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Chairman’s Foreword 
Gareth Bacon AM  
Chairman of the Budget and Performance Committee 
 

In the final year of the Mayor’s four-year term of office, there are huge challenges still to be 

met: 

 A financial crisis at Transport for London as a result of the Crossrail delay, the 

withdrawal following the 2015 Comprehensive Spending Review of Government 

general grant funding, falling passenger numbers and a challenging advertising 

environment, at a time when the Mayor has set TfL its most ambitious ever target: to 

ensure 80 per cent of journeys are made via walking, cycling or public transport by 

2041.  

 An increase in violent crime is challenging the Met at the same time as it undergoes a 

significant cost-cutting programme, as well as seeing reduced real terms funding 

from central Government. 

 An acute housing shortage that is preventing many Londoners from being able to 

find affordable housing in the city.  

 Increasing concerns about poor air quality in some parts of London, in the context of 

reductions in the resources the Mayor is devoting to environmental programmes and 

grant funding coming to an end, with unconfirmed funding for future programmes. 

 Uncertain funding at Old Oak and Park Royal, and ongoing concerns about the ability 

of the London Legacy Development Corporation to repay the investment made in the 

Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park by Londoners. 

 

We have looked to this budget to see how the Mayor is using the resources at his disposal to 
address these and other challenges. Our overriding concern is that while the Mayor has 
made a series of bold statements about his ambitions in these areas, there is a lack of 
tangible, funded plans to deliver real change in this budget. 

We also have specific and serious concerns that TfL’s business plan signals a downward 

trajectory for the organisation, with services curtailed and planned modernisation 
programmes delayed or cancelled. The delay to the launch of Crossrail and subsequent 
budget increase for the project may have significant ramifications that have not yet started 
to emerge.  

We question the logic of having targets that are not grounded in reality. For example, the Mayor and 

MOPAC previously retained the 32,000 police officer target. However, this was not a target that was 

supported by the 2017-18 budget, meaning it could not be delivered, but the Mayor’s team retained 

it as a ‘strategic target’ nevertheless. The value in announcing targets that are not supported by 

robust plans, and that require hundreds of millions of investment that is not there, is questionable. 



 
 

Summary 

The overall assessment of the Mayor’s budget can be summarised as follows: 

 

Budget Area Revenue 
Expenditure 
(£m) 2019-20 

Capital 
Expenditure 
(£m) 2019-20   

Budget 
Rating  

Plan 
Rating 

Rating Comment 

Mayor of London and 
London Assembly 501 2,564   

There are significant challenges to deliver the 
additional housing required by London and 
the very challenging targets to meet legal 
environmental requirements. 

Mayor’s Office for 
Policing and Crime 

3,513 382   
The longer-term plan has a significant funding 
gap in the later years. 

London Fire 
Commissioner 450 40   

The short-term reliance on reserves to 
increase staffing levels will lead to an 
unsustainable organisation in the long term 

Transport for London 
6,909 3,169   

The long-term plan is highly reliant on the 
successful opening of Crossrail and higher 
fares income. 

London Legacy 
Development 
Corporation 

46 152   
There remain concerns over the ability of the 
LLDC to repay the investment made in it by 
Londoners. 

Old Oak and Park 
Royal Development 
Corporation 

11 55   
The plan is highly dependent on the £250 
million Housing Infrastructure Fund which has 
yet to be confirmed. 

 
Key:  

 Robust plans and reasonable certainty over funding and delivery 

 Significant challenges or uncertainties to funding or delivery 

 Critical issues identified 











 

  



 
 

Recommendations 
In reviewing the Mayor’s budget, we have identified a number of concerns and recommend the 
following actions are taken. 
 

Measuring Delivery 

Recommendation 1 

The Mayor should set a 2020 target for all of his KPIs. All KPIs should have a quantifiable 

performance measure which allows progress to be monitored quarterly. If the Mayor wants 

to change any of his KPIs, he should write to the committee explaining the reasons for this. 

 

Transport 

Recommendation 2 

As a co-sponsor of Crossrail the Mayor should require all future agendas, agenda papers 

and minutes for the Crossrail Board and the Crossrail Sponsor Board to be published. The 

Mayor should abandon the practice of using private TfL Board sessions to discuss Crossrail; 

where this is required, papers and minutes should be published after the meeting. The 

Mayor should also commit to regular updates to the Assembly on how Crossrail is spending 

its budget. 

Recommendation 3 

In advance of the Spending Review the Mayor should set out how London can meet its 

funding requirements for Crossrail 2, in light of the decision to redirect Business Rate 

Supplement revenues toward repaying loans for Crossrail. 

Recommendation 4 

The Mayor should instruct TfL to publish the modelling of a second term fares freeze by the 

end of the 2018-19 financial year. 

Recommendation 5 

The Mayor needs to be clear about what TfL capital projects are at risk. TfL needs to make 

public full details of which projects are high priority and which are not. 

Recommendation 6 

TfL needs to ensure that key capital renewal and modernisation projects continue as 

planned, and where projects have been put on hold, it must be clear about the impact this 

will have on passengers. 

 

Police 

Recommendation 7 

The Met need to assess how many officers they need to deliver their current policing 

model, with a view to understanding how their policing model would need to change if the 

number of police officers were to fall significantly below the present level. 

 



 
 

Recommendation 8 

The Met’s new performance framework should include key performance indicators that 

measure the outcomes and progress of the One Met model and Digital policing strategies. 

 

Housing 

Recommendation 9 

The Mayor should clarify what his core housing targets actually are, rather than having a 

wide range. He should also publish targets by tenure. 

Recommendation 10 

The Mayor should commission and publish rigorous assessments of value for money on 

housing schemes where GLA money has been allocated. 

Recommendation 11 

OPDC’s business plan should include an assessment of the inherent risks in its capital 

funding plan. 

Recommendation 12 

OPDC should provide clarity to the committee on the timeline of its capital plans, 

specifically how it will manage the land acquisition and sale process in Old Oak Common 

and Park Royal by April 2019. 

 

Environment 

Recommendation 14 

The Mayor should explain why he has not diverted any additional funding towards 

environmental work. 

 

Fire and Resilience 

Recommendation 15 

The London Fire Commissioner should review what resources will be needed considering 

the possibility of extra demands (short term and ongoing) from the Grenfell Tower inquiry, 

reforms to building regulations, and changes in firefighting policy. 

 

Industrial Strategy 

Recommendation 16 

The Mayor should set out his plans for developing and funding a London Industrial Strategy 

or re-allocate this money to other areas. 

 
  

Recommendation 13 

The Mayor needs to be realistic about what environmental targets he can meet without 

additional funding and explain what he can achieve with the current level of funding. 



 
 

 

1. Measuring Delivery 
 

 The committee has previously expressed concerns 

with how performance is measured in the GLA.  

 The Mayor set out key performance indicators after 

almost two years in office, although some have been 

withdrawn. 

 Some of the indicators have no quantifiable measures, 

making it difficult to track performance.  

 Reporting against the indicators has been inaccurate in 

some instances.   
 

 

  



 
 

 

1.1. Performance management is a crucial element of governing. When the Mayor spends public 

money on behalf of Londoners, it is vital that he sets out clear priorities and is then able to 
report how he has met them. Although some parts of the GLA Group have robust and 
transparent performance management regimes, particularly Transport for London, we do 
not have confidence this is yet the case for the core GLA. 

1.2. Despite the Mayor’s Office telling the committee that key performance indicators (KPIs) 
were being developed at the start of the Mayor’s term of office, it was not until March 2018 
– almost two years into the Mayor’s term – that a set of KPIs was eventually published.1 

1.3. The committee has been receiving quarterly updates from GLA officers about their 
performance against these KPIs. Although we welcome the introduction of this process and 
the ability to assess the Mayor’s performance in delivering for Londoners, it is clear that the 
GLA is not yet following best practice. 

1.4. At present, the GLA has 19 KPIs, as well as a number of objectives referred to as 
‘deliverables’, across five policy priorities: housing, air quality, social integration, culture and 
creative industries, and future economy and good growth. Of these, five KPIs (26 per cent) 
have no end target for what the Mayor will deliver by 2020. These are: 

 The KPI on the number of people supported by GLA programmes who exit rough 
sleeping has an annual target, but an end target is ‘not yet set’. 

 The KPI on Londoners participating or volunteering in sport as a result of GLA 
projects has not had any annual or end targets set, and the KPI now appears to have 
been withdrawn. 

 The KPI on jobs and apprenticeships created though the Mayor’s culture and 
creative industries funding has annual targets but an end target is described as ‘not 

applicable’. 

 The KPI on the amount of funding levered into cultural projects and programmes has 
no annual or end targets. 

 The KPI on the impact of the promotional agency London & Partners has annual 
targets but no end target. 

1.5. We are also concerned that the GLA’s assessment of its own performance against KPIs – 
based on a red-amber-green rating – can be overly generous, presenting a misleading 
picture to Londoners. For instance: 

 The KPI on the impact of regeneration programmes has eight targets. In the second 
quarter of 2018-19, only one of these had any data reported (the number of cultural 

and community events). The number of events was given as zero, but despite this 
the target had a ‘green’ rating. 

 At the end of 2017-18, the KPI on reducing NOx emissions in London was given a 
‘green’ rating despite no data on NOx emissions being reported. 

 No data was reported for the first quarter of 2018-19 for the KPI on families 
supported by the London Family Fund. Despite this, the KPI was given a ‘green’ 
rating. 

                                                           
1
 David Bellamy, Mayor’s Chief of Staff, Budget & Performance Committee meeting, 14 July 2016 



 
 

 The Mayor had a KPI on employers signing up to the Good Work Standard, but no 
targets were set. Despite this, the KPI had a ‘green’ rating in the first quarter of 2018-

19, after which the KPI appeared to be withdrawn. The Good Work Standard is not 
yet published. 

1.6. As discussed above, a number of the KPIs originally set by the Mayor appear to have been 
withdrawn. For one KPI on the rogue landlords database this seems to be justified, as the 
target to sign up Boroughs was exceeded ahead of schedule. Others, however – on the Good 
Work Standard and sports participation – have been removed from the quarterly reporting 
dashboard without explanation. For another, on zero-emission capable taxis, the GLA has 
reported that it cannot meet the target (9,000 taxis by 2020), but has not set a new, 
achievable target. We understand that performance measures will need to be modified over 
time as circumstances change, but this must be explained in a transparent way. 

Recommendation 1 

The Mayor should set a 2020 target for all of his KPIs. All KPIs should have a quantifiable 

performance measure which allows progress to be monitored quarterly. If the Mayor wants 

to change any of his KPIs, he should write to the committee explaining the reasons for this. 

  



 
 

2. Transport 
 

 TfL’s finances are dominated by the Crossrail delay, 

which will cost £600 million in lost revenue and up to 

£2.45 billion in extra capital investment. 

 TfL is cancelling capital projects and Londoners 

deserve to know which projects might be at risk. 

 TfL says it has a plan to turn its deficit around, but we 

remain sceptical. 

 A second fares freeze would put TfL’s plans in jeopardy 

and the Mayor needs to be upfront about his 

intentions. 

 Reducing maintenance spend could be putting 

Londoners’ safety and transport reliability at risk. 
  



 
 

 

2.1. The GLA is taking on most of the capital costs of the Crossrail project delay. In July 2018 the 

DfT announced that the project was £300 million over-budget, and that TfL would pay half of 
the costs, £150 million, and the DfT would pay the other half. The new announcement in 
December 2018 that the project is even more over-budget has the GLA take on a £1.3 billion 
loan from DfT which it will pass on to TfL as grant. The GLA will also put in £100 million in 
cash to TfL. There is a further £750 million loan facility agreed with DfT, which is a 
contingency in case costs get even higher. This means that £1.7 billion extra has now been 
put into the project. The GLA has put in over 80% of this money, not TfL. The GLA is taking 
the borrowing on to protect TfL’s credit rating, an approach that has been agreed with 
Government. 

2.2. This is a huge amount of borrowing for the GLA to take on. To put it in context, the GLA held 
£4.1 billion of loans on its books as at 31 March 2018, and in 2018-19 it was planning to only 
take on £336 million in extra borrowing.2 

2.3. We now have some figures about how much this loan will cost the GLA. The Mayor’s draft 
budget includes £141.5 million of financing costs in 2019-20 specific to Crossrail. Last year’s 
budget included only £112.9 million of financing costs for 2019-20. The difference is the 
extra interest the GLA is going to have to pay on the new £1.3 billion loan the GLA has taken 
on behalf of TfL. The difference is £28.6 million This means that the overspending on the 
Crossrail project is going to cost the GLA almost £30 million each year in interest payments 
alone. 

2.4. This is on top of the revenue implications for TfL itself. TfL has now estimated the net 
Crossrail delay losses for the full business plan period (to 2022-23) at £600 million: £200 
million in 2019-20, then £300 million in 2020-21 and £100 million in 2021-22. Since TfL has 
not committed to a particular launch date it is hard to tell, but we can only assume that if 

the delay is 18 months rather than 12 it would have even more impact.  Simon Kilonback, 
the TfL Chief Financial Officer did say that the business plan assumption for the latest date 
for the Crossrail opening was June 20203, an 18-month delay. In addition, there is the knock-
on effect on TfL staff time, as thousands of hours of staff time are diverted towards the 
project. 

2.5. The Budget also shows how these interest payments are going to be paid for. The Mayor’s 
draft budget has increased the ‘Crossrail Business Rate Supplement (BRS) and Mayoral 
Community Infrastructure Levy (MCIL)’ line by an equivalent £28.6 million. The Mayor is 
diverting business rates and levies that tenants around Crossrail stations pay towards the 
project. The Mayor has committed that the actual rate that these tenants pay will not 
increase.4 Instead the repayment length will increase, i.e. tenants will be paying for this for 

years to come. But this money is already earmarked for Crossrail 2. The Mayor has 
acknowledged this and says that this is something TfL must look at in its conversations with 
the Government. Discussions between the GLA and Government about the viability of 
Crossrail 2 need to happen with the utmost urgency. 

 

 

                                                           
2
 Mayor’s Capital Spending Plan 2018-19  

3
 Budget and Performance Committee 7 January 2019 

4
 Mayor’s draft Consolidated Budget 2019-20, para 2.13 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2018-19mayorscapitalspendingplan.pdf


 
 

Recommendation 2 

As a co-sponsor of Crossrail, the Mayor should require all future agendas, agenda papers 

and minutes for the Crossrail Board and the Crossrail Sponsor Board to be published. The 

Mayor should abandon the practice of using private TfL Board sessions to discuss Crossrail; 

where this is required, papers and minutes should be published after the meeting. The 

Mayor should also commit to regular updates to the Assembly on how Crossrail is spending 

its budget. 

Recommendation 3 

In advance of the Spending Review the Mayor should set out how London can meet its 

funding requirements for Crossrail 2, in light of the decision to redirect Business Rate 

Supplement revenues toward repaying loans for Crossrail. 

 

2.6. TfL’s Business Plan contains no additional income line on streets, and there is no reference 
in the Mayor’s draft budget to the potential introduction of road pricing. TfL has consistently 
complained that its street operations must be subsidised by other services, a position this 
committee recognised in its letter to the Treasury calling for Vehicle Excise Duty (VED) to be 
devolved to London. However, it does not appear there is any plan to address this beyond 
calling on Government for London’s fair share of VED, despite the ambition to achieve an 
operating surplus over the course of this business plan. The Mayor’s Transport Strategy in 
March 2018 stated that he “will investigate proposals for the next generation of road user 

charging systems.”5 There is no evidence this has happened. As we set out in our November 
2018 report on TfL’s finances, we need to know what the Mayor and TfL’s position is on this 
issue.6  

2.7. TfL’s plans to return to surplus rely on increasing passenger income. Whilst most of this 

increase is to come from getting more people onto the network, the price also makes a 
difference. The Mayor has committed to a fares freeze until 2020. TfL’s 2019-20 business 
plan is the first to explicitly set out that TfL’s plans are currently based on fares increasing 
after 2020, at RPI +1 per cent. This assumption was within the last business plan, but not 
explicitly acknowledged.  

2.8. TfL is also projecting an increase in bus passenger income by 2023-24, while the number of 
passenger journeys is projected to continue falling. TfL is planning a shift in the provision of 
services from inner London to outer London, although the Deputy Mayor for Transport 
confirmed to us that the decrease in inner London is greater than the increase in outer 
London, in terms of bus mileage and expenditure.7 She maintained that TfL will put buses “in 

the places and at the times that people need them,” although some Members remain to be 

convinced of this. 

2.9. TfL’s business plan only works if fares do rise again after 2020. Under the current business 
plan TfL returns to surplus in 2022-23, a surplus of £144 million. The current fares freeze is 
meant to cost £640 million over four years in revenue foregone, or £160 million each year. 

                                                           
5
 Mayor of London, Mayor’s Transport Strategy, 2018 

6
 Budget & Performance Committee, TfL Finances: The End of the Line?, 2018 

7
 Budget and Performance Committee, 7 January 2019. The Deputy Mayor stated that reducing services in 

inner London would save £180 million over five years, while increasing services would cost £40 million. 



 
 

Even if TfL hit all its other highly ambitious targets, a second fares freeze would eliminate 
the 2022-23 surplus, pushing TfL’s recovery back.  

2.10. The Mayor refused to set out his position when he met with the committee in January 2019, 
telling us to “wait for the [election] manifesto”8. The Mayor is entitled to hold off on making 
a decision and let Londoners decide at the ballot box. Nevertheless, we are concerned by 
the current lack of information as to the effect a decision to freeze fares would have on TfL’s 
finances. We have already asked TfL to publish modelling of a future fares freeze by March 
2019. We repeat this call and ask the Mayor to back it up.  

Recommendation 4 

The Mayor should instruct TfL to publish modelling of a second term fares freeze by the end 

of the 2018-19 financial year. 

 

2.11. TfL is now cancelling or delaying capital projects. This committee has expressed concerns at 

the capital position in the past, particularly in light of Crossrail, and our concerns seem to 
have been justified.   

Scheme Latest position 

Oxford Street Pedestrianisation Cancelled due to lack of support from 
Westminster Council, and the £43 million 
diverted to Healthy Streets. 

Bakerloo Line Extension Now referred to as a project that can only 
happen with Government funding. 

Camden Town Station improvement Cancelled. 

Holborn Station improvement Pushed back another year to 2023-24. 

Piccadilly Line signalling upgrade Procurement stopped. Now referred to as a 
project that can only happen with 
Government funding. 

Proactive road maintenance Cancelled for the second year in a row. TfL 
will only do the minimum road works it has 

to maintain safety. 

Tram extension to Sutton Postponed. Previous business plan said that 
TfL would “develop a proposal”; new 
business plan says the same again. 

Northern Line extension Delayed for 9 months. TfL says this is not a 

                                                           
8
 Budget and Performance Committee 8 January 2019  



 
 

financial decision in itself, but the Mayor 
has so far been unable to quantify the lost 

revenue.  

Silvertown Tunnel Delayed by 5 months. TfL says that the 
delay is not a financial decision, but due to 
complications with land surveys and a 
problem with the Development Consent 
Order. 

 

2.12. There may be more postponed or cancelled projects in future years, particularly if the 
revenue position does not go exactly as TfL says it will. TfL says that uncertainty means it has 
to re-prioritise its capital programme. It has colour-coded its capital programme, with 

projects labelled in descending order of importance from ‘critical’, to ‘central’, to ‘desirable’ 
or to ‘deprioritise’. We think this exercise should be public.  

Recommendation 5 

The Mayor needs to be clear about what TfL capital projects are at risk. TfL needs to make 

public full details of which projects are high priority and which are not. 

 

2.13. In last year’s report we raised our concern about the reduction of spend on capital renewals 
and we are disappointed to see the trend continue this year. Capital renewals have 
decreased by £255 million in the four years 2019-20 to 2022-23 in this business plan 
compared to the previous one.9 This represents a cut of 10 per cent in an area where we 

already had concerns of underfunding.  

Figure 1: Actual and forecast capital renewal spend10 

                                                           
9
 Including 2018-19, there is a total £326 million reduction over five years 

10
 Information from the TfL business plan, December 2018 



 
 

 

2.14. There is a lack of transparency around where the expenditure has been cut; however, one 

example of the impact of this can be seen on the road network. The state of good repair on 
the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) is being allowed to deteriorate from the 
already low 90 per cent to 87.5 per cent. This means that on average, 1 mile in every 8 will 
be unfit for purpose. This could have serious safety implications for vulnerable road users 
particularly cyclists and motorbike riders. Highways England, by comparison, is required by 
its operating licence (and are achieving) to keep at least 95 per cent of the Strategic Road 
Network in a good condition. Capital renewals are not just relevant for the roads. A 
reduction in capital renewals could also mean less maintenance on train lines and more 
delays. 

2.15. The TfL Transport Commissioner has stated11 that all safety critical maintenance is taking 
place but this is not consistent with the planned deterioration of the state of good repair of 

the TLRN from 90 to 87.5 per cent. He also spoke about the targeted fixing of defects in 
cycle lanes and at the side of the road, which is sensible, but this will not protect cyclists 
when using the rest of the carriageway while turning right or overtaking buses.  We question 
whether this patching approach to road maintenance is consistent with the Vision Zero12 
strategy set by the Mayor. 

Recommendation 6 

TfL needs to ensure that key capital renewal and modernisation projects continue as 

planned, and where projects have been put on hold, it must be clear about the impact this 

will have on passengers. 

 

2.16. The risk that TfL can’t turn its deficit around, at least not in the timeframe it proposes, can 
be seen through its “stress test” exercise. This is first year that TfL has shown us this part of 
its planning. TfL has modelled some scenarios and quantified the potential upside or 
downside to its surplus/deficit position. The result is worrying, as there is considerable room 
for an even worse financial position. 

 
Figure 2: TfL Stress Test (TfL business plan, December 2018) 
  
 
 
 
 

   

                                                           
 
11

 Budget & Performance Committee meeting, 7 January 2019 
12

 Vision Zero Action Plan  

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/vision-zero-action-plan.pdf


 
 

 

3. Police 
 

 The Mayor has previously aimed for 32,000 officers, 

budget constraints meant that he had to reduce this, 

and now proposes a budget to fund 31,000 officers 

this year.   

 The Met need to look at their policing model and 

assess what level of service can be delivered with the 

available resources.  

 Transformation in digital policing and estates attract 

significant capital spending. We have several metrics 

to assess the Met’s performance, but do not have an 

equivalent assessment of its capital plans. 

 

 

 
  



 
 

 

3.1. By 2022-23, the Met needs to identify savings of £167 million to address their significant 

budget gap.13 The Government Spending Review may alleviate some of this pressure. The 
review, currently scheduled for spring 2019, will determine how much Government will 
spend on policing nationally. The Met will invariably receive the largest slice of any national 
police funding pie, so the spending review is vital because it determines how large the pie 
will be. Within this review, the Government will revisit their funding of the National and 
International Capital City (NICC) grant – a bone of contention for a number of years. The Met 
and the Home Office agree that the Government has underfunded this grant for some time, 
to the tune of at least £112 million a year (the Met maintain the underfunding is about £160 
million a year).1415 While this underfunding persists, the Met effectively subsidises counter-
terrorism funding and other responsibilities that come with policing a major city.  

3.2. The increase in council tax precept for the Met in 2019-20 is more tinkering around the 

edges of the Met’s financial problems, rather than a real solution. For 2019-20, the Mayor 
will increase the policing precept of the Band D council tax charge by £24. This represents an 
11 per cent increase in the policing precept. On current estimates, this will generate an 
additional £84.8 million for the Met.16  

3.3. The Met’s recruitment budget and wage bill have been cut back in recent years in response 
to significant budgetary pressures. In 2018-19, the Met saved around £100 million through 
reducing officer numbers to 30,000 – a substantial share of the £130 million savings target 
for the year. With a 76 per cent share of the total revenue budget, the Met’s workforce 
costs have been, and will be, prime for cuts when large savings have to be made. 

3.4. The Met is currently making significant changes to its policing model. While demand for 
police services has grown, resources have shrunk. As a result, local policing has been 

restructured. Twelve basic command units have replaced the thirty-two previous Borough 
units, the crime assessment policy has been introduced which is resulting in so called ‘low-
level’ crimes not being investigated so that resource can be focused on high-harm crimes 
and officers are no longer routinely deployed to all crimes. The Met’s force management 
statement notes that:  

…the demands being placed on our service are growing in number, size and complexity. 
Recorded offences of violence are increasing, as are sexual offences, hate crime, and 
various forms of cyber enabled and dependent crime. This comes at a time when our 
duty to the public in relation to preventing and investigating serious and violent crime is 
under greater scrutiny than ever before. We know that efficiency and productivity gains 
will not alone be enough to enable us to deal with the increases in volume and 
complexity of demand.17 

3.5. The Met is dissatisfied with the number of officers it currently has – that much is clear; but it 
is unclear how many officers the service needs to make its policing model work for London. 
In the past, the Met’s strategic target had been 32,000 officers – an inexplicable target that 

                                                           
13

 GLA Group Budget Proposals and Precepts 2019-20, Consultation Document 2018 
14

 Mayor’s Answer for Government’s continued underfunding of the NICC grant, 28 December 2017 
15

 Lynda McMullan, Director of Commercial Finance, MPS, speaking at the Committee on 11 December 2018 
16

 Mayor to propose 50p a week council tax increase to fight violent crime 
17

 Metropolitan Police, Force management statement, June 2018 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mayors_consultation_budget_2019-20.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2017/5306
https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayor-to-propose-50p-week-council-tax-increase


 
 

the committee did not believe was formed based on demand.18 Currently, with its numbers 
at 30,000, the Met is “under strength” and suffering from “significant vacancies” in frontline 

policing.19,20 The Met can afford more.21  Under current plans, notwithstanding the budget 
gap, the Met aims to reach 31,000 officers from the end of 2019-20 and maintain that level 
by using reserves of £58 million from 2020-21. The problem is that we still do not know how 
many officers a ‘full strength’ Metropolitan Police Service should have, or what policing 
should look like at different levels of officer numbers.  

3.6. The Met is working to better understand current and future demand, and what will be 
required of the service to meet it. However, even with that understanding, unless the Met 
foresees receiving the level of funding that will support much greater numbers in the near 
future, it will need to have another serious look at its current policing model. This will 
involve reassessing what the Met is able to do with the numbers it has and the level of 
service it can deliver. Based on current budget assumptions by the Met, the service could fall 
to 26,800 officers, which would require “a radical change of policing style”.22 Therefore, the 

committee needs to see some kind of scenario planning; we need clarity on what service the 
Met can deliver with different levels of officer numbers, and what models best complement 
those numbers. 

3.7. In response to the increased demand on officers in 2018 concerning heightened violent 
crime, the Mayor set up the Violence Reduction Unit (VRU). The VRU aims to “divert people 
away from violence by making interventions at an early age and providing young Londoners 
with better, positive life opportunities.”23 The 2019-20 budget includes £6.8 million for the 
VRU, £5 million of which is a one-off spend for the year. The remaining £1.8 million will be 
recurring. The Mayor told the committee that the VRU was also hoping to leverage 
monetary support from its partners, including local government, the NHS and Public Health 
England. The Mayor said to the committee that he intends for the incoming VRU director to 

decide, in consultation with the VRU’s partners, how the £5 million should be spent.  

Recommendation 7 

The Met needs to assess how many officers they need to deliver their current policing 

model; with a view to understanding how their policing model would need to change if the 

police service were to fall significantly below the present level. 

 

3.8 The Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (MOPAC) told the committee that:  

The MPS has continued to prioritise improvements in efficiency, including a whole-
scale transformation of back office support services, reduction in management 
overheads and a sustained increase in frontline productivity through technology… The 
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MPS has an ambitious forward-looking transformation portfolio which stretches into 
the 2020s.24  

 
3.9 The Met has committed significant resources to its transformation programmes in the 

coming years. Central to this is the digital policing strategy which addresses how the MPS 
use technology and data. In the five years to 2022-23, the Met will spend £380 million on 
their One Met Model transformation programme, and £163 million on digital policing.25 This 
amounts to 34 per cent of the total capital budget. What’s more, this is only set to grow: in 
the next twenty years, capital spending on the One Met model will increase to £964.5 
million, and to £487.9 million on digital policing.  

3.8. While the two strategies are different, it is difficult to view one without the other. This is 
because much of the work of the One Met model involves replacing ‘outdated IT 
infrastructure for core policing systems’ and ‘establishing new ways of engaging with 
communities and moving services online,’ which is entwined with the Digital Policing 

strategy.  

3.9. With significant sums committed, it is important that the Met produce robust reporting on 
indicators that can measure the progress and achievements of the One Met Model and 
Digital Policing strategies. Within the Digital Policing 2017-2020 strategy document, there 
are 13 sample metrics that the Met or MOPAC could report against to evidence efficiency 
and productivity gains and give clarity on progress. For instance, “reduction in administrative 
hours”, “costs per user”, or “operational system availability.”26 While the Met’s quarterly 
business plan update does report on milestones in the transformation programme, this is 
not the same as establishing key performance indicators to regularly monitor.  

3.10. In last year’s report, the committee recommended that MOPAC “collect robust evidence on 
how the digital policing strategy is expected to improve efficiency and performance in 

future, and report back to the Committee within six months.” This recommendation was not 
heeded, and so the committee requests that MOPAC go further and identify key 
performance indicators for the transformation strategies and incorporate them into the new 
performance framework that is due to be in place in April 2019.  

Recommendation 8 

The Met’s new performance framework should include key performance indicators that 

measure the outcomes and progress of the One Met model and Digital policing strategies. 
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4. Housing 
 

 The Mayor has introduced an initiative to rapidly 

accelerate the building of homes at social rent levels, 

but it will not be enough.  

 London needs 31,000 homes at London Affordable 

Rent level a year; and last year Mayoral funding only 

supported 2,811 starts at social rents.  

 To achieve the target of 116,000 affordable housing 

starts by 2022, starts will need to exceed minimum 

expectations by, at least, 3,000 each year.  

 
 

  



 
 

4.1. The Mayor’s key pledge is to deliver more affordable homes; however, we are concerned 
that he will not deliver the right kind of homes for London. The Mayor has three preferred 
affordable housing types, two of which are intermediate tenures aimed at middle-income 
Londoners:  

 London Living Rent (LLR): an intermediate tenure that offers time-limited 
tenancies for up to ten years; it is based on a third of average local household 
incomes, adjusted for the number of bedrooms and local house prices. 

 Shared Ownership: an intermediate tenure that offers households, earning up to 
£90,000 per year, part-purchase of a home. 

 London Affordable Rent (LAR): 40-60 per cent of market levels, which roughly 
corresponds to traditional social rent  

 
Though all ‘affordable’, the demand for the different tenures varies significantly. According 
to the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, only 28 per cent of London’s annual affordable 
housing need is for intermediate tenures; while 72 per cent is for London Affordable or 
social rent (this is about 31,000 homes a year).2728 So far this year, only 19 per cent of 
affordable starts have been for LAR or social rent homes.  

 

4.2. The Mayor has a responsibility to deliver the types of homes Londoners need. However, he 
is restricted by the conditions attached to the funding received from Government. With the 
£3.15 billion first secured for his affordable housing programme, he agreed with 

government to deliver at least 58,500 intermediate tenure homes – 65 per cent of the then-
agreed 90,000 starts.29 However, this does mean that he has room to ensure that 35 per 
cent of affordable starts are for social rent – the Mayor is not meeting this rate at the 
moment. Although overall home delivery is vital, a home that average or low-income 
Londoners can afford is more valuable than one out of reach to the majority of us.   

4.3. In 2018, the Mayor allocated funding to rapidly accelerate the building of social rent homes, 
but it will not be enough. The Mayor allocated just over £1 billion to councils to support the 

building of 11,154 homes at social rent levels over the next four years.30 If we add this to the 
social rent homes already built, that is about 14,400 homes – 12 per cent of the total 
affordable home starts target of 116,000.   

4.4. Acceleration will be a key theme over the coming years in the Mayor’s housing plans. To 
achieve the target of 116,000 affordable housing starts by 2022, starts will need to exceed 
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minimum target by, at least, 3,000 each year. For context, in 2017-18, 12,555 affordable 
starts were delivered – exceeding the minimum expectation by 55 homes. This will not be 

good enough to reach the target of 116,000 starts. The Mayor’s language around housing 
targets is interesting and perhaps shows the slow pace of building. Throughout the Budget 
process the Mayor has used the lower of his yearly estimates. Where the target is between 
14,000 and 19,000 affordable homes, he refers to 14,000 homes as the target, not 19,000. 
However, the GLA have appeared optimistic: they have apparently allocated 105,000 of the 
116,000 starts, meaning there are around 11,000 units for them to find between now and 
2022.31 But this is not the same as starts actually recorded, and we have yet to see that work 
done.  

Figure 3: Annual Affordable Housing starts targets to 2022 (2017-18 is actual) 

 
 

4.5. The Government has given London an unprecedented level of funding to build affordable 
housing, and the numbers of homes the Mayor aims to build would be unprecedented in the 
history of the Mayoralty to date. It is important that we spend such large sums correctly. We 
asked the GLA Housing team about how they can demonstrate value for money. We heard 

that 116,000 starts for £4.8 billion is very good value for money, in comparison to national 
grant benchmarks.32 The amount of grant funding that City Hall puts into every affordable 
home is about 10-15 per cent of the total cost of building.33 But without any actual value for 
money assessment for housing schemes we do not know if we could do better. The Mayor 
needs to do more to evidence that he is spending his housing money correctly. 

Recommendation 9 

The Mayor should clarify what his core housing targets actually are, rather than having a 

wide range. He should also publish targets by tenure. 

Recommendation 10 

The Mayor should commission and publish rigorous assessments of value for money on 

housing schemes where GLA money has been allocated.  

 

 

 

OPDC 
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4.6. This is the first year that OPDC has a capital budget and there exist some uncertainties. In 
the coming four-year period to 2022-23, the Old Oak Common and Park Royal Development 

Corporation will spend £549 million. A significant part of this is planned to be funded by 
£250 million from the Housing Infrastructure Fund, which the government has yet to 
confirm; and a further £63 million from other grants. The remainder, £237 million, will come 
from land receipts – the OPDC plans to sell land purchased with the HIF money, and the 
uplift will be “recycled into paying for further infrastructure.”34  

 
“I think it would be inconceivable that the amount of infrastructure that we are going 
to put in with that initial £250 million from the HIF would not have quite an impact on 
surrounding values.”35 Liz Peace OBE, Chair OPDC 

 

4.7. A significant portion of the capital budget for the next few years relies on the OPDC 
achieving the returns on land sales it is forecasting. Even if we were to accept its confidence 

that it will achieve the uplifts they need to fund their spending, there is a question of timing. 
Most of the infrastructure spending is scheduled for 2022-21 and 2022-23, while the first 
couple of years will be focused on assembly. OPDC will need to carefully consider its 
timelines – how quickly can it acquire land, complete the infrastructure work that will 
increase its value, and then recoup that profit for further investment? At this stage, it is also 
unclear whether the OPDC has potential buyers lined up or how long it will take to identify 
buyers. This will be an on-going process over the coming four-year period.   

 

 

Recommendation 11 
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Figure 4: OPDC plan £549 million of capital expenditure: significant 
infrastructure spending won't happen until 2022-23 
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OPDC’s business plan should include an assessment of the inherent risks in its capital 

funding plan. 

Recommendation 12 

OPDC should provide clarity to the committee on the timeline of its capital plans, 

specifically how it will manage the land acquisition and sale process in Old Oak Common 

and Park Royal by April 2019. 

 

  



 
 

 

5. Environment 
 

 The Mayor has said that London faces a climate 

emergency. 

 But the environment budget will fall this year and 

continue to fall in future years. 
 

 

  



 
 

5.1. The Mayor has very challenging environmental targets to meet legal requirements. He 
wants 65 per cent of London’s waste to be recycled by 2030 and a 50 per cent reduction in 
food waste by 2025. He wants 40% reduction in NOx emissions from the 2013 baseline, a 90 
per cent reduction in NOx emissions from buses and 9,000 zero emission taxis by 2020.  

5.2. Without additional funding, the Mayor is set to fail on all of these targets. There were only 
429 ZEC taxis as at August 2018.36 The recycling rate in London is still 33 per cent, the same 
as last year.37 There has only been a 40 per cent reduction in bus emissions and there isn’t 
any data yet about air quality.  

5.3. At the same time the Environment budget will fall this year and continue to fall in future 
years. This year’s environment budget is going to drop £4.4 million in comparison to last 
year (a 29 per cent drop) and will fall a further £3 million the year after. This is not 
unexpected, as this is accounted for by the tailing off of one-off environment spend that was 
planned for in the last year’s budget. However, it is still surprising to see that the Mayor is 
not taking a decision to allocate more funding to this area. The level that the environment 
budget settles to in 2021-22 is still higher than the environment budget under the previous 
Mayor.  

5.4. It is a similar story for environmental capital spend. The capital budgets are falling for the Air 
Quality, Home Energy Efficiency, Commercial Energy Efficiency and Energy Supply 
programmes, with expansion in the Greener City Fund and Drinking Fountains. Overall the 
environment capital budget is dropping by £6.7 million. 

5.5. As most of the capital programmes in the environment plan are funded by Government 

grants, the reduction in later years reflects Government-funded programmes coming to an 
end.  It is expected, although not guaranteed, that there will be replacement programmes.    

5.6. The Mayor asked the Treasury for £100 million to build new recycling infrastructure but did 
not receive any.38 It is also unclear how the money would be used as the GLA has no direct 
responsibility for recycling. The estimate was based on a total capital cost of £129 million as 
calculated by the GLA Environment Team.39 The Mayor has claimed that without further 
government funding his target of recycling 65 per cent of London’s waste by 2030 cannot be 
met.40 

5.7. The Mayor may have declared a climate emergency for London, but his budget doesn’t show 
the same urgency as his words. The environment budget is a third-year business-as-usual 
budget, with no overall increases in environmental spend, capital or revenue. If the Mayor is 
serious about a climate emergency, then it would not be unreasonable to assume that 
appropriate funding would be allocated. 
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Recommendation 13 

The Mayor needs to be realistic about what environmental targets he can meet without 

additional funding and explain what he can achieve with the current level of funding. 
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Recommendation 14 

The Mayor should explain why he has not diverted any additional funding towards 

environmental work. 

  



 
 

 

6. Fire and resilience  
 

 The pattern of underspends driven by the level of 

vacancies has continued.  

 The London Fire Brigade is continuing to hit its 

response targets despite under-staffing and the 

additional pressure from the Grenfell inquiry. 

However, new demands could be on the horizon as 

the Hackett review recommendations are 

implemented. A gradual increase in targeted resources 

is not unreasonable in light of this. 

 LFB is still smaller than it was until 2014. Reserves 

accumulated in previous years are now being drawn 

down to cover a gap in funding. While a pattern of 

underspend and use of reserves is not unusual for an 

organisation as complex as LFB (as supported by the 

Mayer review), LFB will have to find more savings 

soon. 

 We appreciate the possibility of further Government 

funding to cover the funding gap may be forthcoming, 

and that a large part of the budget gap is down to 

actuarial revaluations in the pension scheme. It is 

cause for concern that LFB are so reliant on an 

improved funding settlement from the Government in 

the medium to long term. 



 
 

6.1. We are concerned that the London Fire Commissioner (LFC) are continuing the pattern of 
revenue underspends. The Q2 2018-19 forecast for is for a £3.2 million underspend and this 

is on top of a £3.7 million vacancy factor that anticipated a level of understaffing. Despite 
this, performance has been good and the Grenfell inquiry has been fully supported.  

6.2. We recognise that the London Fire Brigade is under pressure, with the highest sickness rate 
of any fire and rescue service. The Brigade has ambitious community engagement and fire 
safety targets which are not consistently met and will be further compromised if a greater 
share of resources must be used to maintain response time targets. The Brigade also faces a 
more challenging operating environment and extra duties around terrorism and public 
safety that other Brigades do not. 

6.3. We recognise the efforts being made to recruit to the full level and will continue to 
scrutinise progress as this is a challenging target, particularly given the pressure on 
firefighter cost of living. The understaffing has resulted in the growth of reserves beyond the 

level that is considered prudent. We recognise the necessity of holding reserves at this level, 
but we are concerned that LFB needs to set out how it will meet its longer-term financing 
problems. 

Figure 5: Historic LFC operational staff underspend 

 

Recommendation 15 

The London Fire Commissioner should review what resources will be needed considering 

the possibility of extra demands (short term and ongoing) from the Grenfell Tower inquiry, 

reforms to building regulations, and changes in firefighting policy.  

 

6.4. The cost of operational staff for 2017-18 was £230.9 million. This is planned to increase by 
18 per cent to £271.5 million in 2020-21 and will continue to increase to £282.1 million by 
2022-23 a total increase of 22 per cent. We do recognise that a significant part of the cost 
pressure comes from actuarial revaluations of the pension scheme, but overall this increases 
the contribution from the council tax payer by 25 per cent from £148 million in the current 
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year to £184.7 million in 2022-23. There is a danger of increasing in size to a level that is not 
affordable in the longer term. 

6.5. The available reserves to fund the increasing costs will be insufficient to fund the plan as it 
stands to 2022-23. Retaining the minimum general reserve to 3.5 per cent of the annual 
budget results in a funding gap of £19 million in 2021-22 and £24 million in 2022-23. Using 
reserves to support the increasing level of staff cost is unsustainable in the longer term and 
drives the increase of staffing costs beyond long term funding levels. The London Fire 
Commissioner recognises this and sees the drawing on reserves as a short-term solution to 
allow time to identify the permanent savings that may be required. We appreciate the 
possibility that further Government funding to cover the funding gap may be forthcoming, 
but this does not answer the immediate question. 

 

  



 
 

7. Industrial Strategy 
 

 The Mayor has set aside £10 million to invest in 

projects that support London’s Industrial Strategy 

 The Industrial Strategy has not yet been written and 

has not been through any scrutiny or consultation – it 

is unclear what exactly this significant sum of money 

will be allocated towards 

 

 

  



 
 

7.1. We were previously told by the GLA’s Executive Director of Resources that £10 million of the 
2018-19 Strategic Investment Fund had been allocated to the Mayor’s Industrial Strategy. 

This money is not to draw up the Strategy, but rather to invest in capital projects across the 
capital that are “in line with the emerging strategy”.41  

7.2. This is a strange way of doing things. The Mayor is spending money from the Strategic 
Investment Fund now and says that money reflects the Strategy. But that Strategy is not 
even written yet, let alone had any form of scrutiny or consultation. We question whether  
this is the best use of public funds, particularly when so many areas of the GLA are clearly 
wanting this year. We think the Mayor should consider how best to use this money and if it 
can be reallocated.  

Recommendation 16 

The Mayor should set out his plans for developing and funding a London Industrial Strategy 

or re-allocate this money to other areas. 
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 David Bellamy, Mayor’s Chief of Staff, Budget and Performance Committee 8 January 2019 



 
 

8. Conclusion 
8.1. There are many uncertainties around the future funding of the GLA Group and the vital 

services it provides for London. 2019 will see a Government Spending Review, and a reset of 
Business Rates, both potentially affecting the resources available to the Mayor. 

8.2. The challenging financial position TfL is in will almost certainly have an impact on Londoners. 
This financial challenge has arisen because of the impact of the Crossrail delay, on top of the 
removal of Government grant and Mayor’s fare freeze. We are likely to see a reduction in 
the level of service provided by Transport for London in some areas.  

8.3. This year’s budget therefore needs to see the Mayor delivering his priorities while putting 
the finances of the GLA Group on a firm footing. We are not wholly convinced these 
proposals deliver these objectives and would urge the Mayor to consider our 
recommendations when he brings forward the next version of his budget. 

 


