion. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  Do you have targets for that? 

 

Bob Atkins (Treasurer, Metropolitan Police Authority):  We have committed to 21 days 

nationally, not just the MPA, but nationally. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  That is 21 days after a claim is made or 21 days after -- 

 

Bob Atkins (Treasurer, Metropolitan Police Authority):  After we have received full 

particulars of the claim.  Clearly, with some of these claims, it is going to take some time to 

prepare, which is one of the reasons why we are saying, with the 42-day limit, that we cannot 

necessarily expect the whole claim to be submitted at that point, but at least notice of a claim 

to be submitted, and then further details to follow. 

 

We, under the Act, are required to make the payments, so we will have to do that, which is why 

it is very urgent that we get agreement from the Home Office on funding and so we are 

pursuing that aggressively with them. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  If we were to step into a time machine and travel back to the glorious 

days of the London Development Agency (LDA), a relatively well-funded body compared to the 

current regeneration resources, we might have had the resources to set up some sort of task 

group and we would have the expertise within the LDA with its staffing expertise to get a team 

of people to help sort of muscle in and pull things together and offers of resources made to the 

boroughs.  We are not really in that position now, are we? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think we 

are because we are using the LDA alongside the GLA.  As part of this process, Fiona [Fletcher-

Smith] has been working very carefully and closely with Design for London, with Debbie 

Jackson who runs the Regeneration team, with Stephen Kennard who looks at the land 

assembly stuff, so that there is a coherent view.  The scale of this means that you would have 



 

needed to have topped up those resources anyway, even in the LDA because this is a hump that 

is unexpected, and if you are planning stuff, you do not have sufficient resource, we have 

framework contracts, so we can top that up very quickly. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  We are building ourselves up then, so we have resources going in now 

then. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We are, 

and I have to say that, since I have been here, there has been an acceleration of the integration 

of the regeneration bodies in the LDA with the work of the GLA and there has been nothing but 

goodwill between the LDA and the GLA to achieve it. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  So how many staff or fulltime equivalents are working on this at present? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Most of 

Design for London, if you link in the Outer London Fund, all of the Regeneration staff that are 

not involved in currently doing the Enterprise Zone work, and Fiona’s team.  But, again, what 

we are saying is we will need to buy in capacity because we do not gear up staffing to deal with 

peak emergencies. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  So we have bought in extra resource? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We will 

be buying in, when we know what the boroughs want, and again what we are insisting on is 

joint governance with the boroughs about what the projects are, how it is delivered, and how it 

will be managed. 

 

Len Duvall (AM): Can we just seek some clarity: when you talk about the boroughs, are we 

talking about the longer-term issue of the Tottenham and the surrounding areas, and Croydon? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We are 

talking about all of our growth areas and their overlay areas, so potentially seven or eight 

boroughs that we are talking about for those sort of activities. 

 

I ought to be clear on the funding stream because the headline may well be £50 million, but 

clearly that is not going to be spent this year.  If I give you a breakdown of roughly what the 

money is that I have asked Martin [Clarke] for: from the Government £20 million is broken down 

£10 million this year, £5 million next year and £5 million the year after; the longer-term 

regeneration fund, it is unlikely any will go out of the door this year because of the scale of the 

projects, it will be primarily funded next year and the year after; and the Outer London Fund, 

£10 million has been used this year and £20 million next year and £20 million the year after.  So 

a lot of this was in the medium-term plan for the LDA for spend, but without projects attached.  

The reprioritisation has made it very easy now to keep projects in, but by working with the 

boroughs. 

 



 

Len Duvall (AM):  Could I just ask one further question, it is again the longer-term issues; I 

think you mentioned earlier on that the starting point for us is back in the London Plan, the 

growth areas.  You then talked about the boroughs and these eight areas coming through; 

presumably there are some plans and criteria on which you would not wish to see that money 

spent.  Should we be looking at those individual borough plans for their areas for that, or is 

there some other piece of evidence that we should be looking at to see what spending criteria -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think 

there probably is.  If I can give you a rough sort of outline, what we are doing, we are working 

with Martin [Clarke] now to look at them as bids and look at the economic impact, and what we 

have actually said to boroughs is, ‚You will need to make a case if you want funding, not on the 

basis of damage, but on the basis of growth and restoration and rebuild‛.  The economic 

indicators will be the way that it is ranked and assigned.  I have asked Andrew Collinge in GLA 

Economics to start ranking bids when they come in on that basis, and people will be 

accountable for delivering the economic impacts.  That is why we want to be on the 

implementation team so we are in a position to either accelerate spend or stop waste if it is not 

delivering what is expected from the bid.  But that is normal project management/project 

planning. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  Can I then pursue the £50 million for our next line of 

questioning, could you just give us the flow, obviously on the Outer London Fund you said 

£10 million, £20 million and £20 million.  What were your numbers for the High Streets one? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Zero, 

£25 million, £25 million, is the rough guess for the GLA, but that will very much depend on the 

bids that come back and their ability to spend it in that.  My own feel is it will probably be less 

than £25 million in the first year and more than £25 million in the second year, or it will need to 

extend into a fourth year because, as you do bigger projects, they take longer to get off the 

track.  The government funding for Tottenham and Croydon areas is £10 million, £5 million and 

£5 million. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  When you said the first year, you mean next financial year. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  This 

financial year. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  2012/13 or 2011/12? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  2011/12. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  Sorry, so which year is the nought? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Nought is 

2011/12. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  All right, so then the first year of spending is 2012/13? 



 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  It is. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  From what you were just saying - this £50 million, the nought, 

£25 million, £25 million - you implied was stuff that we were sort of going to do anyway. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Not all of 

it.  Since I have been here, there is now something called the Regeneration Investment Group, it 

looks at performance and it looks at plans to spend.  We happened to have one of those 

immediately after the disturbances.  So as a result of that we did what normal organisations do, 

we had a look at how performance was on existing spend and Lurene Joseph  [Chief Executive, 

LDA] will tell you at the end of last year the LDA, because there were problems in getting 

funding from government, actually accrued £20 million, rather than I think it was £5 million or 

£6 million, so they were £15 million ahead of the game.  And because they have accelerated 

transfer and spend into the GLA, they are probably another £10 million ahead this year.  So 

there is £25 million that has been created by improving the flow between the LDA and the GLA 

in terms of transfer.  You will recall the LDA started closing things down and getting rid of 

people much in advance of the other RDAs because we knew that this would happen. 

 

The other £25 million was always intended to be financed and one of the things that is always 

difficult is to separate expenditure and funding, and in local authorities you amass all your 

expenditure plans and then you amass all your funding plans and you generally do not have 

individual pots against individual projects, so the additional funding requirement will be met I 

guess, but Martin [Clarke] will confirm, from a mix of under-spend, additional capital receipts, 

prudential borrowing or other funding sources from elsewhere. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  Well let us just deal with where the money is coming from and 

then come back.  So our understanding from the letter from Sir Edward Lister was that 

£46 million of the £50 million would be foreign.  So just tell us where the money is coming from. 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  At present, to provide a secure 

initial funding envelope, the planning and financial assumption is that the vast bulk will come 

from potential borrowing.  As the letter goes on to explain, that will need to be flexed, varied, 

depending on when the projects, the nature of the projects, come forward to be considered.  So 

the initial plan is to provide a level of certainty because, as Sir Peter said, also, in an earlier 

remark, there might be some areas where intervention might be more on the revenue side, we 

might be able to apply European Social Funding.  As we go through our budget development 

process this year, when we come to take capital revenue spending and funding decisions next 

spring, we will update and amend this to reflect what is happening on the ground.  You have a 

basic underwriting position and if the additional resources from the LDA materialise as 

expected, if the capital receipts materialise as expected, then over and above those required for 

other purposes they can then be substituted and the borrowing requirement reduced. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  Indeed.  The concern there is the cost because even if they are 

not because they were substituted for and even in a cash flow sense you do not need to borrow 

because you have the grant.  Nonetheless the borrowing has to be repaid, the principal has to 



 

be repaid along with the interest cost, and if a sort of assumption of repaying over 12 years at 

6% - which was numbers that I think David Gallie [Assistant Director, Finance, GLA] and I talked 

about in relation to the Outer London Fund - just a back-of-the-envelope sum.  If that is a sort 

of reasonable assumption, that would put something like £18 million on to the £50 million if the 

£50 million was borrowed up front, and I appreciate there is a flow, and it will not all be 

borrowed, but it is that sort of sum of money.  It is a significant additional cost if the funding is 

met out of borrowing. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think 

that is true, but if you look at the fact that this was in the forward projection and was necessary 

for regeneration to happen anyway, those revenue costs should be built into the revenue 

budget anyway.  So this is more about opportunity/cost of these investments compared to 

something else because to finance it, costs would have needed to be met anyway. 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  I think an important part of any 

appraisal is to ensure that the benefits continue to accrue to the community over the period 

that you are paying those extra financing costs. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  So the trouble with that line is that makes the concern about 

how it is paid for go away but it makes the presentational concern increase because if in a sense 

this is money that we were intending to spend on regeneration anyway, then is it not 

disingenuous to present it as an emergency response to a riot to put right damage to town 

centres, which is how it was presented: crisis, the Mayor steps in with money.  If what we are 

now hearing is effectively this is money that we had in our plans anyway to be spent anyway, 

this does not sound like a response to a riot, it sounds like a clever press release. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I do not 

think that is fair.  In any budget you have indicative spend in future years, you then have to 

develop priorities, and what I have said is, we changed the basis from just looking at growth, to 

deal with the impact of riot.  On that basis, it is not disingenuous to say that this was influenced 

by the riots, it was actually designed through the riots, but also to ensure that we did not just 

rebuild what was there before.  It actually provided better places for communities to live in and 

jobs and employment for them to work in, and that really is the fundamental difference and that 

is why it will take longer to design. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  So what you are saying is it was not new money, but it was 

new priorities? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Exactly 

right. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  A subtle distinction, which may not have been apparent to 

people when they just read the headline. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  The one 

thing that I found is that I cannot print money. 



 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  It has been tried elsewhere. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We would 

like it to succeed.  So, on that basis, it is about prioritisation. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  But prior to the disturbances, that second £50 million I had not seen 

mentioned anywhere, it seemed very clear to me that it was announced in response to the 

disturbances. 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  But the financial capacity always 

existed and we always had -- 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  That was going to be my next question. 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  -- GLA contingency. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  So at the moment this is opportunity costs. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  So let me 

just explain the investment group.  Part of what I did was ensure that, with the LDA money, and 

with the borrowing that was already planned for in the business plan, we had financial cover for 

the £50 million fund.  Martin now will do his clever stuff with David and if there is a better way 

of financing it he will find it, but what I do know is there is cover in our books to do a 

£50 million rebuild fund. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  So the Chair is right to say, if we spend it on a new priority, we 

then do not have the resources available to spend on our old priority or any other priority. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  But by 

merging the growth agenda and the damage agenda, we have basically looked at both. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  People can draw out their own conclusions, but our job is to 

get the facts out, so that is fine.  But I will just check about then the capacity and the decision 

making because clearly you cannot just issue a press release saying, ‚£50 million‛, there has to 

be a sort of -- 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  We did do that. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  All right, well let us see, this is what I want to establish.  In 

terms of our prudential borrowing, I understand what you said that in order to enable to 

underwrite this number and to make that promise and stick by it, we had to be able to pay for it, 

in extremeness we pay for it out of borrowing, there may be other ways, but that implies that 

we have headroom in terms of our prudential borrowings.  Talk us through the headroom that 

there was there before the events in Tottenham and what headroom is now left in terms of our 

prudential borrowing? 



 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):   I think when they finally made the 

announcement about the £50 million the riots had started on a weekend and the official 

announcement of £50 million was made by the following Friday, and during that period, in fact 

in my absence (but I was contactable), David [Gallie, Assistant Director of Finance] provided 

financial advice to the Chief of Staff [Sir Edward Lister] and Sir Peter Rogers on funding sources 

and that was the process of financial advice, it was affordable, and part of the affordability test 

we have to do is perhaps in the letter from Sir Edward.  At present, given the level of spending 

this year, we do not need to vary our authorised borrowing limit, but as part of the process of 

setting it for 2012/13 and 2013 onwards.  So part of the consultation process will go through 

on the capital spending plan and the borrowing limits, we will have to consult yourselves, 

consult the functional bodies, in revising that upwards, if at that stage we still need to borrow 

the full amount, both for the Outer London Fund, the Regeneration Fund, and other spending 

under the capital programme. 

 

The Mayor’s current approval for prudential borrowing, excluding Crossrail, the headroom there 

is £80 million, but we are not going to borrow £80 million this year so the actual full technical 

approval of that variation will happen as part of this coming budget, the capital spending plan 

process. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  So there is still headroom.  Can I just then get a view on the 

appropriateness of borrowing, if some or all of it turns out to be that route, for the sorts of 

things the money is going to be spent on?  I certainly have a concern with the Outer London 

Fund that some of it was Christmas tree lights and so forth, and call me old-fashioned, but I do 

not think you go out and borrow money and give it away so that people can put up Christmas 

tree lights. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  You might do in an election year of course. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  You might do it in election year, you read my mind there.  

There is a case for borrowing; which is where, by making that investment, you increase the size 

of the economic cake and ideally you capture some of that benefit back into the public coffers 

and obviously there are things coming in terms of decentralising business rates and so forth, 

which should give us in future tools to be rather more flexible and intelligent about this.  But I 

am concerned that at present, and given some of the things that this fund will be spent on, it is 

not an appropriate use of money to be paid for out of borrowing because it is not economically 

regenerative, so I think, Sir Peter, unless there is an accounting answer, but I do want to get a 

sense of is this a proper use of borrowed funds. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I do not 

differentiate between cash and borrowing, you need an economic case for both, and on that 

basis that is why we are making the GLA Economics say that these projects are worth doing, and 

I have a very simple view, if there is £25 million available and we do not get £25 million worth of 

value, we will not spend £25 million.  So there needs to be -- 

 



 

Mike Tuffrey (Deputy Chair):  Who does the £25 million value because if it is not the public 

exchequer -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  There 

may be different ways of doing it.  For example, I do not know what the bids will be from the 

boroughs, but if there is a way in which, for example, land assembly for regeneration becomes 

an important part of this, and we acquire it, we can acquire it, but we will also get the disposal 

value.  So, depending on the nature of the bids, there are ways that value can be created.  If it is 

putting money into something that works as part of a joint venture, then you will get some 

return downstream.  But we need to know exactly what is being proposed before we are in a 

position to say how much would we recycle. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  There must be an accountant; if he wanted to spend £25 million on 

Christmas tree lights to make Haringey feel nicer or something -- 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  I think that is quite a good 

example.  If you go to the Outer London Fund, and the Outer London Fund is not restricted to 

revenue expenditure or capital expenditure.  The present plan assumption is £10 million, there is 

going to be revenue of £40 million, capital, prudential borrowing.  I mean, as you know, you can 

only borrow for legally defined capital expenditure, and I think probably what might be useful is 

we share with the Committee the funding agreements we are drawing up with the boroughs.  If 

we show you the funding agreement because it is one bit of control I do not have.  You can tell 

someone you have £1 million revenue, £2 million of capital, it is ensuring that it is delivered in 

accordance, so there will be some obligations on the chief finance officers within the London 

boroughs to properly account and certify that money was spent appropriately. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  When you talked about headroom, one thing that was very clear to me 

from that, it could require a one-word answer if I am lucky, is that the headroom does not allow 

us to do this year after year after year, so we could not do another £50 million next year, 

another £50 million the year after that.  We do not have the headroom for £600 million worth of 

borrowing against our GLA general resources. 

 

Martin Clarke (Executive Director of Resources, GLA):  Agreed, unless we can find some 

other income streams, and that could be either the Government grants settlement, it could be 

the local government resources view, at this stage, on the numbers we said, we are using all our 

financial capacity, there is not another £50 million available. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Can I just ask where the figure of the £50 million was arrived at?  Was 

it simply a matter of drawing on the entire contingency that Martin had mentioned, or was -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  It was 

actually going through the process to see how much we could scrape together.  What we did at 

the Regeneration Investment Group was look at the LDA’s headroom in terms of where it was 

compared to where we thought it would be, where we were on uncommitted borrowing, which 

could be reallocated, and it came to around £50 million.  The amount was not a number, and 



 

then we tried to find the cash, it was cash available and then we described the process to spend 

that sum. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Given that it is such a large amount, was there any consultation 

carried out with the Assembly on this, or any consideration of the -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Not in 

terms of what it was, but there will be on spend proposals.  Realistically all we have done so far 

is create a budget and the budget is not yet in existence because we are doing it for next year 

and the year after.  You were consulted on this year’s budget and there is no addition to this 

year’s budget because the £50 million will be spent next year and the year after, and there is a 

consultation process for that.  But you will be involved in looking at the economic value that is 

created from these.  But it is quite clear, you were not required to be consulted at this stage. 

 

Steve O’Connell (AM):  Having been formerly a cabinet member for regeneration, the words 

‘swift’ and ‘regeneration’ in the same sentence always caused me a lot of difficulty.  So, to 

understand how do you see, Peter, and others because one of the cornerstones of this is to 

deliver swift and effective regeneration, how are you going to do that? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I do not 

think we would do it without the borough having fairly clear plans.  If you had doubts about any 

of the boroughs in terms of their leadership, vision and knowing what their borough requires, 

then we will take that onboard when we deal with them, but as far as I am concerned boroughs 

know their places better than I do.  They know their businesses better than I do, and their 

community better than I do, and on that basis that is why we are saying that it must involve 

local councils, local businesses and local people, but we want to be there because we are 

putting money into that process and there will be an effective governance model to make sure 

that we get value for money, we get pace, and we also get delivery and we get genuine 

economic value. 

 

Steve O’Connell (AM):  Just one more point on that: the danger there of course is, if you 

consult -- and I understand why you would want to inclusive and have businesses, but if you 

consult too widely and two many partners and too many stakeholders, the ‘swift’ element of this 

could pass you by. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  But if you 

are looking at longer-term plans, you do not need to do it in the next few days, but it does need 

to be short, it does need to be sharp, and there does need to be continuing involvement.  This is 

not passive involvement to say what is required and then people walk away, this is about a 

genuine commitment to this, they are their priorities, and they own them and deliver it jointly. 

 

Steve O’Connell (AM):  If I can just go back to my earlier point, in the timescale of 

regeneration, indeed five to seven years is swift.  I think that is the sort of timescales that you 

would probably be talking about. 

 



 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We are 

hoping that we will get proposals back around November, which are evaluated for economic 

benefit, and then we will know exactly how much we are proposing to spend or invest, and then 

we will be able to answer the bits about how much is returnable when we know what the 

schemes are. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  I think we are all aware of the interface between good leadership, which 

involves messages in the media and so on, and good process for assessing bids and so on, but I 

am also aware that every borough in the world will grab money if they can find it for projects, 

which have been waiting for a while.  I imagine other committees will want to look in detail at 

this, but the announcement was made that £8 million of the £20 million will go to Tottenham 

Hotspur to help rebuild the football club.  Whether that is going to happen or not, that implies 

that there was a process at City Hall that assessed that as being something that would get 

money out the door quickly.  I have a feeling a bit like Croydon Town Centre, this is not to 

berate Croydon, but it has just been a long time the town centre scheme has taken to get off 

the ground and that rebuilding Tottenham Hotspur football club is probably unlikely within the 

next year, so we have a process, which assessed that, Haringey said we could do it, and you 

reach a conclusion that it could get money out the door quickly. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):Let me just 

deal with Tottenham Hotspur because we have been dealing with Tottenham Hotspur for a lot 

longer than post-disturbance.  So the package of requirements that has been put together will 

be funded from this, but it is not all to be funded from this.  But if you look at the economic 

value that will be created, the £8.5 million that is coming in from the GLA will probably lever 

somewhere around £350 million to £400 million in private sector investment.  That is the cost of 

rebuilding the stadium, and on that basis it looks a pretty good way of getting that number of 

jobs and that amount of rebuilding done for what is a relatively small investment.  Now that 

investment will not be going into the stadium, it will not be a direct support for Tottenham 

Hotspur in terms of state aid, it will be public realm and other package of work still to be 

determined with Haringey, which will regenerate the area, and not just rebuild Tottenham 

Hotspur, and it certainly will not be buying them a goalkeeper. 

 

Murad Qureshi (AM):  Yes, just a point of order, should the Chair not declare his football 

allegiance on this one?  That is why it is actually very useful to support teams outside of London 

like some of us do. 

 

The potential projects are looked at under the objectives of the Mayor’s regeneration funding, 

in my travels during visiting riot scenes and what have you, I came across one, and I wondered 

whether this fits in: Lea Bridge Station and the reopening of it.  There is a key issue there of 

local collectivity for the ability of the area, it finds itself, although it is near the Olympics, by 

being in the middle of the Lee Valley area, it is actually incredibly isolated, and it does lend itself 

to support, and I just wondered whether potential projects like that are perfect for the swift and 

effective regeneration motives of this pot. 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Transport 

was always a key regeneration spend, and we have made it clear to boroughs that, if they 



 

believe that transport unlocks regeneration, they should put proposals forward.  What we would 

not expect is to put money in from this to avoid other GLA monies being spent. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  During the next item, we are going to be looking at the Investment and 

Performance Board and would that be the body that would be assessing these bids? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  It will 

firstly go through the Regeneration Investment Group and then it will go to Edward’s 

Investment Group. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  All right, which is a subsidiary of that. 

 

Murad Qureshi (AM):  Can I just be clear, there seems to be some local knowledge about this? 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  No, I think -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  We have 

left it up to the boroughs in the Upper Lee Valley to come up with joint propositions and 

individual propositions about how money could be spent, which maximised the economic 

development potential of any money that goes their way. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Mr Rogers, you indicated that it is a good expenditure of money to spend 

£8.5 million in order to lever in £350 million, but that is only the case if, without that 

£8.5 million the £350 million would not be spent; is that the case? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Yes. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Perhaps this is detail for the other committee, but are you confident that 

particular this figure is only if it is dependent, is it not? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  It is. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  It is only impressive if that is the key to unlock that amount of money, 

rather than -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think it 

is one of those questions, if it goes ahead, would it have or would it not have gone ahead?  

Occasionally you invest money to secure things, which otherwise may not go ahead. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  That is not quite as robust an idea that it -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Can I just 

say that if you read the press, and I do, about Tottenham Hotspur -- 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I did read the press and I got the wrong idea from it. 

 



 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  Their 

impression is that it is not viable without public support, which is why we have worked with 

them to secure a public package, and Haringey are also involved in that discussion. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  I do not want to delay the meeting with football anecdotes, and I am not 

interested in football, all I can tell you is on Saturday afternoon when the teleprinter comes out 

my heart beats a little faster for Tottenham because I am a Tottenham fan, but I have not seen 

them play since I was about 12 years old, and it was not even on my mind when I asked my 

question, and my decisions include West Ham, at which point you will see the conflict in my 

mind between those two clubs apropos another matter. Darren? 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  How is the Mayor’s strategic role being used to ensure the different 

sources of funding are used to the best effect in London, these different pots that we have 

talked about? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  

Essentially by overlaying the London Plan with the problem areas, by looking at the economic 

return on investment that will flow back, and making sure that it produces employment numbers 

and commercial and economic benefit, and that is the process that will be gone through, 

through a ranking system, and through some scrutiny in terms of proposals coming back. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Part of that process is about ensuring there is additionality to what 

has been proposed already -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  But 

again, there is a dynamic, which says, if something is happening in ten years and you can bring 

it forward by ten years, is it worth doing?  So there are subtleties around investment, and there 

is not a clear answer on all that -- 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  All right, so some of the money might be used to actually bring 

forward existing projects -- 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  It may 

well be. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  -- rather than simply new projects? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  If it adds 

value to the context of the London Plan and if it builds regeneration quickly in those areas. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Is that the same criteria then on an housing-led regeneration project?  I 

mean, when I listen to you, were you talking about regeneration town centres, wider issues, 

economic development, they are very laudable criteria, but when it comes to housing and where 



 

we will put our housing in terms of housing support, is that the same criteria are we using, or is 

there a slightly different way? 

 

Sir Peter Rogers (Mayoral Adviser on Regeneration, Growth and Enterprise):  I think 

you need to ask David Lunts [Interim Executive Director Housing and Regeneration], but 

essentially David Lunts has prioritisation criteria and he lets the market come forward with 

propositions.  Let me just explain how I see it: regeneration includes housing, housing includes 

affordable housing, and that is the way it works.  So clearly, as part of the proposition, housing 

and affordable housing are important components, but I think the other part of regeneration is 

about economic growth and business and jobs. 

 

John Biggs (Chair):  If there are no further questions, thank you very much for coming today, 

we may be in touch, as they say because this is a matter of continuing interest to us from a 

budget and monitoring perspective. 

 

 


