
EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE

INFRASTRUCTURE OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

HELD ON 9 FEBRUARY 2004 

                                                                                                                                                                                                       

IOS.29/04
REGIONAL GOVERNMENT AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVIEW

The Town Clerk and Chief Executive tabled Report CE.06/04 presenting for scrutiny additional work carried out by KPMG Consultants in collaboration with the District Councils of Allerdale, Copeland, Eden and Carlisle in support of the Council’s preferred option of a Unitary Carlisle and Eden Council.

The Town Clerk and Chief Executive pointed out that the KPMG document had been written as if it were Carlisle and Eden’s submission back to the Boundary Committee.  He apologised for the late submission of the report to Members, made necessary by the restrictive timetable.

Subject to the comments of the Overview and Scrutiny Committees and the Executive on 13 February 2004, the document would be considered by the City Council at a special meeting on 20 February 2004 prior to a submission to the Boundary Committee on 23 February 2004.

A copy of a report of the Town Clerk and Chief Executive (SP.02/04) which had been submitted to the Executive on 5 February 2004 together with a copy of the Minute of the meeting dealing with Regional Government and the Local Government Review had been circulated to Members prior to the meeting by way of background papers.

RESOLVED – That the Town Clerk and Chief Executive’s report and the  KPMG report be noted and the following individual comments of Members be forwarded to the Executive on 13 February 2004:-

(a) A Member expressed concern at the focus of the KPMG document.  The Boundary Committee were looking for new information which, if they had been aware of when preparing their initial recommendations, would have resulted in the Carlisle/Eden and Allerdale/Copeland Unitary Authority option being included in their recommendations.  The Member considered that the KPMG document was political assertion and did not introduce much new material backed up by evidence.  As such, the Member considered that it would not influence the Boundary Committee to change its mind on the Carlisle/Eden option.

(b) Some Members considered that some of the assertions in the KPMG document were factually incorrect, including:-

Part 11 (Summary – an assessment of risk)

(i) The single unitary for North Cumbria ‘seeks to combine two areas which have virtually no transport links.’  The A595, A596, A66 and the West Coast Rail Line linked the areas.

(ii)
This section also stated that North Cumbria had ‘little in common in terms of community identity.’  The administrative area would equate to the former County of Cumberland which had hundreds of years of community identity.

(iii)
A Member referred to the assertion that a single unitary for North Cumbria ‘has no current organisational infrastructure.’  The proposed North Cumbria local government boundary would mirror the Health Authority boundary which has shared infrastructure in place for economies of scale.

(c)
A Member considered that a North Cumbria unitary would cut down on administration costs but there was uncertainty where the headquarters of a new Authority would be.

(d)
A Member considered that it was important for the future of Carlisle to attract new inward investment to maintain its position as a regional capital.  A North Cumbria unitary would have the West Coast Authorities which were in greater need of inward investment.  

(e)
It was also pointed out that the Carlisle and Eden Local Health Groups were also amalgamating without the rest of Cumbria, forging an east/west split.







