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Introduction

The purpose of this introduction is to highlight the poverty of the Mayor’s vision, for a growing city in a competitive world environment. In the introduction to his budget the Mayor announces 18 key budget objectives by which he wants to be judged. It is interesting that of these, 10 are objectives set by the previous Mayor, and remain largely unaltered, unless they have been scaled back. 

Of the rest, one, cycle super highways, has been scaled up but largely follows the previous Mayor’s strategy. Another, the delivery of affordable homes, is largely based on the projects approved and supported by the previous Mayor, and is not quite what it claims to be. Another, the Economic Recovery Action Plan, would have been required whoever the Mayor was. We would argue that the Mayor has conspicuously failed to offer visible leadership in this area.

The remaining five programmes include the strategy for serious youth violence, which does include some original ideas. It is a modest programme but is targeted at a vital matter. 

The other four are:

Rape Crisis Centres: This is an important initiative but has failed yet to achieve the objectives promised, and has not been adequately funded. While targeting an important and emotive matter, the resources required amount to less than a tenth of one percent of the GLA’s budgets.

Street Trees Programme: An attractive sounding programme but in reality modest, proposing 3,500 trees for a city of 7.5million people.

Improvements to London’s Fire and Rescue Service. An initiative with cross party support and developed by the then cross-party Fire Authority.

Development of the new Routemaster Bus. This is essentially a vanity project, and there will be no significant outputs before the Mayor’s term ends. In its scope it will meet the needs of a negligible number of London’s hard pressed transport users.

That the Mayor has chosen to grandstand these matters when he has implemented swingeing fares increases and is beginning to undo the growth in police numbers and security achieved by his predecessor shows a lack of interest and leadership. When asked what the vision, and purpose, of this Mayor is, one is hard-pressed to find an answer. Indeed, there is a confusion about whether his job is to stand up for the powerful, the few, or to speak for the many Londoners who elected him. 

London faces tough choices in a time of economic difficulty. Tough decisions are needed. But so too is a clear focus on and understanding of the priorities for our city. On this, London’s Mayor just doesn’t get it. 

Main features of this Labour alternative budget

Labour Assembly Members are clear that the primary challenges for the Mayor are to provide world class and affordable public transport services, to preserve the improved policing our city has achieved, and to offer vision and leadership for the future of the city.

Our alternative budget achieves this by:

· Protecting police numbers and strengthening policing in a range of vital service areas to protect the public

· Freezing bus fares at last years level

· Freezing some tube fare increases.

· Cutting some waste at City Hall but directing resources to develop ideas for the future of our city.

· Continuing the devolution agenda and preparing to lobby Government to develop this further by:

· Transforming the London Development Agency into a powerful regeneration and economic development office at City Hall.

· Bringing the strategic NHS in London under City Hall control.

· Transferring Government Office functions and budgets to City Hall 

We achieve all of these objectives, and more, without asking for any increase in Londoners taxes. The next few pages contain a range of other proposals. 

 Core Greater London Authority – Mayor

	Core Greater London Authority 

Mayor’s budget amount

Nil change
	£126,100,000



	Additional spending on London’s priorities and needs
	

	Additional funding to Rape Crisis Centres
	£200,000

	Event celebrating London’s diversity ‘Uprise’
	£85,000

	Reinstate the London Older People’s Resource facility
	£195,000

	Develop proposal for a Board examining the NHS in London 
	£40,000

	Develop proposal of bringing the LDA ‘in-house’ to the GLA
	£40,000

	Develop proposal of establishing a London Rail Board
	£40,000

	Feasibility study to look into assimilating GOL functions and staff into the GLA
	£40,000

	
	

	Efficiencies and saving
	

	Reduction in Olympic Team budget
	£150,000

	Reduction in Press Officers 
	£150,000

	Removal of US Day event
	£75,000

	Additional reduction in reserves 
	£265,000

	
	


The Core GLA budget has suffered significant programme cuts in the past two years. While we may not have accepted all elements of Organising for Delivery, this is now a fact that we acknowledge. We will monitor the operational capacity of City Hall but it is too early as yet to conclude that any particular elements of the cuts will need to be reversed.

The rhetoric of savings has not however always been reflected in events. A large range of external organisations are tasked with implementing the range of Olympics programmes, and we do not accept that the case has been made for an increase in excess of 60% in the Mayor’s City Hall Olympics team. We therefore propose to reduce this budget by £150k, which will require a reduction of between two a three staff. We would propose a quick organisational review to facilitate this. 

Similarly, we remember the election rhetoric about excess press officer staff under the previous Mayor. We find that although savings have been achieved in the department including media relations there has only been a marginal cut in press officers. Following the logic of the Mayor we therefore propose a cut of £150k in that budget. 

We would not proceed with the proposed USA cultural event but would instead direct the funds towards an event, ‘Uprise’, celebrating London’s cultural diversity. 

And we would reinstate funding for the London Older Peoples Resource Centre. 

We do however accept as genuine the Mayor’s proposal to fund Rape Crisis Centres in London but note his failure to date to prioritise and develop the opening of four centres. We would therefore redirect savings by increasing the contribution towards Rape Crisis Centres for the next year by £200k. We agree that a range of funders and support beyond City Hall are needed to make these centres work but this additional grant will facilitate the development programme. 

We note that City Hall reserves, when stripping out the passported budget of the Museum of London and the contribution through Council Tax towards the Olympics, are approximately 5% of budget. We propose reducing reserves by £265k. This together with savings identified elsewhere will fund our proposals in this budget. 

We would propose also as a part of this budget exercise four further reviews. Each of these is costed at £40k, for initial work, and would be subject to development of fuller project proposals. 

· The first is to explore the influence that City Hall has, or could exercise, over health services in London. A potential outcome of this would be a better understanding of whether and how NHS London could become a functional body under the Mayor and City Hall. 

· The second is to initiate the transfer of the functions and control of the LDA into City Hall. It is clear that the LDA is failing as a body. We believe that its powers would probably be better exercised as an agency within the Core GLA, reporting to the mayor’s office, and an urgent review is needed to explore whether and how this move can be expedited. 

· The third, is to develop proposals, in partnership with TfL but under the leadership of the mayor, for a Rail Board for London, to better coordinate and ultimately to control National Rail services for Londoners. 

· The fourth is to conduct a feasibility study to look into assimilating GOL functions and staff into the GLA

Core Greater London Authority – Assembly

	Core Greater London Authority 

Assembly
	£8,600,000

	Nil Change (but see below)
	


We note that the Assembly Budget is, in percentage terms, achieving slightly greater savings than the Core GLA budget. Both are achieving savings of roughly 1%. When the Olympic Precept Contribution and Museum of London budgets are included the Core GLA Budget is reduced by only 0.4% but we are happy that the comparison be made on the ‘core’ of the GLA costs, and not its passported elements. 

We do not propose changes to the Assembly part of the GLA budget. We would however reduce pro-rata the Assembly budget by the same percentage reduction of any change in the core GLA budget. We would achieve the consequent savings through a mixture of Assembly support and Travelwatch savings. 

A range of claims are being made about the relative costs of supporting Assembly Members between political parties. The fundamental problem with a claim that the Party in power is less costly is that it of course has no opposition job to do, and most of its members sit in one or more capacity on the Mayor’s ‘payroll’. To clarify this we would carry out an urgent review of support provided to Conservative Assembly Members from the Mayor’s budget with a view to recharging this to the Conservatives Assembly budget. We would carry out in addition a review of the support provided to Conservative Assembly Members from the plethora of other bodies to which they have been appointed or of which they are members, in order to understand both whether they are able to properly carry out their jobs as Assembly Members and whether support provided by other Authorities is being provided in the place of support provided to other groups at City Hall. 

We would also welcome a review of the workload of all Assembly members and Groups. Proper use of resources should be demonstrated but effective scrutiny does need to be resourced – that is part of the price of democracy.
Metropolitan Police Authority

	Metropolitan Police Authority, Mayor’s budget amount
	£2,673,300,000

	 Labour Group Amendment
	£2,680,300,000

	
	

	Initiatives in support of Londoners
	

	Funds to maintain police numbers at current levels 
	£450,000

	Additional funding to implement recommendations of HMIC reports into public order policing 
	£500,000

	To implement recommendations of HMIC and Laming II report into child protection and to support resilience
	£1,000,000

	To tackle youth, particularly gang violence, by supporting initiatives, promoting best practise and pan London co-ordindation
	£1,000,000

	To maintain officer numbers and support work of the soon to be created SCD9 (Trafficking, Sexual Exploitation, Prostitution and Night-time economy)
	£1,650,000

	Funding to road traffic safety initiatives  
	£1,700,000

	Funding to London Safety Camera Partnership
	£2,800,000

	Funding to SCD2 Sapphire to support training and develop staffing resilience
	£1,000,000

	
	

	Reduced Income from Transport for London
	£10,000,000

	
	

	Efficiencies and savings to support London’s police force
	

	Reduce Public Affairs Budget
	£400,000

	Increase revenue by charging to police commercial events
	£3,000,000

	Additional precept from LFEPA 
	£7,000,000

	Additional reduction on reserves from 2.7% to 2.6%
	£2,600,000


Our main objective is to reduce the pressure for cuts in front line policing. We note that in last years budget the Mayor promised to retain police numbers at the historically high levels achieved by his predecessor but that this year he has reneged on this with a cut of 455 officers by 2012. Our Labour budget would reassert the importance to public confidence of retaining police numbers. 

We note also that after eight years in which the contribution to policing by Londoners rose, it has now fallen in each of the two budgets proposed by the current Mayor. We are not proposing a rise in the precept in this years budget but we note that, just as the foundation for extra police numbers and neighbourhood policing was this contribution from precepting, so a real terms cut in the precept will inevitably place police numbers under pressure. We will revisit this matter in future years but this year will simply highlight that the services Londoners need and tell us they want have to be paid for. In this years budget we propose reducing by £7million the £16million cut in precept income to the MPS. An assessment is needed of the police that Londoners need and how they are to be funded. Any such review will of course be informed by changes to Government funding but we note that reducing the contribution Londoners make towards their policing increases its dependence on grant over which we have far less influence. 

We note also that the Metropolitan Police has the lowest support staff to police numbers ratio of any Police Authority in the UK. While there may be good reasons for this given the size of London’s force, and while there are doubtless efficiency savings that can be made, we increasingly hear that support staff savings made year-on-year are affecting the support that our police officers receive. We would therefore urgently review this balance to ensure that our police officers are being properly supported and that their public presence and effectiveness is maximised. 

In addition to the above, we are concerned at the extent to which police budgets are being cushioned by contributions from third party sources, and the destabilising effect this can have on important policing functions when those third parties cease funding. One recent example is the decision by TfL to withdraw funding from the Commercial Vehicle Education Unit, which has led to its loss. We also note that local authorities have ‘bought’ police officers, and that the MPS will have to ensure that this funding continues or will have to make a contingency-plan to take these officers back into the MPS budget; alternatively police officer numbers will fall beyond those currently planned by the Mayor. This reliance on third party sources has been identified as an area of risk by the Commissioner. 

We are proposing a number of other changes.

We have previously raised concerns regarding the disbanding of the Human Trafficking Unit as a distinct unit and to transfer its work to ‘Clubs and Vice’. The MPS now proposes a new Unit under the Specialist Crime Directorate, SCD9 (Trafficking, Sexual Exploitation, Prostitution and Night-time Economy). However, we note that the combined Unit suffers a loss of 5 officer posts at a time when there are year on year increases in reported trafficking cases. In addition the Olympics will undoubtedly lead to an increase in trafficking for sexual exploitation, and the MPS has yet to undertake serious investigative work into trafficking for the purposes of forced labour.

We propose increased funding to SCD2 Sapphire, which is undergoing re-structuring following damning reports of failure into rape investigations. We also propose increased funding to SCD5 Child Abuse Investigations, to implement the recommendations of the HMIC and Laming 2 reports, particularly around information sharing/staff training and co-location implications.

Serious youth violence remains a problem and there is increasing concern relating to gang youth violence. Although the Mayor has talked about a London Gangs Board, there has been too little progress in this matter – the Board’s initial meetings were cancelled and it has only recently met for the first time. Local good practice and initiatives are taking place across London, but there is little co-ordination or dissemination of good practice of this work and more impetus is needed in this area.

Road traffic policing and road safety appear to be a low priority for the MPS and the Mayor, yet is a high priority for Londoners. We want to change this. Existing initiatives are being cut which will disproportionately affect our most disadvantaged communities and vulnerable road users. 

We would review police officer hotel accommodation and air travel costs, which appear to have grown without adequate scrutiny and control. We would increase the lobby to change the rules that would allow a significant part of the policing costs of London City Airport to be borne by the airport operators. It is anomalous that this is not possible while recharging can happen at Heathrow. Without compromising the principle of policing based on need, we would look also at other areas where recharging to corporate or other enterprises could be reasonably extended. 

London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority

	London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority Mayor’s budget amount

Labour Group budget amount
	£437,300,000

£430,300,000

	
	

	Initiatives in support of Londoners
	

	Restoration of proposed reduction in funding for consultancy and professional services SA17 
	£2,745

	Restoration of proposed reduction in funding for consultancy and professional services SA18
	£5,242

	Restoration of proposed reduction in Property Services Revenue Budgets – day-to-day minor improvements SA20
	£40,000

	Restoration of proposed reduction of posts in Information Management Division SA37
	£128,589

	Restoration of proposal to remove cooks at Brigade Control from Service Delivery Budget SA38
	£62,253

	Restoration of proposal to remove 16 frontline posts from the establishment list SA40
	£467,132

	Restoration of the proposal to delete four posts across the HR transactional functions SA50
	£83,094

	Restoration of proposal to reduce by 3% the Strategic (non-cyclical) budget SA61
	£73,640

	Efficiencies and savings
	

	Reduction in reserves
	£7,862,695


A number of budget proposals are supported including the restoration of a cut to frontline staff that would cost 16 fire-fighter posts. These total £862k.

Additionally, the LFEPA precept is large and we propose reducing it by £7million. This balances the need to cushion pressure on the MPA budget against the need to preserve LFEPA reserves for future anticipated pressures.  

We acknowledge that budget pressures loom for LFEPA in future years, and that these will need to be addressed. The changes we propose however are part of a strategy that identifies the more immediate urgency of protecting policing and reducing the impact of fare rises on hard-pressed Londoners. 

Transport for London

	Transport for London Mayor’s call on the precept

Labour Group call on the precept
	£12,000,000

£12,000,000

	
	

	Support for Londoners
	

	Reverse bus fare increase in total
	£78,000,000

	Reverse outer zone (2-6) off-peak tube fare increase 
	£5,000,000

	Funding to commercial vehicles education unit
	£110,000

	
	

	Efficiencies and Savings in support of Londoner’s
	

	Reduce senior staff bonus pool and make savings on staff costs above £150,000
	£5,110,000

	Retain the Western Extension to the Congestion Charge Zone
	£15,000,000

	Defer phase 2 of cycle superhighways to allow review of phase 1
	£15,000,000

	Reduction in increase to Communications Budget
	£5,000,000

	Partial transfer of funding responsibility from TfL to MPA for Safer Transport Teams
	£10,000,000

	Reduction in Reserves
	£6,000,000

	Increased income from bus passenger rider journeys due to reversal of bus fare increase
	£27,000,000


Following a 6% fare rise in 2009/10, the most recent fare increase was a further attack on Londoners who depend on our transport system and who are feeling the financial pain of our economic difficulties. Our budget proposals would significantly reverse this increase through a range of initiatives itemised above. Our focus is on reducing the rise in bus fares and on the zone 2-6 tube fare increase (of over 18%). 

The relatively higher subsidy London buses receive compared to other parts of the UK is a beacon to be followed rather than an invitation, as our current Mayor sees it, for a race to the bottom through higher fares and service cuts. 

The Mayor made a number of populist but unfunded decisions in his early days and these lie at the heart of much of the fares increase. We would stop the proposed removal of the Western Extension of the Congestion Charging Zone. We would introduce the increase in congestion Charge as announced by the mayor last year and we would delay the next stage of Cycle Superhighways while the first phase is finished and assessed.  We tend to support this programme but we hear, not least from cyclists, that the model may not yet be the right one.

Safer Transport Teams (STTs) are a great success and there is no problem with the principle that they should be at least partly funded through the transport budget. But we would switch some of the burden of this initiative to London’s policing budget, as STTs are, after all, a policing service and increasingly the current Mayor is using transport money for non transport purposes. This has become one of the reasons for the fare increase and it is clearly questionable that transport users should pay increased fares for a reduced service when part of their fare is being donated to another part of London’s Government. We would institute an urgent review of this arrangement, seeking greater transparency and equity in the arrangement, based on a clear statement of needs and priorities rather than a ‘bung’ to avoid the hard decisions that the Mayor’s other budget decisions are forcing us towards. The extent to which STTs should be funded through fare payers rather than as a core policing cost needs to be reviewed and openly discussed. In the meantime we would transfer a small proportion of the current cost of STTs from TfL to the MPA. 

Not a single Safer Transport Team post would be affected by this change. 

We also propose that the Mayor investigates urgently and reviews his agreements with Train Operating Companies and the British Transport Police to fund safer transport teams on the National rail network in London. We want to retain this initiative but Londoners need to ensure that they are getting best value out of the initiative and that TOCs and other partners, including authorities outside of London, are playing their part.

We recognise that Bendy Buses are not universally popular but the Mayor needs to recognise the cost of scrapping them and the opportunities foregone through his policy. We would review the ‘de-bendification’  programme. Potentially, this would achieve a saving but this remains at present uncosted and we have not therefore made an assumption about its size. 

We would review, with a view to scrapping, the vanity bus project being pursued by the Mayor, for a replacement ‘Routemaster’. Again, this would potentially achieve a saving but with some contracts let and the outcome of the review unclear we have made no assumption about savings. 

We would urgently review the support given by TfL, through partnership funding, for 20mph zones in Boroughs, with a view to accelerating their introduction. 

 London Development Agency

	London Development Agency
	NIL

	No change
	


Events of the past year have shown quite how dysfunctional the LDA has become. Labour would develop proposals to bring the LDA in-house to City Hall. This is described in the narrative under the Core GLA budget heading. 

At a time of economic challenge in London we need to urgently review the Economic Recovery Action Plan to ensure it is maximising the impact it can have. We would look urgently to target resources, in partnership with local Councils who have new powers and funding responsibilities in this area, on youth unemployment. 

There are a number of causes for concern. First, large amount of under-spends are accruing at a time of economic difficulty. It is our view that part of this should be used to support economic development activity to address areas of weakness and whose potential can be realised in London’s economy. Second, there has been a failure of LDA to develop a capacity to spend or build, it appears, relationships with local government.

The LDA should be required to contribute to a strategy to

Bring in-house its activities within the GLA at the same time maintaining its interface with private sector

Produce emergency range of measures in supporting micro-businesses and extending some additional support to small businesses, using the existing business networks, to be able to respond to requests that have arisen during current economic situation

Begin urgent discussions with local borough partners as they assume new responsibilities in skills about a package of measures to both secondary schools and other agencies including the voluntary sector, to reduce youth unemployment in the coming years. This should be targeted at both inner and outer London.

There is no net change to the precept requirements of the LDA (remains at zero)

PART B: Proposal to approve, with amendments, the Draft Consolidated Budget for the 2010-11 financial year for the Greater London Authority and the Functional Bodies.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

FORMAL BUDGET AMENDMENT 

1. The Mayor’s draft consolidated budget (together with the component budgets comprised within it) for 2010-11 be amended by the sum(s) shown in column number 3 of the table for each constituent body, as set out and in accordance with the attached Schedule.  

(These sums are the calculations under sections 85(4) to (8) of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (as amended) which give rise to each of the amounts mentioned in recommendations 2 and 3 below.)

2. The calculations referred to in recommendation 1 above, give rise to a component budget requirement for 2010-11 for each constituent body as follows:

	Constituent body
	Component budget requirement

	Greater London Authority: Mayor of London
	£126,100,000

	Greater London Authority: London Assembly
	£8,600,000

	Metropolitan Police Authority
	£2,680,300,000

	London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority
	£430,300,000

	Transport for London
	£12,000,000

	London Development Agency
	£Nil


3. The component budget requirements shown in recommendation 2 above, give rise to a consolidated budget requirement for the Authority for 2010-11 (shown at Line 55 in the attached Schedule) of -

£ 3,257,300,000

BUDGET RELATED MOTIONS

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

___________________________________________________________________________

NOTES:  

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

b. 
To approve the Draft Consolidated Budget, without amendment, only a simple majority of votes cast is required.  Again, abstentions are not counted.

SCHEDULE

Part 1: Greater London Authority: Mayor of London (“Mayor”) draft component budget requirement calculations

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

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Line
	Mayor’s

proposal
	Budget 

amendment
	Description

	(1)
	£342,300,000
	£342,565,000
	estimated expenditure of the Mayor calculated in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act

	(2)
	£500,000
	£
	estimated allowance for contingencies for the Mayor under s85(4)(b) of the Act

	(3)
	£5,000,000
	£
	estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure of the Mayor under s85(4)(c) of the Act

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

	(5)
	£347,800,000
	£348,065,000
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the Act for the Mayor (lines (1) + (2) + (3) + (4) above)

	(6)
	-£227,500,000
	£
	estimate of Mayor's income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the Act

	(7)
	£5,800,000
	£5,535,000
	estimate of Mayor’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in lines (1) and (2) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act

	(8)
	-£221,700,000
	-£221,965,000
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) of the Act for the Mayor (lines (6) + (7))

	(9)
	£126,100,000
	£126,100,000
	the component budget requirement for Mayor (being the amount by which the aggregate at (5) above exceeds the aggregate at (8) above calculated in accordance with section 85(6) of the Act)


The draft component budget requirement for the Mayor for 2010-11 is: £126,100,000

[insert Line 9 figure]

Part 2: Greater London Authority: London Assembly (“Assembly”) draft component budget requirement calculations

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

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Line
	Mayor’s 

proposal
	Budget amendment
	Description

	(10)
	£8,600,000
	£8,600,000
	estimated expenditure of the Assembly for the year calculated in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act

	(11)
	£0
	£
	estimated allowance for contingencies for the Assembly under s85(4)(b) of the Act

	(12)
	£0
	£
	estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure of the Assembly under s85(4)(c) of the Act

	(13)
	£0
	£
	estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the Assembly under s85(4)(d) of the Act

	(14)
	£8,600,000
	£
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the Act for the Assembly (lines (10) + (11) + (12) + (13) above)

	(15)
	£0
	£
	estimate of the Assembly’s income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the Act

	(16)
	£0
	£
	estimate of the Assembly’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in lines (10) and (11) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act

	(17)
	£0
	£
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) of the Act for the Assembly (lines (15) + (16))

	(18)
	£8,600,000
	£8,600,000
	the draft component budget requirement for the Assembly (being the amount by which the aggregate at (14) above exceeds the aggregate at (17) above calculated in accordance with section 85(6) of the Act)


The draft component budget requirement for the Assembly for 2010-11 is: £8,600,000

[insert Line 18 figure]

 Part 3: Metropolitan Police Authority (“MPA”) draft component budget requirement calculations

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

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Line
	Mayor’s 

proposal
	Budget amendment
	Description

	(19)
	£3,645,000,000
	£3,649,200,000
	estimated expenditure of the MPA for the year calculated in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act

	(20)
	£0
	£
	estimated allowance for contingencies for the MPA under s85(4)(b) of the Act

	(21)
	£0
	£
	estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure of the MPA under s85(4)(c) of the Act

	(22)
	£0
	£
	estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the MPA under s85(4)(d) of the Act

	(23)
	£3,645,000,000
	£3654,600,000
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the Act for the MPA (lines (19) + (20) + (21) + (22) above)

	(24)
	-£967,500,000
	£
	estimate of the MPA’s income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the Act

	(25)
	-£4,200,000
	-£6,800,000
	estimate of MPA’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in lines (19) and (20) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act

	(26)
	-£971,700,000
	-£974,300,000
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) of the Act for the MPA (lines (24) + (25))

	(27)
	£2,673,300,000
	£2,680,300,000
	the draft component budget requirement for the MPA (being the amount by which the aggregate at (23) above exceeds the aggregate at (26) above calculated in accordance with section 85(6) of the Act)


The draft component budget requirement for the MPA for 2010-11 is: £2,680,300,000
[insert Line 27 figure]

 Part 4: London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (“LFEPA”) draft component budget requirement calculations

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

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Line
	Mayor’s 

proposal
	Budget amendment
	Description

	(28)
	£469,200,000
	£469,200,000
	estimated expenditure of LFEPA for the year calculated in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act

	(29)
	£0
	£
	estimated allowance for contingencies for LFEPA under s85(4)(b) of the Act

	(30)
	£0
	£
	estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure of LFEPA under s85(4)(c) of the Act

	(31)
	£0
	£
	estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of LFEPA under s85(4)(d) of the Act

	(32)
	£469,200,000
	£470,062,695
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the Act for LFEPA (lines (28) + (29) + (30) + (31) above)

	(33)
	-£31,900,000
	£
	estimate of LFEPA’s income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the Act

	(34)
	£0
	-£7,862,695
	estimate of LFEPA’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in lines (28) and (29) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act

	(35)
	-£31,900,000
	-£39,762,695
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) of the Act for LFEPA (lines (33) + (34))

	(36)
	£437,300,000
	£430,300,000
	the draft component budget requirement for LFEPA (being the amount by which the aggregate at (32) above exceeds the aggregate at (35) above calculated in accordance with section 85(6) of the Act)


The draft component budget requirement for LFEPA for 2010-11 is: £430,300,000
[insert Line 36 figure]

Part 5: Transport for London (“TfL”) draft component budget requirement calculations

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

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Line
	Mayor’s 

proposal
	Budget amendment
	Description

	(37)
	£9,076,000,000
	£9,041,000,000
	estimated expenditure of TfL for the year calculated in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act

	(38)
	£84,000,000
	£
	estimated allowance for contingencies for TfL under s85(4)(b) of the Act

	(39)
	£0
	£
	estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure of TfL under s85(4)(c) of the Act

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

	(41)
	£9,160,000,000
	£9,125,000,000
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the Act for TfL (lines (37) + (38) + (39) + (40) above)

	(42)
	-£8,659,000,000
	-£8,618,000,000
	estimate of TfL’s income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the Act

	(43)
	-£489,000,000
	-£495,0000,000
	estimate of TfL’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in lines (37) and (38) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act

	(44)
	-£9,148,000,000
	-£9,113,000,000
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) of the Act for TfL (lines (42) + (43))

	(45)
	£12,000,000
	£12,000,000
	the component budget requirement for TfL (being the amount by which the aggregate at (41) above exceeds the aggregate at (44) above calculated in accordance with section 85(6) of the Act)


The draft component budget requirement for TfL for 2010-11 is: £12,000,000

[insert Line 45 figure]

Part 6: London Development Agency (“LDA”) draft component budget requirement calculations
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil.

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Line
	Mayor’s 

Proposal
	Budget amendment
	Description

	(46)
	£335,300,000
	£
	estimated expenditure of the LDA for the year calculated in accordance with s85(4)(a) of the Act

	(47)
	£3,000,000
	£
	estimated allowance for contingencies for the LDA under s85(4)(b) of the Act

	(48)
	£0
	£
	estimated reserves to be raised for meeting future expenditure of the LDA under s85(4)(c) of the Act

	(49)
	£0
	£
	estimate of reserves to meet a revenue account deficit of the LDA under s85(4)(d) of the Act

	(50)
	£338,300,000
	£
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in s85(4) of the Act for the LDA (lines (46) + (47) + (48) + (49) above)

	(51)
	-£319,700,000
	£
	estimate of the LDA’s income calculated in accordance with s85(5)(a) of the Act

	(52)
	-£18,600,000
	£
	estimate of the LDA’s reserves to be used in meeting amounts in lines (46) and (47) above under s85(5)(b) of the Act

	(53)
	-£338,300,000
	£
	aggregate of the amounts for the items set out in section 85(5) of the Act for the LDA (lines (51) + (52))

	(54)
	£0
	£0
	the component budget requirement for the LDA (being the amount by which the aggregate at (50) above exceeds the aggregate at (53) above calculated in accordance with section 85(6) of the Act)


The draft component budget requirement for the LDA for 2010-2011 is: £0

[insert Line 54 figure]

Part 7: The Greater London Authority (“GLA") draft consolidated budget requirement calculations
NOTE: Amendments to the draft consolidated budget will take effect as follows.  Where a figure is shown in column 3, the figure in column 2 is amended to the figure in column 3.  If no figure is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 shall be taken to apply un-amended.  If “nil” or “£0” is shown in column 3, then the figure in column 2 is amended to nil.

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Line
	Mayor’s proposed consolidated budget requirement
	Budget amendment’s proposed consolidated budget requirement
	Description

	(55)
	£3,257,300,000
	£3,257,300,000
	the GLA’s consolidated budget requirement (the sum of the amounts in lines (9) + (18) + (27) + (36) + (45) + (54)) calculated in accordance with section 85(8) of the Act


The draft consolidated budget requirement for 2010-11 is: £3,257,300.000

[insert Line 55 figure]

�	This report is made up of two Parts, A and B.  The text in Part A does not form part of the formal budget amendments, which are set out in Part B.
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