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Summary:

The Boundary Committee for England, on 1 December 2003, published its draft
recommendations for unitary local government in Cumbria. This report informs Members
of their findings, opens consultation and seeks guidance on the next steps to be taken by
the Council.

Recommendations:

The Executive is recommended to:

1. Note the draft recommendations of the Boundary Committee.

2. Refer the report for further comment to the Overview & Scrutiny Management
Committee and three Overview & Scrutiny Committees.

3. Indicate the level of external consultation required.

4. Advise which option is to be progressed and at what level of intensity.

5. Indicate whether further resources should be applied to the preferred option.
6. Formulate a response by 24 February 2004.

7. Agree the timetable set out at Appendix 2.

Contact Officer: Peter Stybelski Ext: 7001

Note: in compliance with section 100d of the Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985
the report has been prepared in part from the following papers: None
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1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND OPTIONS

The Boundary Committee for England, on 1 December 2003, published its draft
recommendations for unitary local government in Cumbria. The report, which is attached,
summarises the submissions received during the first stage of the review and makes
proposals for two options in Cumbria (Appendix 1)

An analysis of each of the proposals, which includes the strengths and weaknesses of
each option is detailed in chapter 4 of the report.

The draft recommendations for Cumbria are:

¢ One unitary authority comprising the whole of the county of Cumbria; and

e Two unitary authorities based on the northern and southern areas in Cumbria,
incorporating Lancaster City from Lancashire.

The Committee states ‘we wish to emphasise that we have not finalised our
recommendations for Cumbria and Lancashire’ and ‘emphasise that we are not dismissing
outright those proposals on which we are not consulting’. Rather, they are recommending
options that they consider based on the evidence received so far, to be most likely to meet
the objectives of the review.

There is now a period of consultation; during which comments, information and further
evidence are invited. This period of consultation closes on the 23" February 2004.

The Boundary Committee's timetable is as follows:

1 December '03 - 23 February '04 - The Committee publishes draft recommendations
report and invites representations.

24 February '04 - no later than 25 May '04 -  The Committee considers representations,
reaches conclusions on final recommendations and submits a final report to the Deputy
Prime Minister.

2. THE CURRENT POSITION

Members will appreciate that the Council’s preferred option for local unitary government for
the three unitary Councils made up two districts each (ie. Carlisle & Eden; Allerdale &
Copeland and Barrow & South Lakes). The Boundary Committee has not supported this
option and it will not be included in leaflets to be used for public consultation, which are to
be circulated to all households shortly.



The Executive is therefore asked to reconsider the stance of the Council, and to indicate
which of the following courses of action should be taken in developing the Council’s
response to the draft recommendations:

Options include:

e No further action;

e The preparation and development of reasoned argument and evidence in support of
the Council’s currently preferred option, particularly in addressing issues of corporate
capacity, resources and the need to regenerate West Cumbria;

e To modify the existing option;

e To support the Boundary Committee option for “North Cumbria” and “South Cumbria
and Lancaster”;

e To support the Boundary Committee option for Cumbria County;

e To formulate and promote other options.

The Executive is also asked to consider whether in principle it wishes to request the
Council to release additional resources in support of one of the above options.

In addition, the Executive is asked to approve the attached timetable for reporting its views
to the Boundary Committee and consultation with partners (Appendix 2).

3. CONSULTATION

A copy of the draft Boundary Committee’s draft recommendations will be sent to City
Vision Partners and to Parish Councillors to ask for views. Members are asked what other
consultation they consider to be appropriate, bearing in mind there will be a referendum in
late 2004.

4, RECOMMENDATIONS
The Executive is recommended to:

1. Note the draft recommendations of the Boundary Committee.

2. Refer the report for further comment to the Overview & Scrutiny Management
Committee and three Overview & Scrutiny Committees.

3. Indicate the level of external consultation required.

Advise which option is to be progressed and at what level of intensity.

5. Indicate whether further resources should be applied to the preferred option.
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6. Formulate a response by 24 February 2004.
7. Agree the timetable set out at Appendix 2.

5. IMPLICATIONS
e Staffing/Resources — It is too early to establish the staffing and resource
implications of the proposals but any additional significant activity in this area will

require the resource implications to be addressed.

e Financial — This report may result in a bid which would need to be considered as
part of the budget process for 2004/05 and beyond.

e Legal — JME to comment.

e Corporate — Appropriate briefings will continue to be given to all staff.

e Risk Management — The proposals for regional government have fundamental
impact for the future of the Council, which will need to be planned strategically
as part of any transitional arrangements.

e Equality Issues — None.

e Environmental — None.

e Crime and Disorder — None.

e Impact on Customers — It will be necessary to ensure that the pattern of local

government in future maintains high standards of customer service quality and
access.

Contact Officer: Peter Stybelski Ext: 7001
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Committee

for England

Mr P Stybelski

Chief Executive _ :
Carlisle City Council Part of The Electoral Commission
Civic Centre

Carlisle

Cumbria

CA3 8QG

27 November 2003

Dear Mr Stybelski

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVIEW OF TWO-TIER AREAS IN THE NORTH EAST, NORTH
WEST AND YORKSHIRE & THE HUMBER: DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

| enclose advance copies of our draft recommendations reports for unitary local government
in the two-tier areas in the North West, North East and Yorkshire & the Humber regions prior
o publication on 1 December 2003, together with our press release for your area and a copy

of the Overview report. The latter report explains the Committee's approach to the issues
raised by the review.

| hope that this early sight of the reports will help you to brief your members in advance of
formal publication and to enable you to handle press enquiries. However, you will appreciate
that these reports are confidential until the publication date. The press releases and reports

which will be sent to the media have been placed under embargo until 9.00 am on 1
December.

Yours sincerely

ARCHIE GALL
Director

Telephone:020 7271 0650

Fax: 020 7271 0669

agall@boundarycommittee.org.uk The Boundary Committee
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Strest
London SW1F 2HW
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News Release Committee
for England

EMBARGOED UNTIL 1 DECEMBER 00:01
27 November 2003

Boundary Committee put draft options
for local government on the table

Six months after the start of the review, The E!ounu:iar'y Committee for England has today
published its draft recommendations for new structures of unitary local government in the North
East, North West and Yorkshire and the Humber regions.

The exercise, which began on 17 June and will take nearly a year to complete, involves the
Committee reviewing those areas in the selected regions where there are two tiers of local
government, both district and county councils. The six counties in the north of England which
are being reviewed are: Cheshire, Cumbria, Co Durham, Lancashire, Northumberland, and
Morth Yorkshire. Directed by the Government, the Committee must provide at least two options
in each county for a single tier of local government, known as unitary authorities.

The Committee must submit their final recommendations to Government by 25 May 2004. At a
later date, people will then be asked to decide in a referendum if they want an elected regional
assembly. Those living in the two tier areas will be asked to make a further decision on which
option for unitary local government they would prefer if 2 regional assembly is established.

Since the first public consultation period, which ended on & September, the Committee has
received over a thousand submissions from local authorities, stakeholders and individuals.
They have been carefully considering all the evidence and argumentation and ensuring that it
meets the criteria provided by Government for successful unitary authorities.

As well as looking at the submissions provided by local authorities, there are 2 number of other
sources of information they have been considering, to provide a sound context on which to base
their recommendations. The ability for 2 new unitary authority to serve the needs of their local
communities is essential and evidence of existing local authorities working together has been
useful. A key objective in the Commitiee's proposals is to lay the foundations for authorities with
strong capacity at both strategic and local level and the potential to deliver high performance
across all local government services.

Recently commissioned public opinion research conducted by MORI supports the view that
residents primary concem is the guality of local government services. The research has proved
valuable as one of & number of factors taken into consideration when the Commitiee were
developing workable draft options for consultation. Nearly 14,000 people were asked their views
about how they identify with their community and local government, and the provision of good
guality services came top in their list of priorities.
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MORI will shortly be conducting follow-up public opinion research . This time people will be
asked questions specifically relating to the draft options. The findings of this second stage of
research are due to be published in April 2004.

Comprehensive Performance Assessments® (CPAs) are another external source of information
that the Committee have been considering. However, not all local authorities’ reports will be
published by the time the review is completed so other performance data has been assessed. |t
should be noted that the reporis assess how a council is currently performing and are therefore
not necessarily indicative of how a new unitary authority might operate.

As well as meeting with all local authorities in the two-tier areas during the first consultation
period, the Commities recently conducted a tour of the northern regions. Although the tour was
brief, due to the tight timetable of the review, the Commitiee found it valuable and it enabled
them able to gain 2 good geographical and topographical overview of how communities and
areas fit with each other.

The Committee will consult on the draft options for a period of 12 weeks from today. All views
received by 23 February will be taken into account when the Committee reach conclusions on
their final recommendations to the Government.

The Boundary Committee Chair, Pamela Gordon said, ‘The draft recommendations that we are
putting forward today are there for consultation; we have highlighted the strengths and
weaknesses of different options and we are looking for more evidence to enable us to develop
our final recommendations.

‘We can be sure that the local authorities will give us their views but we will particularly welcome
responses from other interests and local residents in the sreas concemed.’

ends

For further information contact:

The Boundary Committee Press Office

Senior Press Officer, Charmaine Colvin: Tel: 020 7271 0700/07887 626 774
e-mail: ccolvin@boundarycommittes.org.uk
Assistant Press Officer, Elise Cross: 020 7271 0530

MNotes to editors:

1. The Boundary Committee is a statutory committee of The Electoral Commission.

2. The Regional Assemblies (Preparations) Act 2003, paving the way for referendums on
elected regional assemblies, was introduced to Parliament in November 2002 and
received Royal Assent in May 2003.

3. The Boundary Committee’s local government reviews are expected to take up to a year

to be completed. In the event of 2 'no’ vote in a referendum on an elected regional
assembly, the Government has said there will be no local government restructuring.
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. A summary of the submissions received from local authorities during Stage One of the
review can be viewed on The Boundary Committee website www.boundary
committee.org.uk, as can all the MORI public opinion research and the Committee’s
draft recommendations for all three regions. All submissions received by the Commitiee
can be viewed by appointment, by contacting the Press Office on: 020 7271 0700.

The draft recommendations for unitary structures in the North East, North West and
Yorkshire and the Humber regions will be published on 1 December at 0200 and can be
viewed on The Boundary Commitiee website. This will commence the second period of
public consultation, which will last 12 weeks, ending on 23 February 2004.

Copies in other languages and audio versions of the draft recommendations can be
obtained from the Press Office on request.

*Comprehensive Performance Assessments are conducted by The Audit Commission.
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Chair's introduction

In considering the options for unitary local authorities in the three regions where
referendums on the creation of regional assemblies are to be held, The Boundary
Committee for England has been conscious of the changing context in which local
government operates and the range of challenges councils face.

Throughout the three northern regions there are concentrations of urban areas (often
with characteristics of deprivation), large tracts of industrial clearance (with some
active redevelopment), market towns with varying degrees of prosperity, scattered
villages (some in effect attractive commuter villages, some badly hit by the problems
of the rural economy). In many counties there are vast swathes of agricultural land,
sparsely populated and with fairly isolated communities. Levels of unemployment
vary, with some notable 'hotspots’ and several major initiatives to replace declining or
lost manufacturing industries with new employment opportunities. Several local
authority transporiation projects have been established to improve access to
potential development sites. '

A more general issue is dependence on a low-income economy. This has intensified
the pressure on local authorities to work in partnership and use their leverage to
facilitate economic development, especizlly for the creation of high value, new
technology employment. Economic development, whether of urban or rural areas,
has become a significant objective of many of the local authorities in the three
regions. This links with the efforis of the local education authorities and Learning and
Skills Councils to increase educational attainment especizlly by achieving higher
staying on rates after the basic school leaving age. *

Changes affecting social services and the creation of integrated children’s services
bring major new challenges for county councils.

Housing policy issues remain a significant concern for many district councils in the
northern regions, in areas where there is a large amount of sub-standard
accommodation. Again, these authorities are in many cases working with housing
associations and developers to bring about meore general regeneration, within which
improved housing is a key objective. In other, especially rural, areas there is 2
significant shortage of affordable housing, for local people.. < ~°

L
Throughout the three regions there is impressive evidence of other initiatives driven
by local authorities but requiring effective partnership working to deliver schemes on
the ground. These partnerships cover a range of issues concerned with social well-
being, health and community development. Partners are similarly varied, including
many other statutory bodies, and close working between the county council and the
districts is often essential. In 8 number of cases there are cross-boundary projects
involving joint initiatives by adjoining districts. At a more local level there are some
positive examples of close working with some parish and town councils.

In the context of our guidance from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, which
indicated the importance of recognising the changing role of local authorities and the
environment in which they operate in the options we have put forward, we have
sought to reflect these major challenges and demands, which any new unitary
authorities must seek to meet. At the same time, as our public opinion research
shows, local people are primarily concerned with the delivery of quality services and
the responsiveness of councils to local communities. To this extent it may be
significant that there is evidence from this research that people may make &
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sophisticated distinction between the county or district, to which they may feel affinity,
and the county or district council towards which they may have more ambivalence.

Local people's immediate concerns are not in fact unconnected with the more
strategic approaches outlined above — both depend, for example, on good
leadership, openness to innovation and excellent communications. The expectation
placed on unitary authorities is that they will effect the appropriate balance between
the strategic and the local. For this they will require adequate capacity, in terms of
resources and skills, to enable flexible responses to & variety of needs and
opportunities. They will also need the sensitivity to engage effectively with a range of
local interests and communities.

Ultimately local people will decide whether they want an elected regional assembly,
and if they vote ‘yes' which option for unitary local government they prefer. Our draft
recommendations are an important stage in moving towards the formulation of those
options. To & large extent they are based on submissions we have received, which
we have assessed against the guidance we were given and in the light of the tasks
confronting modern local authorities, as briefly indicated gbove. Our consultation on
the options will enable us to gauge public opinion, particularly on specific issues we
are highlighting. In the light of the responses we receive, we also intend to refine and
probably to narrow the range of options in respect of individual counties, which will be
the basis of our final recommendations. We will welcome and hope for the widest
possible response to our draft proposals, from existing local authorities, other
partners and stakeholders and, especially, from local people.

Pamela Gordon N
Chair, The Boundary Committee for England
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Summary

On 16 June 2003 The Boundary Committee for England received & direction from the
Deputy Prime Minister to undertake local government reviews in the two-tier areas of
three English regions: North West, North East and Yorkshire & the Humber.

We began the review of local government structures on 17 June 2003.

This report explains our approach to the formulation of the options on which
we are now consulting, in the context of the guidance from the Office of the
Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), our own guidance, the submissions we
received during the first stage of the rewew and the findings of our own
research.

Our task is to propose at least two options for wholly uniiary' local government
structures likely to provide the best overall delivery of local services in the exisfing
two-tier county areas covered by the review.

Our draft options are intended to strike a balance between the various criteriz we
have taken into consideration. No single criterion is an overriding factor in
determining our recommendations.

In particular, our recommendations aim to provide for local authorities of sufficient
size and capacity to deliver services effectively, while at the same time enabling
community interests and identities to be adequately reflected within the naw
arrangements.

!
While there can be no certainty that our draft recommendations would create ‘high
performing’ local authorities, since this would depend in large part on the leadership
of the new authorities, it is our view that they would not place the new councils at a
disadvantage in resource or capacity terms.

This report recognises that the context of our work is one of significant and
continuing change in local government.

Our draft recommendations for patterns of wholly unitary local government are
summarised in appendix B. These are explained more fully in five separate reports
covering each of the six county areas under review. Jisl
We would very much welcome local views about our draft recommendatigns. You
should express your views by using an online form, which can be found at
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk, or by writing directly to us at the address below by
23 February 2004 i

Local Government Review Team

The Boundary Commitiee for England
Trevelyan House

Great Peter Strest

London SW1P 2ZHW
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1 The review process

1.1 We have been direcied to undertake an independeant review of the structure of
local government in the six county areas of the North East, North West and Yorkshire
& Humber regions (illustrated in Map 1 in appendix A). We are required to report to
the Deputy Prime Minister by 25 May 2004 with at least two options for whally unitary
patterns of local government in those areas. The reviews are a precursor to a
referendum on an elected regional assembly in each of the three regions concerned.
Subject fo Ministers' decisions on our final recommendations, electors in the two-tier
areas will have the opportunity to vote for their preferred structural option at the same
time as the referendum on elected regional assemblies.

1.2 This overview report sets out the background to our drafi recommendations. The
draft recommendations are set out in detail in the five separate reports which have
been published with this overview report, but are summarised in appendix B.

1.3 Our task is to recommend at least two options for structural change for each
two-tier county under review. However, we are also able to review and make
recommendations for changes to the boundaries of existing single-tier authorities
adjoining two-tier areas, but only with a view to part of an existing two-tier authority
area being absorbed into a single-tier area. We may not make recommendations for
other boundary changes to adjoining single-tier authorities, nor can we review the
boundaries of regions as part of these local government reviews.

1.4 The review is in four stages (see Table 1).

Table 1: the stages of the review

Stage Dates Description

17 June 2003 - Commencement of review and submission of proposals

s 8 September 2003  for wholly unitary patterns of local authorities.

8 September 2003 The Committes considers proposals, determines draft

Twao — 30 November recommendations and prepares draft recommendations
2003 report.

Three 1 Decemnber 2003 — The Committee publishes draft recormnmendations report

' 23 February 2004 and invites representations.
24 February 2004 - The Committee considers representations, reaches

Four no later than conclusions on final recommendations and submits a final
25 May 2004 report to the Deputy Prime Minister. -

1.5 Stage One began on 17 June 2003, when we wrote to the district and county
councils in review areas, and adjoining metropolitan and unitary councils in the
relevant regions, inviting proposals for unitary patterns of local government. The
closing date for receipt of submissions (the end of Stage One) was 8 September
2003.

1.6 Detzils of the legislation under which we work are set out in the Office of the
Deputy Prime Minister's (ODPM) guidance to the Commitiee, which is available on
the ODPM’s website (www.odpm.gov.uk). Our own guidance document, Guidance
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and procedural advice for the local government reviews, is available from our website
(www.boundarycommittee.org.uk).

1.7 We also commissioned public opinion research, carried out by MOR), in each
district council area within the three regions. This comprised around 300 face-to-face
interviews and one focus group in each of the 44 district council areas. The results of
this research were published on 17 October 2003 and are available from our website,
and from MORI's website at www.mori.com. This opinion research has not been a
key determinant of our conclusions and draft recommendations, it is one of a number
of sets of data we have taken into account.

1.8 We had regard to the ‘Financial Model' provided to us by ODPM. The model
seeks to identify the ‘costs of being in business' by asking all councils subject to
review to supply financial information to our consultants, PricewaterhouseCoopers
(PwC), who have assisted with financial analysis. The Audit Commission verified the
information we received from each council. The reporis provided by PwC and the
Audit Commission are available on our website (www.boundarycommittee.org.uk).

1.8 The review timetable is extremely challenging, both for the Commitiee and for
those who have so far participated in the review. To date, these have primarily been
the 44 district and six county councils for the areas being reviewed. We owe them all
a debt of gratitude for the positive and constructive approach they have tzken to our
work, and for the assistance they have provided to us during these initial stages of
the review.
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2 The Commitiee’s approach

2.1 During Stage One of the review, the Commitiee received representations from a
wide range of stakeholders. All these submissions were considered in the formulation
of our draft recommendations for at least two options for wholly unitary local
government in each two-tier county area.

2.2 In most cases our draft recommendations are contained within existing county
areas. However, we have proposed some cross-county oplions, including between
two-tier and single-tier areas. In considering such changes, we have held firmiy to the
view that they need to be in the interesis of securing the best patterns of unitary local
government for the residents of the two-tier areas under review and provide for long
term, sustainable local autharities. :

2.2 Our draft recommendations are essentially options for consultation. In
developing these options we have excluded some proposals put to us, which we
consider would not accord with the Office of the Deputy Prime Minisier's guidance to
the Committee. Particularly this has been the case where they would result in unitary
authorities lacking in capacity adeguately to meet the potential demands upon them
in the areas concerned.

2.4 The options we are putting forward now are open to change in the light of
Stage Three consultations. Indeed, we hope to refine them as a result of this
process. In several cases we are specifically seeking views on particular issues or
alternative formulations. In all cases we set out, in each of the five separate reports,
what we see as the strengths and weaknesses of each option, and views are invited
on these matiers. &

2.5 Accordingly we now invite comment on our proposals. Details of how to
respond are included in chapter 6 of this report and in 2ach of the five separate
reports, available on our website at www boundarycommittee.org.uk, that discuss the
options in detail.
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3 Context and general considerations

3.1 The context of the current review of local government structure is very different
from that of the reviews carried out by the Local Government Commission for
England. Under the Regional Assemblies (Preparations Act) 2003 (the 2003 Act) we
are required to assume the existence of elected regional assemblies and that the
functions of local authorities will continue unchanged. There can be no 'status quo’
option that would leave the present two-tier structure in place, and we must
recommend at least two options for wholly unitary patterns of local government.
Although we are guided by the same legislation as during the 1990s — the Local
Government Act 1992 — the guidance provided by the Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister (ODPM) reflects the major changes i in the role of local government over the
last decade.

3.2 The role and mode of operzation of local authorities has changed markedly in
recent years. While the range of services provided by local authorities remain broadly
the same as at the time of the 1290s reviews, there has been a recognition that
councils need to change many aspects of the way they work in order to achieve real
improvements for their communities. The new ‘well-being’ power in the Local
Government Act 2000 (the 2000 Act) and the growing importance of the community
leadership role are infended to support this process.

3.3 The 'committee system’, adopted over a 100 years ago, has been largely swept
away by the 2000 Act and new political decision-making arrangements introduced.
This is intended to bring about greater transparency and accountability and & more
explicit role for councillors in leading the community. Performance and qual:t}r of
service is increasingly important, backed up by a range of performance repnrtlng and
service inspection and, most recently, the comprehensive performance assessments
(CPA) related to the whole council. There are ‘shared priorities’ between local and
central government, and an incentive in the form of the local Public Service
Agreements to exceed national priority targets. All these have contributed to the
development of significant organisational and service change, including parinership
working by local authorities and a more strategic focus. In considering the options for
unitary local government in the regions under review, we have been conscious of
these continuing changes and the importance of presenting options that will provide
the setting for authorities capable of responding ef‘e:twely tr:: the range of demands
upon them.

3.4 Councils have new cross-cutting priorities, many set within a national framework,
and new powers such as the power of well-being under the 2000 Act which
recognises that new and innovative ways may be essential to provide solutions that
enhance quality of life, boost local economies, or improve the local environment of
local communities. The community leadership role that local authorities and their
partners bring to tackling these priorities creates 2 much more explicit link between
councils and the needs of their communities that may increasingly be influenced by
wider sub-regional and regional factors. It is therefore important that we seek to
balance these wider economic community issues against the more local community
interests often expressed to us.

3.5 The size of an authority in both a geographical and population sense, and the
capacity to deliver the ‘'modemisation agenda’ are issues that feature throughout the
guidance to us from the ODPM. This glone means that our draft proposals are likely
to differ significantly from those of the 1890s reviews. We are asked to put forward
proposals that do not involve the creation of further joint arrangements between
authorities. In addition our reviews relaie to mixed urban and rural communities




rather than the more homogeneous urban areas which, in the main, gained unitary
status following the 1990s reviews. Some submissions made to us have advocated
unitary authorities principally covering rural areas, while others have pointed out the
need to reflect a mix of urban and rural communities in which neither predominates.
Some of the responses in our qualitative research also drew this latter conclusion.
Irrespective of the mix of communities, we would have concerns about creating very
small rural unitary authorities, given the far-reaching change agenda to which they
would be expected to respond with limited scope for flexibility in the deployment of
resources. Our proposals have tended to be for larger authorities with adequate
potential resource bases and capacity to meet varying demands and the durability to
respond flexibly and effectively as circumstances and priorities change over time.

3.6 We are also asked in the ODPM guidance to give greater weight to wider
patterns of community within an area and to the economic links between
communities. Our MORI research has provided some evidence on the extent of
these wider communities within an area, whether in terms of travel to work, shopping
or leisure patterns. This tends to be reflected in our recommendations for larger
rather than smaller new unitary authorities.

3.7 Performance and the delivery of high quality services to local people is an issue
very much in our minds as it will be in those of local authorities with the recent or
impending experience of CPA inspections. We recognise that current performance is
a 'snapshot in time', influenced by many factors, and may not be a good guide to the
likely performance of new unitary authorities, even where they were to be based on
‘continuing’ authorities. They do, however, give pointers to be considered. In this
context our judgement has been directed towards creating the conditions in which
‘high-performing’ new unitary authorities may best develop. \

3.8 These issues are expanded upon in the following chapter.
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4 Specific considerations

4.1 Our guidance emphasises that we will give weight to well-evidencead,
consensus-based submissions from interesied parties, particularly the relevant two-
tier authorities in the areas being reviewed. We are pleased that a fair degree of
consensus was achieved in some county areas during Stage One, although in all
cases preferred options from siakeholders tended to polarise around on the one
hand a unitary county-based solution or, on the other, & sub-county authority or a
combined district solution. We received very few proposals for the creation of unitary
authorities based on the boundaries of a single district council. Nor did we receive
many proposals which did not build upon existing local authority boundaries.

4.2 The submissions we received provided s with a helpful source of information
and evidence. Where we felt there to be evidence gaps in the proposals submitted,
further details have been sought. In large part the county councils and district
councils have experienced different chalienges in the development of their proposals
to us. The challenge for county councils was how, as county unitary authorities, they
would engage with and adequately represent the interests of residents at a local
level. That for district councils was how their proposed unitary structures would
deliver large-scale services such as education and personal social services without
recourse {o increased numbers of joint arrangemens.

4.3 Legislation limits the considerations we can take info account in this review. We
are required by the 2003 Act to come forward with at least two options for wholly
unitary patterns of local government in the six county areas concerned. Retaining the
existing two-tier structure is not an option we can recommend. Nor can we
recommend against the establishment of elected regional assemblies. We received
representations in relation to both these matters.

4.4 The number and diversity, in terms of their geography and population, of the
areas under review raise particular challenges for us (Table 2). Our objective in this
document is to set out the coherence of our approach, albeit resulting in different
conclusions in different settings. The latter is inevitable given the nature of the county
areas being reviewed — what may be an appropriate size or pattern of unitary
authorities in Northumberland may not be appropriate in the context of Lancashire.

4.5 Accordingly, there is no single test that can be applied to determing whether or
not a particular pattemn of unitary local government is the right one for & given area.
Instead we need to look at & fairly complex array of canalderatmns and to exercise
our judgement. :

46 We have noted that, irrespective of the current review, there seems to be some
support for the move to unitary structures of local government, and that the resulting
unitary authorities need to have the capacity to 'punch their weight' within the
regional dimension. This may, in part, be a2 conseguence of the challenges arising
from the Government’'s agenda for modemnising local government and in particular
the developing community leadership role of local authorities which we refer to in
more detail later in this chapter.

47 In addition to the introduction of new political management structures, local
authorities under the new ‘power of well-being’ are required to develop their
community leadership and engagement role including an assessment of community
needs and aspirations which can be reflected in a 'Community Strategy’ and its
achievement monitored through & ‘Local Strategic Parinership’ that includes key
stakeholders and interests.
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4.8 There is also an increasing emphasis on authorities’ ability to make best use of
resources and deliver high performing and improving services. During the last year
this included & CPA of all single-tier and county councils undertaken by the Audit
Commission. Results were published in December 2002 and the programme has
now been extended to district councils.

4.9 The ODPM guidance to us refers to these and & range of other factors we are
required to take into account in considering which wholly unitary patterns of local
government are likely to provide for high performing unitary authorities. We recognise
however, that a2 current high-performing authority will not necessarily lead to 2 high-
performing SUcCessor.

Geographical size, population and capacity

4 10 In its guidance to us the ODPM makes a number of points about the size of an
authority and its impact upon capacity. Before we comment on our consideration it is
relevant to explain our understanding of 'capacity’. Recent research commissioned
by ODPM defines capacity as 'the right organisation, systems, partnerships, people
and processes to deliver against a pariicular agenda or plan’.

4. 11 A number of factors are involved;

« Finance — having the funding available now and in the future to achieve the
improvements required.

= Systems and processes — that make best use of individual capapility to
facilitate continuous improvement.

« People - sufficient staff to deliver or the ability to 'call-in" additional resources
when required.

« Skills — appropriate technical ability among existing staff and partners.

» Knowledge - sufficient understanding of how to manage change and
improve services.

« Behaviour — a style of working that facilitates and enables improvement.

Source: Capacity building in local goueﬁmenr — research on capacity building needs
(ODPI4 June 2003).

4.12 Qverall capacity appears to be more than the sum of its parts and studies on
improvement in local government have recognised that successful councils have
strong corporate capacity. However, there is no conclusive evidence of & simple and
overriding relationship between size, whether expressed in a geographical sense or
in terms of overall population, and capacity. :

4.13 The ODPM guidance makes no comment about the geographical size of unitary
structures to recommend, although we are asked to give greater weight to the wider
patterns of community within an area and the economic links between communities
so that the ‘'geographical reach’ of the new authorities can allow communities of
place and interest effective involvement. Geography and population density also
seem to us to be a factor in some of the areas under review as local government has
often expressed a concern about the added cost of delivering services in rural and
sparsely populated arsas.

4.14 We zlso took account, where appropriate, of any geographical features that
define the natural boundaries of communities.

14
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Table 2: existing authorities — population, area and population density

Local authority

o e e ) Population Area (hectares) Fﬂp#i?::; per
Morth East
Durham CC 483,470 222.6089 2.2
4+ Chester-le-Strest DC 53,692 6,758 7.9
2 Derwentside DC 85,074 27,079 3.1
3 Durham City 87,709 18,658 4.7
4 Easington DC 03,993 14,456 6.5
5 Sedgefield BC 87,206 21,737 4.0
& Teesdale DC 24 ART 83,618 0.3
7 Wear Valiey DC 61,339 50,285 1.2
Lorunes v 307,190 501,306 0.6
g8  Alnwick DC 31,029 107,851 0.3
¢ Berwick upon Tweed 25,948 57,181 ‘03
BC
10 Blyth Valley BC 81,265 7.036 115
11 Castle Morpeth BC 439,001 61,823 0.8
12 Tynedale DC 58,808 220,638 0.3
13  Wansbeck DC 61,138 6,676 oz
North West
Cheshire CC 673,788 208,301 T 3.2
14 Chester City 118,210 44 804 26
15 Congleton BC 80,655 21,098 4.3
16 Crewe & Nantwich 111,007 43,041 26
EC
17 Ellesmere Port & 81,672 8,841 8.2
MNeston BC
18 Macclesfieid BC 150,155 52,497 2.9
19 Vale Royal BC 122,088 38,019 3.2

n



North West ({continued)

Cumbria CC 487,607 676,780 0.7
20 Allerdale BC 83,402 124,166 0.8
- ol L 71,880 7,796 8.2

BC
22 Carlisle City 100,738 103,997 1.0
23 Copeland BC 69,318 73,176 1.0
24 EdenDC 49,777 214,241 0.2
25 South Lakeland DC 102,301 ' 153,404 0.7

Lancashire CC 1,134,974 290,305 3.9
26  Burnley BC 88,542 11,070 8.0
27" Chorley BC 100,449 20,280 5.0
28 Fylde BC 73,217 16,553 44
28 Hyndburn BC 81,496 7,298 124
30 Lancaster City 133,914 57,586 2.3
31 Pendle BC 89,248 16,936 5.3
32 Preston City 128,633 14,229 Y oed
33 Ribble Valley BC 53,860 58,316 0.9
34 Rossendale BC 65,652 13,805 4.8
35 South Ribble BC 103,867 11,298 9.2
36  West Lancashire DC 108,378 24,679 31
37 Wyre BC 105,618 28,256 3.7

Yorkshire & Humber

North Yorkshire CC 569,660 804,011 o 0.7
38 Craven DC 53,620 117, 739 T 05
38 Hambleton DC 84,111 131,117 ) 0.6
40 Harrogate BC 151,336 130,794 1.2 ?
41 Richmondshire DC 47,010 131,867 0.4
42 Ryedale DC 50,872 150,658 0.3 %
43 Scarborough BC 106,243 81,654 13 %
44 Selby DC 76.468 59,626 13

Source: Office for Nstionsl! Statistics (2001 census).
Nofe: CC= county council, DC = district council, BC = barough council,




4.15 The ODPM guidance asks us to consider the extent to which the structure,
geography and size of an authority might influence its ability to exercise community
leadership, engage with the loca! community and work effectively with partner
organisations. We received many examples of partnership arrangements but, again,
we found there is no simple formula for success.

4.16 Our proposals are infended to sirike a balance between, on the one hand,
unitary authorities of an appropriate size and capacity to deliver services effectively
and, on the other, recommending unitary solutions that o some extent reflect
geography and the socic-economic links between communities in an area. In this
context the strengths and weaknesses of different options vary and we seek to set
out these considerations for the purposes of consultation.

4,17 As with geographic size there is no specific population recommended by ODPM
for new unitary structures, although this was an issue frequently raised with us by
authorities during Stage One of the review. Lack of guidance is unsurprising in this
case as population numbers are only a numeric reflection of communities. We have
looked at the evidence available on population size and effectiveness of service
delivery and conclude that jt is mixed. There are smaller authorities working
effectively, as evidenced by inspection and CPA results, and larger ones working
less well, and vice versa. We loocked for evidence as to whether there was any
relationship between authorities of smaller size and the increasing use of joint
arrangements. Such evidence as we identified was inconclusive, although the
submissions we received for smaller unitary options appeared fo incorporate a
greater range of inter-authority working. However, as many of the review areas are
predominantly rural we have looked for evidence that related specifically to
authorities with smaller population sizes covering large geographic areas but found
no definitive evidence.

Community identity

4.18 Within any area there will be many different and overlapping communities.
There are 'affective’ communities or communities of “place’ and there are 'effective’
communities or communities of ‘interest’. The former relate to affinity to a particular
town, village or area; the latier to shared identities and activities such as work, or
shopping or parents for local schooling for their children.

4.19 The ODPM guidance stresses the link between community leadership and the
ability of councils o ensure the ideniities and interests of local communities are
properly refiecied in the decisions suthorities make about service provision.

4.20 The evidence from the MORI research carried out on our behalf in each of the
review areas tends to bear out the ODPM sssertion that people most frequently
identify with their immedizate locality, village or town. Given the emphasis of the
auidance to us, this is clearly not a basis upon which to build new local government
structures.

4.21 The opinion research also identifies a slightly stronger identity with the district in
most areas of each county although this tended to be less marked within the districts
in which the county council sited its main administrative offices. However, the
differences were not great. We noted some attachment to traditional county areas,
although not necessarily to the county council, and altachment to coming from that
county ares or region. In some areas there was also 2 desire, often among the older




age groups interviewed, for a return-to a former historic county area where
boundaries may have altered in the past.

4.22 The pattern of evidence relating to effective communities is more mixed
reflecting the different economic and social factors that apply in each county area.
Meighbouring metropolitan areas such as Manchester and Newcastle can exert a
significant pull in terms of employment, leisure and shopping and in some cases this
influence spreads to counties in neighbouring regions. On the other hand there are

geographical barriers within the review areas that also exert g considerable influence.

4.23 In general terms the patterns of unitary local government on which we are
consulting recognise current community identities. We acknowledge, however, that
not all levels of community identity can be reflected in all our recommendations given
the balance we need to strike between reflecting community identities and providing
options for effective unitary authorities.

4.24 So far as possible we have sought to apply the ODPM guidance by proposing
names for new authorities that reflect local people’s feelings about historic and
county connections. We would particularly welcome views on names for new unitary
aythnriﬂes in the next stage of consultation.

Community leadership and engagement

4.25 The ODPM guidance makes a number of references to the key role councils
play in leading their communities and the factors that we may wish to consider when
proposing new unitary structures. Indeed, this is an area where councils have begun
to develop many new initiatives in response to the 2000 Act. Central to the
Government's agends is the need for strong and accountable local democratic
leadership leading and empowering local communities.

4.26 Community leadership in the sense that it represents the needs and aspirations
of communities can operate at more than one level. It can be concerned with the
local (district) level, sub-regional (county) level, regional, national and European
levels. It is linked to community identity and the confidence that citizens have that
their democratic representatives understand the needs of communities. Our opinion
research has suggested that for citizens there is a preference for decision-making at
its most local level. However, this tends to be based on & preference for local
government units that in many cases are smaller than existing districts.

4.27 The ODPM guidance, while acknowledging that smaller units may have
advantages in terms of responsiveness and public confidence, states that this
underestimates the potential for larger authorities to deliver effective democratic
scrutiny through devolved arrangements, effective working with parish and town
councils and improved democratic representation. The development of community
strategies is seen as the primary way in which community views can be represented
in the decision making process and issues of competing priorities resolved.

4.28 Conseqguently, we have invited evidence of ways in which councils had
responded to the 2000 Act and developed effective arrangements for community
leadership through new decision-making arrangements including effective scrutiny,

and the production of community strategies through a process involving communities.

We also asked for evidence of local decision-making arrangements and how these
might be enhanced under larger unitary options so that effective local community
involvement could be maintained.

18
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4.28 Where proposals were for larger units, the submissions to us appear to address
the issues concerned with maintaining community involvernent at the local level. In
many cases county council submissions have proposed the establishment of new or
extended Area Commitiees, Boards, or in one case Cabinets based on local
communities and linked to Local Strategic Partnerships. Councils have proposed that
these would operate with a range of delegations to enhance local decision-making,
and include a broad spectrum of local interests. A number of submissions also aimed
to complete local representation in their area by encouraging the establishment of
new parish or town councils in currently un-parished areas. We would welcome
further evidence from county councils as to how the area arrangements they propose
would actually work in practice and achieve local community engagement.

4,30 While the maijority of proposals acknowledged that a reduced number of local
elected represeniatives was likely, many also stressed the future role of parish and
town councils in representing their local communities within devolved arrangements
and encouraging ‘high performing’ parish councils through support for achievement
of 'Quality Parish’ status. We endorse this ultimate objective as properly
complementary to the creation of larger unitary local authorities. In particular we
would see a place for the creation of town councils in market towns and other
appropriate urban areas where they do not currently exist, provided, of course, they
have local support. However, we are cautious about entertaining too great an
expectation as to how much or how quickly reliance can be placed on the widespread
achievemnent of Quality Parish status. Many parish councils will not wish to develop
the service provider role envisaged under the Quality Parish initiative, at least in the
short term, and may indeed prefer to maintain their existing limited remit.
Consequently, while the approaches favoured by principal suthorities have
considerable potential, they are more likely to have an impact in the medium to long
term. This is an issue on which we would particularly welcome the views of parish
and town councils.

Partnerships

4.31 Partnerships are a significant aspect of community leadership as they can be an
effective way to deliver community objectives. Effective parinership working to deliver
key objectives was also felt to be a success factor in the recent CPAs of single-tier
authorities and county councils. :

4.32 We are mindful of factors relating to partnership working referred to in the
guidance. In particular, the point that while partnerships can be an effective way of
delivering priorities where more than one organisation has a role to playin *
achievement, there is a risk that 2 multiplicity of partnerships can impose additional
costs and take a disproportionate amount of senior management and-councillor time.
We are concerned to ensure that our recommendations for patterns of unitary
authorities will allow the new councils to work effectively with- partner organisations.

4.33 The submissions from authorities identify the extent to which they have aiready
gstablished parinerships, both between individual authorities and with external
partners, in areas such as health, education and crime reduction. In addition, &
number of partnerships exist with sirategic planning and delivery bodies, and the
business, voluntary and community sectors. Some are staiutory, others operate on &
voluntary basis, and not all partnerships have coterminous boundaries.

4 34 Most authorities said that they either have in place a community strategy and a
Local Strategic Partnership (LSP) to monitor its delivery or are in the process of
doing so. LSPs are non-statutory and non-executive bodies but are seen by
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Government as a way of invelving a2 wide range of partners in the achievement of
agreed community objectives at the same time rationalising existing partnerships and
answering the ODFPM comment concerning 'partnership fatigue’.

4.35 There is evidence of parinership working at both county and district levels within
review areas. Many submissions from authorities commented on how they would
restructure their current partnership arrangements to refiect their preferred option for
unitary local government. Our proposals seek to strike 2 balance between
arrangements that can build upon the developing LSPs while at the same time
reflecting the needs of the key strategic partnerships that may operate over a
significant geographical area. Where possible our proposals for new unitary
authorities have attempted to bring about a level of coterminosity with the boundaries
of key strategic partners. While this may not always be the caseitisin part a
reflection of the multiplicity of these partnerships within the region and the areas
under review. However, the establishment of new unitary authorities may in itself
have a beneficial effect in bringing about the rationalisation of existing partnerships.
We would very much welcome views on our proposals from voluntary, community
and other organisations, and the business sector, that may already participate in
partnerships with local authorities in the review areas,

High performing local authorities

4.36 The ODPM guidance mentions a number of factors that high performing
councils appear to have in common. These include high gquality political leadership,
good managerial skills, adequate corporate capacity, & willingness to innovate and
good relationships with external organisations. While not directly affecting the ability
to be high performing, size and geography may have an impact upon the ability of a
council to recruit and retain specialist staff, develop the 'corporate centre’ or have the
capacity to develop specialist services or community leadership and parinership
working.

4.37 Councils have introduced new arrangements for democratic decision-making
and we received evidence of these, which in the main, were forms of the ‘Leader and
Cabinet’ model although some smaller councils in review areas operate a modified
committee system incorporating scrutiny arrangements. We are aware that in all
cases these arrangements are a recent introduction and there is limited evidence for
single-tier and county councils only from the 2002 CPA results as to how well they
appear to operate. Nevertheless, we are aware that effective political and managerial
leadership seem to have been a factor behind the success of councils judged
‘excellent’ in the first round of CPA results in December 2002. -

4.38 It is apparent to us that many factors affect the performance of local authorities
and it would be difficult to isolate these and even more so to recreate them with
certainty in any new structures. Neveriheless, we are aware from submissions,
published independent inspection results and most recently the CPAs, of single-tier
and county councils of the current range of performance across the review areas. At
present there are few published CPA results for district councils in the review areas
although, as and when they are, we will take them into account. We are also aware
that current performance is not necessarily any guide to future performance. Even
the CPA results, which are probably the most thorough review yet of local authority
performance, are only a ‘snapshot in time' and one that reflects a combination of
current circumstances that would necessarily be difficult to capture and reproduce in
new structures with certainty.
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4.32 We also note that in relation to the financial returns from authorities in the
review areas the Audit Commission have stated:

The Audit Commission cannot predict and therefore comment upon, the full
range of possible impacts on the future economy, efficiency and effectiveness
of the services which local government bodies will provide in future following
the local government review and any reorganisation which may follow the
review. i is not possible to extrapolate from the current and past performance
and guality of services to form a view on what the impact on performance and
quality may be under new structures with new governance, leadership and
management arrangements.

4.40 However, we feel there are certain judgements we can make which, while not
with any certainty providing for high performing councils, would not place the
proposed new councils at 2 disadvantage in resource or capacity terms. While there
are no absolute parameters relating to size of authority we acknowledge there is
potentizlly a capacity issue with very small authorities. This was highlighted to us by
a number of government departments in the ODPM guidance.

4.41 We also note that as a group, county councils periormed well in the recent CPA
results for single-tier and county councils. At the time of writing few CPA results have
been published relating to district councils in the review areas. County councils also
represent an important element of continuity in already providing the two most
significant services in financial terms in the county area — education and social
services. But, of course, county councils do not have the full panoply of local
government functions that are exercised by unitary authorities. Whether unitary
counties, with responsibility for local delivery of a wide range of services, would
continue to be among the higher performers is a matter for conjecture — it certainly
cannot be guaranieed. We also take the view that some county council submissions
may have underestimated the complexity of some of the services currently provided
by district councils in review areas. We certainly consider they would fundamentally
alter the current customer contact arrangements operated by county councils and
would therefore welcome further information on how these and other aspects of local
service delivery would operate.

4.42 A further area where we have tgken account of current performance concerns
proposals from currently weak or poor unitary councils (as evidenced by CPA scores)
for a significant increase in their area into an adjoining two-tier area, especially where
there may be evidence of limited performance in the neighbouring council. It is our
view that in these circumstances, unless there is a structural issue affecting.a county
area as a whole involved, these authorities should be permitted the opportunity to
respond to their CPA or other judgements unencumbered by the transition to a new
structure. g

Financial costs

4.43 The ODPM guidance recognises that any rearrangement of boundaries and
functions will necessarily have an impact upon the resources available to authorities
through alterations to council tax bases,national non-domestic rate income (NNDR)
and Revenue Support Grant received from the Government. Similarly the costs that
authorities incur will be affected by the move to unitary status and the re-
configuration of servicas.

4.44 We acknowledge, as does the ODPM, that the costs and savings arising from
structural reviews are very difficult {o quantify. The ODPM provided a 'Financial
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Model’ to apply to identification of the ‘costs of being in business’. We asked all
councils subject to review to complete and return a pro forma of financial data to our
financial consultants (PricewaterhouseCoopers) who have assisted with financial
analysis. We also received assistance from the Audit Commission in verifying that
the information provided met our requirements and was consistent with the relevant
supporting records held by each authority.

4.45 The Audit Commission also gave us the following opinion on the financial
model:

In the Audit Commission’s opinion this model, as designed, forms &
reasonable basis for providing The Boundary Committee with information
about costs at existing authorities in order to make comparisons of the total
costs of 'being in business’ for different unitary government options for &
range of population sizes. The costing model is & valid tool for estimating the
likely impact of structural change on the range and categories of costs
specified by The Boundary Commitiee. In reaching this opinion the Audit
Commission notes that the costing model can only provide a partial and
limited view of the likely full range of impacts on the future economy,
efficiency and effectiveness in the provision of services.

4.46 We appreciate that there are many views on costs of restructuring and that
there is an argument concerning whether the financial model should have recognised
a more comprehensive range of costs. The ODFM model does not attempt to identify
the total costs of recrganisation because these will necessarily depend on decisions
taken by the newly created authorities about their managerial and organisztional
structure, and the levels of service they will provide. As the ODPM states, In the final
analysis, the capacity of authorities to deliver strong local leadership and quality
public services may be seen as more important than 2 necessarily imperiect
assessment of costs. To some extent this is borne out by the quantitative research
carried out on our behalf by MORI (Table 3).

Table 3: top four issues to take info account

Top four by county — North West

Cheshire Cumbriz Lancashire

Responding to local people’'s  Quality of service (25%) Cluality of service (22%)
wishes {23%)

Quality of service (22%) Fesponding to local people’s  Responding to local people’s
wishes (21%) wishes (21%)

Being accountable to local Being accountable to local Being accountable to local

people (16%) people (16%) people {(17%)

Cost of service (14%) Cost of service (13%) Cost of service (14%)

Source: MORI, October 2003
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Top four by county — North Easf end North Yorkshire

Durham Northumberiand North Yorkshire

Responding to local people’s  Quality of service (285%) Quality of service (24%)

wishes (25%)

CGuality of service (23%) Responding to local people’s  Responding to local people's
wishes (20%) wishes (23%

Being accountable to local Cost of service {16%) Cost of service {15%)

people (16%)

Cost of service (14%) Being accountable to local Being accountable to local
people {14%) people (15%)

Source: MORI October 2003

4 47 Nevertheless, we have received evidence, in particular from county councils,
but not exclusively so, on the possible transitional costs based on an alternative
model for 2 variety of unitary solutions for county areas. We have noted this evidence
but it has not been audited by the Audit Commission or considered by our financial

consultants.
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5 Other matters

5.1 In a late amendment to the 2003 Act in its passage through Parliament,
provision was made to allow us to make recommendations for changes to the
boundaries of existing unitary authorities that adjoin two-tier areas, but only to
expand the areas of the unitary authorities.

5.2 In addition to enabling us to look across the boundaries of shire unitary
authaorities, we may also look across the boundanes of Metropolitan districts. This
may have an unintended effect. From our understanding of section 14(7)(b) of the
1992 Act, any expansion of & Metropolitan district resulting from the transfer to it of
any part of a two-tier area has the effect of making that district non-metropolitan. That
is to say, it will no longer form part of a Metropolitan county area.
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6 What happens next?

6.1 Everyone is invited to comment on our propesals for unitary local government.
We will take fully into account all comments receaived by 23 February 2004. All
responses may be inspected at our offices, and 2 list of respondents will be available
from us on request after the end of the consultation period.

6.2 We will be setting out the options for new unitary authorities in a leaflet that will
be delivered to each household in the two-tier areas at the start of Stage Three. You
may express your views by using the online form on our website
(www.boundarycommittee.org.uk), or by writing directly to us:

Local Government Review Team

The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House

Great Peter Street

London

SW‘IF ZHW

The Commities regrets that it is unable to acknowledge representations.

6.3 In the light of the responses received, we will review and refine our draft
recommendations. It is therefore important that all interested parties let us have their
views and evidence. We will then submit our final recommendations to the Deputy
Prime Minister. 1

6.4 Itis open to the Deputy Prime Minister to accept our final recommendations,

or he may request further information and may reject one or more of our
recommendations, in which case we may be directed to carry out a further review.

A referendum on elected regional assemblies for the three regions is likely to be held
in late 2004, Our recommendations will inform electors about the possible local
government structures that would be implemented in the event of a2 ‘yes’ vote.
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Appendix A:

Map 1 —current local government structure in the review areas
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Appendix B:

Summary of options

The draft recommendations are summarised in the following tables by region and

county area.

North East
County Durham

Option One: one unitary authority

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Population (2001)

County Durham
(Durham County Council)

483,500

Option Two: two unitary authorities

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Fopulation (2001)

A MNorth & East Durham
{Chester-le-Strest, Derwentside,
Durham City and Easington)

B South Durham
(Sedoefield, Teesdale and Wear Valley)

320,500

173,000

COption Three: three unitary authorities

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

FPopulation (2001)

A East Durham
{Durham City and Easington)

B Morth Durham
(Chesier-le-Street and Derwentside)

C South Durham
(Sedgefield, Tessdale and Wear Valley)

181,700
138,800

173,000

Narthumberland

Option One: one unitary authority

Unitary authority
({constituent parts)

Population {2001)

MNarthumberland
(Northumberland County Council)

307,200




Option Two: two unitary authorities

Unitary authority Population (2001)
(constituent parts)
A North & West Northumberland 164,800

[Alnwick, Berwick-upon-Tweed,
Castle Morpeth and Tynedale)

B South East Northumberiand 142,400
{Blyvth Valley and Wansbeck)

North West
Cheshire

Option One: one unitary authority

Unitary authority Population (2001)

(constituent parts)
Cheshire 673,800

{Cheshire County Council)

Option Two: two unitary authorities

Unitary authority Population (Approx.)
(constituent parts)
A East Cheshire 318,800

(Congleton, Macclesfield, eastern parts of
Crewe & Nantwich and part of Vale Royal)

E West Cheshire 393,000
(Chester City, Ellesmere Port & Neston
and western parts of Crewe & Nantwich
and part of Vale Roval)

Option Three: three unitary authorities

Unitary authority FPopulation (2001)
[constituent parts)
A East Cheshire 240,800

{Congleton and Macclesfield)

E Mid Cheshire 233,000
(Vale Royal and Crewe & Nantwich)

C Chester & West Cheshire 122 900
(Ellesmere Port & Neston and Chester City)
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Option Two: two unitary suthorities

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Population (2007)

A North & West Northumnberland
(Alnwick, Berwick-upon-Tweed,
Castle Morpeth and Tynedale)

B South East Morthumberland
(Blyth Valley and Wansbeck)

164,800

142,400

North West
Cheshire

Option One: one unitary authority

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Population (2001)

Cheshire
(Cheshire County Council)

673,800

Option Two: two unitary suthorities

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Population (Approx.)

A East Cheshire

{Congleton, Macclesfield, eastern parts of
Crewe & Naniwich and part of Vale Royal)

E West Cheshire

(Chester City, Ellesmere Port & Neston
and westemn parts of Crewe & Nantwich

and part of Vale Royal)

318,800

Option Three: three unitary authorities

Unitary authority
([constituent parts)

Population (2001)

A East Cheshire
(Congleton and Macclesfield)

B Mid Cheshire

(Vale Royal and Crewe & Nantwich)

C Chester & West Cheshire

(Ellesmere Port & Neston and Chester City)

240,800

233,000

128,800
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Cumbria

Option One: one unitary authority

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Population (2001) Z

Cumbriz
{Cumbria county)

487,600 <

Option Two: two unitary suthorities

Unitary authority
{constituent parts)

Fopulation (2001)

A North Cumbriz
(Allerdale, Copeland, Carlisle and Eden)

B South Cumbria & Lancaster
(Barrow-in-Fumess,
South Lakeland and Lancaster)

313,300

308,200

Lzncashire

Ciption One

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Fopulation (2001}

A Lancashire
{Lancaster, Ribble Valley, Pendle,
Burnley, Hyndbum, Preston, Fylde,

South Ribble, Chorley, West Lancashire,

part of Wyre and part of Rossendale)

E Rochdzle
{Rochdale and part of Rossendale)

C Blackpool
{Blackpoal and part of Wyre)

1,051,400

212,600

218,500




Option Two

Unitary authority Population (2001}
(constituent parts)
A Central Lancashire 384,400

(Preston, South Ribble, Chorley,
part of Wyre and part of Fylde)

B

B East Lancashire 510,100 (":-
{Blackburn with Darwen, Bumnley, &
Fendle, Hyndburn, Ribble Valiey £

and part of Rossendzle) b‘ta

C Fylde Coast 270,600
(Blackpool, part of Wyre and part of Fylde)

D South Cumbriza & Lancaster 308,200
(Barrow-in-Furness,
South Lakeland and Lancaster)

E Sefton & West Lancashire 33E,900
(Seftorrand part of West Lancashire)

F Wigan 353,800
(Wigan and part of West Lancashire)

G Rochdale 212,600
{Rochdale and part of Rossendale)

Option Three

Unitary authority Population (2001)
(constituent parts)
A Central Lancashire 384,400

(Preston, South Ribble, Chorley,
part of Wyre and part of Fylde)

E Blackburn & Ribble 272,900
(Blackburn with Darwen, -
Hyndburn and Ribble Valley)

C South East Lancashire 237.200
{(Bumiey, Pendle and part of Rossendals)

D Fylde Coast 270,600
(Blackpool, parts of Wyre and part of Fylde)

E South Cumbriz & Lancaster 308,200
(Barrow-in-Furness,
South Lakeland and Lancaster)

F Sefton & West Lancashire 338,900
(Sefton and part of West Lancashirg)

G Wigan 353,800
(VWigan and part of West Lancashire)

H Rochdale 212,600
{Rochdale and pari of FEossendale)




Yorkshire & Humber

Option One

Unitary authority
{constituent parts)___
North Yorkshire
(Craven, Hambleton, Harrogate,
Richmondshire, Ryedale,
Scarborough and Selby)

Fopulation (2001)

568,700

Option Two

Unitary authority

(constituent parts)

A Craven & Harrogate
(Craven and Harrogate)

B Hambleton & Richmondshire
(Hambleton and Richmondshire)

C Ryedale & Scarborough
(Ryedale and Scarborough)

D East Riding of Yorkshire
(East Riding of Yorkshire and Selby)

Population (2001)

205,000

131,100

157,100

380,600

Option Three

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Population (2001)

A Craven & Harrogate
(Craven and Harrogate)

B North Riding of Yorkshire
(Hambleton, Richmondshire,
Ryedale and Scarborough)

C East Riding of Yorkshire
{East Riding of Yorkshire and Selby)

205,000

288,200

320,600

OUplion Four

Unitary authority
(constituent parts)

Population (20071)

A North York Moors

(Hambleton, Ryedale and Scarborough)

B Yorkshire Dales

(Craven, Harrogate, and Richmondshire)

C East Riding of Yorkshire
(East Riding of Yorkshire and Selby)

241,200

252,000

390,600

Note: All population figures rounded to nearest 100
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What is The Boundary Committee for England?

The Boundary Committee for England is @ committee of The Electoral Commission,
an independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000.

Members of the Commitiee:

Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray

Joan Jones CBE

Ann M Kelly

Professor Colin Mellors

Archie Gall (Director)

The Boundary Committee for England’'s main area of work to date has been periodic
electoral reviews (PERs). We are required by law to review the electoral
arrangements of every principal local authority in England. The aim of FERs is to
ensure that the number of electors represented by each councillor in an area is as
nearly as possible the same, taking into account local circumstances.
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Summary

On 16 June 2003 The Boundary Commitiee for England received a direction from the
Deputy Prime Minister to undertake local government reviews in the two-tier local
government areas of three English regions: North East, North West and Yorkshire &
the Humber.

We began the review of local government structures in Cumbria and Lancashire on
17 June 2003.

This report sets out draft recommendations on which comments are invited.

It summarises the submissions we received during the first stage of the review,
and makes proposals for two options for patterns of unitary authorities in
Cumbria and three in Lancashire.

Qur proposals for patterns of wholly unitary authorities are set out in chapter 5 of this
report and are illustrated on the maps in Appendix A. They are:

In Cumbria:

= one unitary authority comprising the whole of the Cumbria county area; and

» two unitary authorities based on the northern and southern areas in
Cumbria, also incorporating Lancaster city from Lancashire.

In Lancashire:

= one unitary authority based on the majority of the Lancashire county area;

= two new unitary authorities for central and northern Lancashire
(incorporating Barrow-in-Furness and South Lakeland districts in Cumbria)
and the expansion of the existing Blackburn with Darwen, Blackpoadl,
Rochdale, Sefton and Wigan unitary authorities into the remaining areas of
Lancashire; and

= three new unitary authorities for central, eastern and northern Lancashire
{incorporating Barrow-in-Furness and South Lakeland districts in Cumbria)
and the expansion of the existing Blackburn with Darwen, Blackpool,
Rochdale, Sefton and Wigan unitary authorities into the remaining areas of
Lancashire.

This report should be read in conjunction with our Local government review averview
report (henceforth Overview report), which sets out more fully our approach to
formulating our draft recommendations. The Overview report is published separately
and copies can be obtained by downloading from our website or by contacting us at
the address below,

We will consult on these proposals for 12 weeks from 1 December 2003. We
take this consultation very seriously.

We may refine or vary the proposzls and the number of options we put forward as
part of our final recommendations in the light of comments received during this
consuliztion period. I is therefore imporiant that all interested parties let us have their
views and evidence.



After considering local views we will decide which proposals to submit to the Deputy
Prime Minister; he will decide whether to accept, modify or reject our final
recommendations. Local people will then be asked to vote on the options (with or
without modifications) in a referendum at 2 later date.

You should express your views by writing to us using an online form, which can be
found at www.boundarycommittee.org.uk, or by writing directly to us at the address
below by 23 February 2004,

Local Government Review Team
Curnbriz and Lancashire county review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House

Great Peter Street

London SW1F 2HW

-y - -

—— —— -——



1 Introduction

1 The Boundary Committee for England has been directed by the Deputy Prime
Minister to carry out an independent review of local government structure, as a
precursor to a referendum on elected regional assemblies, in the two-tier local
government areas of the North East. North West and Yorkshire & the Humber
regions. Electors in the two-tier areas will also be asked to vote on which pattern of
unitary local government they would prefer.

2 This report contains our draft recommendations for proposals for wholly unitary
patterns of local government in Cumbria and Lancashire, Qur recommendations will
inform electors about the structure of local government that would be implemented in
the event of a2 'yes' vote in the referendum.

3 In carrying out these reviews, we must have regard to:

= Section 14(8) of the Regional Assemblies (Preparations) Act 2003, i.e. to:

— assume that there is'an elected assembly for the region;

- recommend structural change for so much of the area of the region as is
comprised of the areas of all of the relevant (i.e. two-tier) local authorities in
the reqion;

- have regard to the need to reflect the identities and interests of local
communities;

— have regard to the need to secure effective and convenient local government;
and

- have regard to guidance issued by the Deputy Prime Minister.

» Section 14 of the Local Government Act 1982, which defines structural change as
the replacement, in any non-metropolitan area (i.e. outside Greater London and
the six metropolitan county areas), of the two principal tiers of local government
with a single tier. The two principal tiers of local government are district and
county councils. Such replacement may take one of two forms, either:

- the transfer to a county council of the functions of district councils in that area;
or

- the transfer to a district council of the functions of the county council for that

area,

» The general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1996 and the
statutory Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality {Commlssron for
Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:

- eliminate unlawful racial discrimination:
— promote eguality of opportunity; and
- promote good relations between people of different I‘EIGI.:.] gri:rup':

4 As part of 2 local government review we may make recommendations for:

- the abolition of a local authority whose functions had been transferred to
another authority;

— the creation of new local government areas (i.e. a district or a county);

- glterstions to local government areas:

— any joint arrangements which may be required for the exercise of strategic
and other functions, particularly in circumstances where it is proposed to
transfer county council functions o districis, whether on existing or aliered
boundaries,



5 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in the Office of the
Deputy Prime Minister's guidance io the Commitieg, which is available on the
ODPM's website (www.odpm.gov.uk). Our own guidance document, Guidance and
procedural advice for the local government reviews, sets out our approach o the
reviews. Copies of the guidance are available io anyone through our website
(www.boundarycommitize.org.uk) or by contacting us at the address at the back of
this report.

§ Ourtiask is to recommend at least two options for structural change for each two-
tier county under review. We are able to review and make recommendations for
changes to the boundaries of existing single-tier authorities adjoining two-tier areas,
but only with a view to part of an existing two-tier authonty area being abscrbed into
a single tier area. We cannot review the boundaries of regions as part of these local
government reviews. Nor can we recommend relaining the existing two-tier local
government structures.

f The review is in four stages (see Table 1).

Table 1: The stages of the review

Stage Dates Description
Stage One 17 June 2003 - Commencement of review and submission of
8 September 2003 proposals for wholly unitary patierns of local
authorities.
Stage Two 8 September 2003 - The Commitiee considers proposals,
30 November 2003 determines draft recommendations and
prepares draft recommendations report.
Stage Thres 1 December 2003 - The Committee publishes draft
23 February 2004 recommendations report and invites
represeniations.
Slage Four 24 February 2004 - The Commitiee considers represeniations,
no later than 25 May reaches conclusions on final recommendations
2004 and submits & final report to the Deputy Prime
Minister.

8 Staps One began on 17 June 2003, when we wrote to the district and county
councils in Cumbria and Lancashire inviting proposals for unitary patterns of local
government. We also notified adjoining unitary and metropolitan authorities and other
key stakeholders in Cumbria and Lancashire, including police authorities, fire and
rescue services, parish and town councils and Members of Parliament with
constituencies in both counties. We placed a notice in the local press, issued a press
relezse and asked the local authorities to distribute pesters on our behalf. The
closing date for receipt of submissions (the end of Stage One) was 8 September
2003. Each two-tier local authority was also requested to provide us with financial
information 2bout their authority.

8 We also commissioned public opinion research, carried out by MORI, in each of
the districts in Cumbriz and Lancashire. This comprised of around 300 face-to-face
interviews and one focus group per district. The resulis of this research were
published on 17 October 2003 and are available from our website, as well as MORI's

website 2t www.mori.com.
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10 Af Stage Two we considered all the submissions received during Stage One,
along with the public opinion research and financial information, and prepared our

draft recommendations.

11 We are currently at Stage Three. This stage, which began on 1 December 2003
and will end on 23 February 2004, involves publishing the draft proposals in this
report and public consultation on them. In addition, we are sending a leaflet o every
household in the two-tier areas under review during Stage Three, inviting comments
on our recommendzations, and will be undertaking public opinion research on the
options. We take this consultation very seriously. We are consulting on two
options for Cumbria and three options for Lancashire which we may refine or
vary at final recommendations stage, so it is therefore important that all those
interested in the review should let us have their views and evidence.

12 During Stage Four we will reconsider the draft recommendations in the light of
the Stage Three consuliation, decide whether to refine or vary the options put
forward and submit final recommendations to the Deputy Prime Minister. He will
decide whether to accept, modify or reject our final recommendations. Subject to the
Dieputy Prime Minister's decision, the Committee’s final recommendations will appear
on the ballot paper for the second referendum guestion for electars in the two-tier
areas a2i 2 lzter daie.

11



Cumbria

13 Cumbriz was established as a county council following the local government
reorganisation in 1874. It comprises the historic counties of Cumberiand and
Westmorland, 2 small pari of the former West Riding of Yorkshire and that part of
what was formerly Lancashire which lies 'north of the sands’.

14 It covers approximately 676,800 hectares. The county boundary is defined by the
Irish Sea to the west, from the Solway Firth to Morecambe Bay, by the Scottish
border to the north and by the Pennine hills to the east. The physical geography of
Cumbriz is dominated by a ceniral ‘"dome’ of high relief, which forms the basis of the
Lake District National Park. The major settlements in terms of population and
industry are Barrow-in-Furness, Carlisle, Kendal, Penrith, Whitehaven and
VWorkington. In addition to the main population cenires, Cumbriz has several smaller
towns, which provide shopping and service facilities. However, only around 20
sefilements have 2 populzation of more than 2,500,

13 A structural review of Cumbria was carried out by our predecessor, the Local
Government Commission for England, in 1994, It determined that the existing two-tier

structure of local government should continue.

16 Cumbria comprises the County Council and the six districts of Allerdale, Barrow-
in-Furness, Carlisle, Copeland, Eden and South Lakeland. Map 1 shows the existing
local authority boundaries in Cumbriz, the main population centres, important
geographical features and communication and transport links within Cumbria.

17 Table 2 shows the 2001 population figures, ares in hectares and population
density in each district and in Cumbriz as a whole.

Table 2: Current local authoriiy structures in Cumbris

Authority Population (2001} Area (hectares) Population density
2 e = (pop/ha)

Cumbria County 487,607 676,780 0.7

Allerdale 03,492 124,166 0.8
Barrow-in-Furness 71,880 7,796 9.2

Carlisle 100,739 103,997 1.0

Copeland 69,318 73,176 1.0

Eden 48 777 214,241 0.2

South Lakeland 102,301 1&3_:_4134 b7 L
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Map 1: Existing amangements in Cumbriz
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Map 2: Existing arangements in Lancashire
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Lancashire

18 Lancashire is bounded by Greater Manchester and Merseyside to the south,
Cumbria to the north, the Irish Ses to the west and the FPennine uplands to the sast,
It has & population of approximately 1.1 million and covers 290,305 hectares.

19 The administrative county of Lancashire was officially created in 1888, though the
historic county predates the 12" century. The county underwent administrative
boundary changes during the local government reorganisztion of 1874 when the
metropolitan counties were established. The structure remeined the same, other than
minor boundary changes, until the 1980s.

20 A structural review of Lancashire was carried out in 19594 by our predecessor, the
Local Government Commission for England. It determined that the existing two-tier
structure of local government should continue. However, following a review in 1985, it
recommended that Blackburn with Darwen and Blackpool should become unitary
authorities, and they gained unitary authority status in 1298,

21 Currently, Lancashire contains the County Council and the 12 districts of Burnley,
Chorley, Fylde, Hyndburn, Lancaster, Pendle, Preston, Ribble Valley, Rossendale,
South Ribble, West Lancashire and Wyre. Map 2 shows the existing local authority
boundaries in Lancashire, the main population centres, important geographical
features and communication and transport links within the county.

22 The county contains a number of closely spaced and functionally-interlinked
medium-sized towns and small cities, including Lancaster, Burnley and Preston. It
also includes a number of small market towns, including Ormskirk, Clitheroe-and
Rawtenstall. Several seaside resorts, such as Lytham St Anne's and Morecambe as
well as ports, commuter settlements and large areas of countryside and mooriand,
also form part of the county.

23 Teable 3 shows the 2001 population figures, area in hectares and population
density in each district and in Lancashire as a whole.

Table 3: Current local authority siruciures in Lancashire

Authority Population (2001) Area (hectares) Population density
{pop/ha)

Lancashire County 1,134,874 282,971 3.9
Burnley 89,542 11,073 B.1
Chorley 100,449 20,435 50--
Fylde 73, 217 16,501 4.4
Hyndbumn &1, 496 7.315 11.2
Lancaster 133,914 57,671 2.3
Pendle 82,248 16,852 53
Preston 128,633 14,238 8.1
Ribble Valiey 53,960 58,444 0.9
Rossendale 65,652 13,811 4.8
South Ribble 103,867 11,298 8.2
West Lancashire 108,378 34,688 3.1
Vilyre 105,618 28,332 3.7

Source: Office for National Statistics 2001

=] P8

£4 Table 4 indicates the current functions of county and district councils. Blackburn
with Darwen and Blackpool borough councils (formally part of the two-tier arez in

om



Lancashire), following their achievement of unitary authority status in 1998, camry out

all of these functions.

Table 4: Current functions of county and district councils

Function District councils County councils
Education

Housing .

Flanning applications .

Strategic planning
Transport planning
Passenger transport
Highways

Fire

Social services

Libraries
Leisure and recreation .
Waste collection .

Waste disposal
Environmental health -

Revenue collection .

Source: Local Government Association
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2 The Committee’s approach

25 The Commitiee’s approach to formulating its draft recommendations is set out
more fully in 2 separate Overview report. This report should be read in conjunction
with the Overview report.

26 The Qverview report explains the background to our work and how it differs
significantly from the 1990s reviews carried out by the Local Government
Commission for England (LGCE). The 2003 Act requires us to assume the existence
of elected regional assemblies and that the functions of local authorities will remain
unchanged except where the Government has subsequently announced changes.
Unlike the earlier review, we are required to propose &t least two options for patterns
of wholly unitary local government in each two-tier county area - the ‘status quo’ is
not an option. Qur work is guided by the 1992 Act, as was that of the LGCE;
however, we must have regard to guidance issued by the ODPM, which raises issues
relating to performance, capacity, community leadership and representation, among
others, that we need to address in formulating our recommendations. The Overview
report explains our approach to these issues in further detail.

27 We received representations during Stage One from & wide range of
stakeholders and other interests. These were considered in the development of our
draft recommendations. For the most part, our proposals are contained within
existing county areas. However, in some regions, as in this case, we have proposed
some options that cross couniy boundaries, including between two-tier and single-tier
areas. In considering such changes, we have held firmly to the view that they need to
be in the interests of securing the best patierns of unitary local government for the
residents of the two-tier aregs under review and provide long term, sustainable local
authorities. In some cases, we have considered it appropriate to put forward our own
proposals which build on the views expressed to us during Stage One. Our detailed
draft recommendations for Cumbriz and Lancashire appear in chapter 5 of this
report. '
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3 Submissions received

Cumbria

28 We received 130 submissions in relation to Cumbria during Stage One of the
review, These included the County Council and either individual or joint submissions
from each two-tier authority under review.

29 Table 5 summarises the preferred options of the existing local authorities in
Cumbriza. In many cases they provided us with one preferred option, while some also
indicated & second preference.

Table 5: Summary of representations by two-tier authorities in Cumbria

Authority

First choice

Second choice

=)

Cumbria County Council

Carlisle City Council, Eden
District Council and South
Lzkeland District Council

Allerdale and Copeland
borough councils

Barrow-in-Furmness
Borough Council

One unitary authority, based
on existing county
boundaries.

Three unitary authorities
based on pairs of existing
districts; West Cumbria
(Allerdzle & Copeland); East
Cumbria (Carlisle & Eden),
and South Cumbria (Barrow-
in-Furness & South
Lakeland).

Three unitary authorities
based on pairs of existing
districts; West Cumbria
{Allerdale & Copeland); East
Cumbria (Carlisle & Eden);
and South Cumbria (Barrow-
in-Fumess & South
Lakeland).

Barmow-in-Furness, South
Lakeland & Lancasler.

Two unitary authorities:
Allerdale, Carlisle & Copeland;
Barrow-in-Furness, Eden &
South Lakeland.

East/West split of the county
(details unspecified).

30 The County Council’s proposal was supporied by 18 respondents as either their
first or second preference. These included the national Conservative Party, three
parish or town councils and the Conservative Group on Copeland Borough Council.
However, it was opposed by five respondents, including three parish or town

councils.

31 The five district councils’ proposal (or elements of it

) was supported by 37

respondents as one of their preferences. However, it should be noted that the
majority of these submissions referred specifically to their local pairing of districts
without expressing preferences for the other district pairings within the county.
Respondents expressing & preference for the three unitary authority option as a
whole included one Member of Parliament, Cumbriz Police Authority, four parish or
town councils and the West Cumbriz Partnership, Eden Valiey NHS Trust and the
neational Conservative Party. Those expressing & specific preference for the West
Cumbriz option included the Conservative Group on Copeland Borough Council,



Home Housing Association and two parish or town councils. The East Cumbriz
option was specifically supporied by five parish or town councils. Those expressing a
specific preference for the South Cumbria option included four parish or town
councils.

32 Barrow-in-Fumess Borough Council's proposal for what it calied 2 Morecambe
Bay unitary authority, bringing togather Barrow-in-Furness, South Lakeland and
Lancaster (made as part of a joint submission with Lancaster City Council) was
supporied by 25 respondents as either their first or second preference. These
included the Morecambe Bay Primary Care Trust (PCT), the Central & West
Lancashire Chamber of Commerce, & political group and two town councils. Three
respondents specifically objected to this proposal. Four other respondents supported
& North Cumbriz unitary authority, comprising the four remaining Cumbria districts (or
slight variations on them). A further 12 respondents specifically proposed that
Cumbria should be divided into two unitary authorities, as either their first or second
preference. These included four Members of Parliament.

33 In addition, we received & number of other proposals for patterns of unitary
authorities in Cumbria. These are surnmarised in Table 6 below.
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Table 6: Other proposals for unitary structures

Proposed unitary authority Proposed/supported by

CumberlandWestmorland/Furness peninsula  One parish council and three individuals
unitary authorities

Earrow-in-Furness and part of South One individual
Lakeland

Allerdele & Copeland, and three other unitary  One individual
authorities (unspecified)

Two unitary authorities based on Allerdale, One parish council
Copeland and Barrow-in-Furness; and
Carlisle, Eden and South Lakeland

Unitary authority based on the combined COne parish council and one individual
Carlisle and Penrith & The Borders

Parliamentary constituency s

Carlisle unitary authority One voluntary organisation

Lzke District Cne town council

South Lakeland unitary authority One parish council

South Lakeland & Eden Three parish or town councils
Alierdale, Copeland and Carlisle One town council and one individual
Allerdale, Carlisle & Eden; Copeland, Mational Conservative Party and one
Barrow-in-Furness and South Lakeland individual

Unitary authority based on the Penrith & The  One individual
Borders Parliamentary constituency

Unitary authorities based on existing districts  One individual

Eden unitary suthority One individual

34 In addition to the specific proposals listed in the table above, seven respondents
objected to the proposals for elected regional assemblies, while seven respondents
proposed the retention of the current two-tier system. It should be noted, however,
that a large number of those respondents who objected to the local government
reorganisation made proposals for change, in the event of a positive outcome in the
referendum. Two respondents, while not making specific proposals, wrote in support
of unitary authorities.

35 We received 2 number of general comments from 16 respondents relating to
names of authorities, the importance of tradition and the role of parish and town
councils. The Home Housing Assocization, while not making 2 specific proposal,
urged that Allerdale and Copeland should be kept together in the same unitary
authority. One respondent suggested that unitary authorities should have
populetion of around 150,000 to 200,000, without giving specific details. We received
responses from 13 respondents, mainly frorm regional and national organisations,
stressing the importance of service provision by the new unitary authorities.



Lancashire

36 We received 230 submissions in relation to Lancashire during Stage One of the
review. These included submissions from the County Council and each two-tier
authority under review. We also received submissions from six adjoining unitary
authorities proposing changes to their boundaries.

37 Table 7 summarises the preferred oplions of the existing local authorities in
Lancashire. In many cases they have provided us with one preferred option, while
some have also indicated & second preference.
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Tabie 7: Summary of representations by two-tier authorities in Lancashire

Authority First choice Second choice
Lancashire County One unitary authority, based on -
Council existing county boundaries

Burnley Borough
Council

Choriey Borough
Council

Fylde and Wyre
borough councils
Hyndburm Borough
Council

Lancaster City

Council

Pendle Borough
Council

Preston City Council
Ribble Valley

Borough Council

Rossendale Borough
Council

South Ribble
Borough Council

West L ancashire
District Council

Unitary authority based on
Burniey, Pendle and Rossendale

&

Unitary authority based on
existing boundaries

Fylde & Wyre unitary al,fihc-rity

Hyndburn & Ribble Valley unitary
authority

Unitary authority based on
Barrow-in-Fumess, Lancaster and
South Lakeland districts

Unitary authority based on Pendie
and Ribble Valley and the town of
Fadiham from Burnley

Central Lancashire unitary
authority based on Chorley,
Preston and South Ribble

Enlarged Ribble Valley unitary
authority (including paris of
Hyndburn, Pendie, Preston,
South Ribble and Wyre)

or

Hyndburn & Ribble Valley unitary
authority

Unitary authority based on
Burnley, Pendie and Rossendale

Central Lancashire unitary
authority based on Chorley,
Preston nd South Ribble

or

City of Preston unitary authority
based on Preston and South
Ribbie

Unitary authority based on
existing boundaries

Burnley, Hyndbum, Pendle,
Ribble Valley and Rossendzle
districts and Blackburn with
Carwen Borough Council

As per first choice, induding
thres wards from Lancaster and
Preston if a larger population
required.

Unitary suthority based on
existing boundaries

Unitary authority based on
Hyndburn, Fendle and Ribble
Velley and the town of Padiham
from Burnley.

City of Preston unitary authority
based on Preston end South
Ribble

Unitary authority based on
Hyndburn and Rossendale, and
Blackburn with Darwen Borough
Council

(4]
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38 It should be noted that we raceived few submissions that made proposals relating
to the whole county. This is possibly due, in par, to the large number of districts
within Lancashire, and the lack of consensus regarding the best patterns of wholly
unitary authorities across the county.

38 Seven respondents supported Lancashire County Council's proposal, either as a
first or second preference. These inciuded the Lancashire Association of Parish &
Town Councils, Wyre Labour Group, one parish council and one district councilior.

40 Burniey Borough Council and Ressendale Borough Council's preferred option (or
& slight variation on this proposal) was supported by seven respondents as either g
first or second prefererce. They included two Members of Parliament, two political
groups, one PCT and two parish councils. The second preference of Bumnley
Borough Council (or a slight variation on this proposal) was supported by six
respondents, as either a first or second preference. Rossendale Borough Council's
second preference was supporied by one respondent as his second option.

41 Choriey Borough Council's proposal was supporied by two respondents,
including one parish council, as either & first or second preference.

42 The joint first preference of Fylde and Wyre borough councils was supported by
six respondents as either a first or second preference. The respondents included one
Member of Parliament, Labour North West and one parish council.

£3 Hyndburn and Ribble Valley's joint proposal was supporied by four respondents
as one of their preferred options. They were the Hyndbum & Ribble Valley PCT,
Hyndburn First (the Local Strategic Partnership for Hyndburn) and two parish .
councils. The proposal for an enlarged Ribble Valley unitary authority was supported
by six respondents, including four parish councils, as one of their preferences.

44 Lancaster City Council's preferred oplion was supported by 25 respondents as
either their first or second preference. They included three Members of Parliament,
two parish or town councils, one political group, a PCT and the Central & West
Lancashire Chamber of Commerce. It was opposed by one respondent. One parish
council proposed z return to the old Westmorland boundaries, which would involve
adding pari of Eden district to the City Council’s proposal for 2 Morecambe Bay
authority, while two political groups proposed a variation on the Council's first
preference, comprising & merger between Lancaster and South Lakeland only.
Lancaster City Council's second preference was supported by three respondents as
gither their first or second preference.

45 Pendle Borough Council’s preferred option (or a2 slight variation on it) was
supported by six respondents, including three parish or town councils, as either their
first or second preference.

46 Preston City Council's preferred option, which was also z joint first preference of
South Ribble Borough Council, was supporied by three respondents, including one
Member of Parliament. Its second preference, which was the other joint preference of
South Ribble Borough Council, was supported by three respondents, including three
parish councils, as either their first or second preference.

47 West Lancashire District Council's proposal for unitary status on existing
boundaries was supported by one parish council.
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48 We also received submissions from seven adjoining unitary or metropolitan
authorities, including detailed proposals from three authorities as detailed in the table

below,

Table 8: Summary of options proposed by adjoining unitery suthorities in Lancashire

_Authority First choice Second choice
Blackpool Borough Enlarged Blackpool to incorporate  Biackpool with minor boundary
Council coastal strip from Wyre and & amendments from both Wyre
smazll part of Fylde and Fylde
Blackburn with Enlarged Blackburn with Darwsen Enlarged Blackburn with
Darwen Borough to incorporate Hyndburn, most of Darwen to incorporate
Council Ribble Valiey, and a2 small part Hyndburn, most of
from each of South Ribble and Rossendale, five wards in
Chorley Ribble Valiey and & small part
from each of South Ribble and
Chorley
Bury Metropolitan Enlarged Bury to incorporate
Borough Council Fossendale

49 Blackpool Borough Council's first preference was supported by four respondents,
including the Labour Group on Wyre Borough Council and Blackpool PCT. Variations
on this option, such as other parts of Wyre, Fylde or the two districts in their entirety
being incorporated into Blackpool unitary authority, were supported by 11
respondents, including the Central & West Lancashire Chamber of Commerce and
two parish councils.

20 We received no representations in support of either of Blackburn with Darwen's
proposals. However, variations on its proposals, including an expansion o
incorporate either the existing Hyndburn district, Hyndburn and Ribble Valley districts
or Hyndburn and Rossendale districts, were supported by 10 respondents as either
their first or second preference. These included Labour North West, Hyndburn &
Ribble Valley PCT and two parish councils. The Central & West Lancashire Chamber
of Commerce proposed no change to Blackburn with Darwen's boundaries.

51 A variation on Bury Metropalitan Borough Council's proposal to take in the
exisling Rossendale district was supported by one Member of Parliament.

235



52 In addition, we received & number of other proposals for patterns of unitary
authorities in Lancashire. These are summarised in Table 9 below:

Table 8: Other proposals for new unitary strucfures

Proposed unitary authority

Proposed/supported by

Expanded Bolion Metropolitan Borough
Council (threz wards from Chorley)

Expanded Rochdale Metropolitan Borough
Council, including Whitworth Parish from
Fossendale

Expanded Wigan Metropolitan Borough
Council {to incorporsate the Appley Bridge and
Tontine areas in West Lancashire)

Ribble Valley, Lancaster City and Wyre

South Ribble, West Lancashire and Chorley

East Lancashire unitary authority (Bumnley,
FPendle, Rossendale, Hyndburn and Ribble
Valley)

Presion, South Ribble, Chorley and West
Lancashire

Unitary Ribble Valley

VWest Lancashire and Chorley

South Ribble and Chorley

Craven and Ribble Valley
Lancaster City and all or part of Wyre
Ribble Valley and Lancaster City

Two unitary authorities (no detzils given)

Burnley, Pendle, Rossendale and Hyndburn
Burnley, Pendie and Hyndburn
Lancaster City, Wyre and Fyide

Whyre, Fyide and Ribble Valley with parts of
Lancasizr and Preston

Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council

Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council
Whitworth Town Council and one other
respondent

Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council

Ribble Valley Branch of the Lancashire
Association of Parish & Town Councils, nine
parish councils and 26 individuals

One Member of Parliament, one political
group and one borough councillor

Hyndburn First, Burnley, Pendle &

Rossendzle PCT, Central & West Lancashire
Chamber of Commerce and one individual

One member of Parliament, Labour North
West, Central & Wesl Lancashire Chamber
of Commerce and one individual

Two parish or town councils and one
individual

Two parish councils and one individual

Chorley Liberal Democrat Executive
Commitiee and one individual

Two parish councils and one individual
Two individuals
Two individuals

Lancashire Association of Parish and Town
Councils

Labour Group on Pendle Borough Council
Labour Group on Pendle Borough Council
One parish council

One parish council
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Fylde and Preston One parish council
Wesi Lancashire and Sefion One district councillor

Lancaster Citv, Wyre, Fylde, Blackpool and One borough councillor
Freston

Hyndbum, Ribble Valley and Pendle One individusl
Fibble Valley, Pendie and Burnley One individual
Three unitary authorities (no details given) One individual

53 As indicated in the table above, 2 significant number of respondentis propesed a
unitary authority based on the existing Ribble Valley, Lancaster and Wyre districts,
These stemmed, in large par, from the fact that many respondents were opposed to
any option that would link Ribble Valley with urban areas such as Blackburn with
Darwen or Burnley, or any proposal that would split the district. Six respondents
specifically opposed linking Ribble Valley with Blackburn with Darwen, while one
other respondent argued that Ribble Valley should be kept rural.

54 Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council did not proactively seek to expand its
boundaries but stated that it would take three wards from Chorley if that facilitated
options for unitary authorities in Lancashire.

55 In addition to the specific proposals indicated in the table above, we received
submissions from a number of respondents making general comments about
proposzls or the review itself. The largest number of submissions (54) came from
respondents who opposed elected regional assemblies, argued for the retention of
the existing two-tier system, or both. it should be noted that a large number of those
respondents who objected to the local government reorganisation made proposals
for change, in the event of a positive outcome in the referendum.

56 Four respondents did not make specific proposals, but argued that any new
unitary authorities should be small. A further 17 respondents, mainly national or local
service providers, raised concerns over the provision of certain services by any new
unitary authorities. In addition, we received comments regarding the establishment of
parish and town councils, where the naming of new unitary authorities and the
financial implications of the review.

Public opinion research

S7 We commissioned MORI to carry out public opinion research on our behalf. This
research consisted of around 300 face-to-face, structured interviews within each
district, which sought to examine affective community identity (i.e. people's feelings
about their neighbourhood, their sense of belonging) and effective community identity
(i.e. patterns identified that reflect residents travel to work, shopping and leisure
activities).

58 Along with the interviews, one focus group was held in each district. The purpose
of the focus groups was to explore more deeply people’s sense of affinity for their
local areas and community. Taken together, these two pieces of research provide a
useful snapshot of public opinion within each area under review. This research on



community identities is one of the many factors we have taken into account in
formulating our draft recommendations.

59 The MORI opinion research for Cumbria and Lancashire was published on 17

Cctober 2003 and can be downloaded from our websits
(www.boundarycommittee.org.uk) and from MORI's website (www.mori.com).
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4 Analysis of proposals

60 This chapter analyses the various proposals put to us during Stage One for
Cumbriz and Lancashire. For each proposal under consideration, we set out the
strengths and weaknesses of the proposed pattern of unitary authorities, based on
the information and evidence available to us during the first stage of the review.

61 As stated previously, we may consider proposals that cross county boundaries,
including the expansion of existing unitary authorities into two-tier areas. We received
& number of such proposals for Cumbriz and Lancashire during Stage One of the
review. Several others also proposed amending the boundaries between unitary and
metropolitan suthorities and the neighbouring two-tier areas of Lancashire County.
These issues are addressed in further detail below.

B2 We are grateful for the cooperation received from local authorities and other key
stakeholders throughout the review so far. We acknowledge the time and effort that
has been put into preparing the submissions, during an already busy period of time

for many councils. We look forward to continuing this cooperation during the next

stage of the review.,

63 The analysis below informs our draft recommendations for Cumbria and
Lancashire, which are set out in chapler 5. As we received proposals that crossed
the county boundaries, these will be examined in each section. Because we received
few proposals for Lancashire that addressed the whole county, we propose
discussing the main options for Lancashire on a geographic basis (e.g. north
Lancashire, east Lancashire etc.).

Cumbria
One unitary authority

Teble 10: One unitary authority

Unitary authority Constituent parts Fopulation (2001)
Cumbriz County Council Cumbria County Council 487,600

64 Cumbriz County Council proposed a new county-wide unitary authority based
upon its present boundaries. The proposal was supported by 18 respondents as
either their first or second preference. Five respondents were opposed to-the
proposal.

65 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received conceming this
proposal and have identified a number of advantages. We consider that this option
could provide for a local authority with sufficient capacity to provide major services
across the whole of the county area. We note that the County Council aiready
provides many major services and, although we can use it as only & broad indicator
of the likely future performance of & unitary authority, scored a ‘fair’ rating (iwo out of
four) from the Audit Commission in its 2002 Comprehensive Performance
Assessment (CPA). In addition, its provision of education services was assessed as
‘good’ in the CPA.

68 We consider that a county-wide unitary authority in Cumbria would be well placed
1o provide economiss of scale and to effectively deliver the larger services and



specialist functions. Furthermore, it could be argued that the transfer of existing
district council services to such an authority may extend the potential for the
development of economies of scale in these service areas.

67 A county-wide unitary authority in Cumbria could have the capacity to act
strategically across the broader regional and national context, by buiiding on the
County Council's history and experience in the area. For example, Cumbriz County
Council was commended by the Audit Commission for the positive role that it has
izken in tackling regeneration and, more specifically, for the role that it underiook
during the 2001 foot and mouth crisis.

68 We nole the argument put to us that there could be benefits in terms of the
recruitment and retention of high calibre and specialist staif if 2 county-wide unitary
authority was created. We are aware that rural local authorities currently suffer from
recruitment problems at both district and county level, so the creation of one unitary
authority in the arez might serve io alleviate these difficulties.

ES We consider that one unitary authority would be well placed to pariicipaie in the
network of county-wide and sub-county parinerships with the private and public
sector that currently operate within Cumbria. Many of these partnerships are already
coterminous with the county council area, while those which currently operate on a
sub-county basis would not necessarily need 1o reconfigure their boundaries.

70 We consider that, as the County Council is already responsible for the provision
of the majority of larger scale services, this option for change is comparatively ‘low
risk’ as the services presently provided by the County Council would be retained by a
continuing authority.

71 However, we have also identified a number of potential drawbacks with this
option. While we take no particular view on the oplimum size of the new unitary
authorities, we note that one unitary authority with a population of approximately
488,000 may be considered by some to be too large to reflect community ideniities
and interests adequately and to be able to engage effectively with local issues and
residents. We also note that the MORI public opinion research indicated that
residents of the county do not generally feel a strong affinity with the county area.
While not the lowest percentage in the North West, identification with the County
Council arez stands at 37%, according to the research carried out by MORI.

72 The research seems to indicate that within the county area there are a number of
distinct communities with some differing and separate concerns particularly between
the northern and southern areas. For example, residents in Barrow-in-Furness
appear in general to feel comparzatively remote from the county area, possibly for
g=sographic and historic reasons. The research also suggests that only & very small
minority of residents in Copeland travel to Barrow-in-Furness for shopping, leisure
activities or employment despite being in comparatively close proximity to the area.
In 2ddition, the research suggesis that the residents of South Lakeland associate
most with areas within that district and have little affinity with the adjoining district
council areas.

73 We note that, while being only 2 broad indicator of possible future performance,
the Audit Commission identified some key challenges for Cumbria County Council in
its CPA. In particular, it raised issues relating to the Council's lack of focus, and
prioritisation and performance management were deemed poor. This raises some
concerns as to whether a county-wide unitary authority would be a high performing
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authority, capable of providing strategic services efficiently and effectively 1o local
communities.

74 We consider that, due to the large geographic area involved, & county-wide
unitary suthority may have difficulties in effectively representing its diverse
population, particularly given the fact that this authority would have a population of
almost half & million. Furthermore, the geography and topography of Cumbriz,
including as it does the Cumbrian Mountains running through the centre of the
county, provides additional challenges.

75 Cumbria County Council proposed improving the engagement infrastructure in
Cumbriz by supporting the acceleration of the Quality Parish programme. However
we note that a large proportion of parishes in Cumbria are small in terms of
population and very rural, and, 2s many people in Cumbriz live in currently
unparished areas, we have some concerns over whether this proposed strategy
would be practicable in the short term. Furthermore, we consider there is a need to
be realistic regarding the ability of parish and town councils to provide additional
representation in such large unitary authorities. However, the County Council's
community leadership, which was drawn on significantly during the foot and mouth
crisis, has been praised by the Audit Commission, and initiatives that arose from the
crisis are still in place today. Such experience would mean that a unitary authority
based on the County Council's boundaries may have ways of combating the distance
between itself and its various communities.

Three unitary authorities

Table 11: Three unitary suthorities

Unitary authority Constituent parts Population (2001)

West Cumbria Allerdale and Copeland 162,800

East Cumbriz Carlisle and Eden 150,500

South Cumbria Barrow-in-Furness and South 174,300
Lzkeland

76 Allerdzsle, Carlisle, Copeland, Eden and South Lakeland district councils jointly
proposed three unitary authorities for Cumbria.

77 This proposal received some degree of local support, particularly from parish and
town councils. Of the 13 parish and town councils that wrote in support of the
proposal, 11 expressed a preference for their local pairing of districts without
commenting on the other areas. The Cumbria Police Authority, Eden Valley PCT,
one Member of Parliament and the national Conservative Party also supporied the
proposal. We also note that & significant degree of consensus among the district
councils for this proposal, notwithstanding Barrow-in-Furness Borough Council's
alternative preference, '

78 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received and have
identified 2 number of advantages with this proposal. Allerdale and Copeland,
situated to the west of the Cumbria Mountains, are linked by, and share concerns
about, the A585. Carlisle and Eden are linked via the M6. Barrow-in-Furness and
South Lakeland are linked by the A590 and appear to share & common 'South
Cumbriz’ identity that distinguishes them from other areas in the county. Both
districts also share similar interests in the Morecambe Bay area, particularly
regarding environmental issues.

ol



72 The geography of the county to z large extent dictates the transport and
communication links. In the context of Cumbriz each proposed pair of districts are
reasonably well linked, although it should be noted that road links in Cumbria in
general are quite poor on the minor roads. Carlisle and Eden are linked by the M6
Motorway and also by the Settie-Cariisle railway and the West Coast Main Line. The
AS80, A5802 and the A585 roads link Barrow-in-Furness and South Lakeland. They
are also linked by rail. Allerdale and Copeland are linked by the A585 road and by
rail.

20 We note that there is already & history of joint district working between Allerdale
and Copeland, and between Carlisle and Eden, although Barrow and South Lakeland

appear to have limited parinerships in comparison with the other two pairs of districts.

81 We have also considered the common industrial heritage that is shared by
Allerdale and Copeland. Several submissions noted that they both have an extensive
shared industrial history founded on coal extraction, iron and steel engineering and
the nuclear industry, with manufacturing being 2 main employer in these areas,
including the British Nuclear Fuels Plc (BNFL) centre in Sellafield. The close
conneclion between the two districts is reinforced by the travel-lo-work patterns in
Alierdale and Copeland, which indicates significant commuting between the districts.

82 We note that the MOR! public opinion research zalso ofiers some support to the
coniention that these three proposed unitary authorities would generally reflect local
community identities and interests. For example, it found that in Eden, Carlisle is a
focal point for services and shopping in particular. South Lakeland was found to have
affinity with south Cumbria. In west Cumbriz, some residents in Copeland look to
Workington (in Allerdzle) as well as Whitehaven in Copeland borough for services
such as shopping.

83 However, we have a number of concerns about this proposal. In our guidance we
stressed the point that proposals, particularly those for smaller authorities, should
address the issue of how it is envisaged that services that are currently being carried
out by the County Council would be delivered, particularly in relation to larger
services such as education and social services.

84 We have some concerns about the ability of these proposed unitary authorities o
deliver services effectively and efiiciently to their local communities. In particular we
are concermned about the ability of the proposed West Cumbria unitary authority to
effectively periorm &ll local government functions, without resorting to large numbers
of joint arrangements. Based on the evidence received we consider that suth an
authority would face major obstacles in seeking to become high performing,
particularly given the challenging socic-economic conditions of the area, with 2 heavy
reliance on what may be a declining nuclear industry. The resource base capacity
available to this authority in confronting significant economic restructuring
requiremenis would be severely testad.

85 We note that the proposed South Cumbria unitary authority would not reflect
existing partnerships in the area. If established, new parinership arrangements would
need to be established for the south Cumbriz area. Furthermore, the MORI research
indicates few links between the residents of the two districts, although it should be
noted that 2 general effinity for ‘south Cumbria’ is felt, pariicularly in the southem
Lakes arez. Some Barrow-in-Furness residents who were interviewed stated that
their affinity stretched further afield, towards Lancasier, and felt 2 notable affinity with
Lancashire, probably stemming from the fact thal Barrow-in-Furness was formerly
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part of that county. Residents in South Lakeland tended to associate most with the
areas within the district. There are also socio-economic difierences between the two
districts, with the economy of Barrow-in-Furness being dominated by industry, and
South Lakeland 2 more varied economy including agriculture and tourism. While the
diversity of the economies is not seen 2s a major obstacle in combining these two
districts within the same authority, it may be that an &lternative configuration for the
districts in southern Cumbria could provide more efiective synergies for local
government services to be delivered.

Two unitary authorities

Table 12: Two unfiary authorities

Unitary authority Constituent parts Population (2001)
North Cumbriz Allerdale, Copeland, Carlisle 313,300
and Eden

Barrow-in-Furness, South 308,200

South Cumbriz & Lancaster !
Lekeland and Lancaster

86 Barrow-in-Furness Borough Council's first preference was made as part of a joint
proposal with Lancaster City Council. For the purposes of this report, we have
referred to the proposed new authority as South Cumbria & Lancaster. Twenty-five
respondents specifically supporied a2 South Cumbriz & Lancaster option, while four
supporied the North Cumbria element. In addition, a further 16 respondents
supporied this proposal in its entirety.

87 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received and have
identified 2 number of strengths to this proposal. We consider that this option would
generally reflect the main broad communities of identity in Cumbria. We note that the
MORI public opinion research identified a perceived divide between the north and the
south of the county. The research suggests that residents of Allerdale, Copeland and
Eden tend overall to have few links with the south of the county and generally look
northwards towards Carlisle. A small number of Carlisle residents did look
southwards but generzally only as far as the north Lakes.

68 While we take no particular view on the optimum size of new authorities, we note
that this option lies between the county-wide unitary authority option, as discussed
earlier, and proposals for smaller unitary authorities in Cumbriz. We consider that,
with respective populations of over 300,000, both North Cumbria and South Cumbria
& Lancaster unitary authorities should have adequate capacity and a sufficiently
large resource base to deliver all local government services in their local zuthority
areas. However, they would also be somewhat smaller than the proposed county-
wide unitary authority and therefore arguably better placed to engage with and
represent the community.

89 On the issue of capacity, we note that the CRED research referred to earlier in
this report concluded that 2 North Cumbria authority, 25 described above, would be
more likely to achieve overzll economies of scale than the pairings of Allerdale with
Copeland and Eden with Carlisle. In addition, in confronting the socio-economic
issues in the west of the county, & North Cumbria authority would be able to call upon
a wider resource base, balanced to some extent by the relative prosperity of the east.
In the south of the county, the relatively deprived area of Barrow-in-Furness may
benefit from forming part of a larger authority with the higher capacity that could be
provided by the South Cumbriz & Lancaster unitary authority.



90 We consider that the creation of 2 South Cumbria & Lancasier unitary authority
could assist in addressing concerns relating to the Morecambe Bay arez. There is 2
partnership which reflects local environmental concerns at work in the arez which, to
some exient, reflects & shared community interest. In addition, we note that Barrow-
in-Furness and Lancaster have & shared community interest and strong historical
links. There are also transpor links with the AS and A580 linking Lancaster, South
Lakeland and Barrow-in-Furness. The MORI opinion research suggests that the
residents of Barrow-in-Furness have an association with north Lancashire. The
travel-to-work evidence also suggests that there are strong links between the three

areas.

21 We also consider that 8 South Cumbriz & Lancaster unitary authority could
provide & more 'balanced’ authority than just Barrow-in-Furness and South Lakeland,
given the differences between the two districts. A South Cumbriz & Lancaster
authority could balance the two urben centres of Barrow-in-Furness and Lancaster

with the rural nature of South Lakeland.

892 We nole that this option achieves, in a broad sense, coterminosity with local PCT
boundaries. A South Cumbria & Lancaster autharity would follow the boundaries of
the existing Morecambe Bay PCT, while the Eden Valley, Carlisle & District and West
Cumbriz PCTs would in their entirety be wholly contained within the boundaries of
the Morth Curnbriz unitary authority. This could provide organisational benefits to
hiealth and social services delivery.

93 We also noie that there are limited viable options regarding Lancaster City, given
the recognition that residents of the city tend to look northwards rather than
southwards towards the rest of Lancashire. The inclusion of Lancaster in the
proposed South Curnbria & Lancaster unitary authority would therefore facilitate 2
patiern of sub-county unitary suthorilies across both counties.

94 However, we have identified some drawbacks 1o this proposal. There is currently
a lack of partnership working between the districts of South Lakeland, Barrow and
Lancasier. Each of these present authorities has its own Local Strategic Plan and
they lack shared parinerships in any field other than the environment.

95 We have some concerns about how a North Cumbriz authority would be able to
effectively underizke its representative functions due to the relatively large
geographic ares that such an zuthority would cover, and the relatively poor
communication links between the east and the west of the county. However, we
consider that the close links between ‘pairs’ of districts in the east and the west of the
proposed authority, as indicated in the proposal for three unitary authorities, could be
built upon by such a new authority. Additionally, we are aware that Carlislz is the
focal point for many communities across north Cumbria. Furthermore, we note that
this option would have an advantage over the county-wide unitary authority option
which would cover an even larger land mass and would face similar problems in
relation to the relatively poor links between the easi and west of the county, and
between the south-west of the county and further north. Given that Cumbria County
Council elready operates across this large arez, we do not consider that such
circumstances would necessarily be 2 barrier to convenient and effective local

goverriment,

96 We recognise that any proposal that crosses the county boundary betwesn
Cumbriz and Lancashire will not be supported by certain stakeholders. However, we
are of the view that these concerns should not be 2 barrier against an option that
might otherwise facilitate convenient and effective local government in the area.

far
e

LB A S O -

m

LAY

LY

LLY

Yl oW EE] EW]

LY. N

1

FETOTE] .4 XN AN @AW AN KN NN



o T N T T A T T TR T IR 1T IR IR IR IR T T T TEELT

- el

=1

Lol

[F T I == B |

115 IV 5 P

= 1+

)

il

v
-5

87 We are aware, however, that 2 South Cumbria & Lancaster unitary authority may
face particular transitional challenges in delivering the key services which may
currently be carried out differently by Lancashire and Cumbria County Councils.

Other proposals

98 During the first stage of consultation, limited support was expressed for the
division of Cumbria County Council area into two unitary authorities along the lines of
an east and west splil. However, some proposals favoured g Carlisle, Allerdzle and
Copeland and Eden, South Lakeland and Barrow-in-Furness split, while others
supported & configuration of an Allerdale, Copeland and Barrow-in-Furness unitary
authority and 2 Carlisle, Eden and South Lakeland unitary authority. As indicated
earlier, the MORI research suggested that residents of South Lakeland and Barrow-
in-Furness generally have few ties with the north of the county, while residents of
Allerdale, Copeland, Carlisle and Eden generally displayed more affinity with the
north of the county than the south. We consider that an alternative two-way division
of the county would create somewhat artificial entities, by combining areas with
limited communities of interest.

99 We have received limited support for the creation of unitary authorities which
involve the limited extension of the boundaries of present districts or pairs of districts.
For example, a unitary authority comprising the present Barrow-in-Furness Borough
Council area, Millom, Broughton and Ulverston. We consider that these proposals
lack regard for the consequential effects that they would have and would not facilitate
options for new unitary authorities elsewhere in the county.

100 We note there was some support for the revival of the historic county areas of
Westmorland and Cumberiand as unitary authorities. The proposed Morth Cumnbria
and South Cumbriz and Lancaster unitary authorities are variations on such
proposals, and are arguably a better reflection of present-day communities, links and
partnerships. We have received litile persuasive evidence that existing districts in
Cumbria should be split in order to facilitate recreating historic patterns of local
government.

101 We received a submission supporting the creation of two unitary authorities;
‘North Cumbrig’, comprising Allerdale, Eden and Carlisle and ‘South Cumbria’
containing South Lakeland, Barrow-in-Furness and Copeland. We consider that the
close links in evidence between Allerdale and Copeland should not be severed by
placing them in two different authorities. :
102 Limited support was received for the creation of unitary authorities along the
lines of current district council boundaries. We are of the view that such authorities
would lack the capacity and the resources to provide the full range of local
government services and would be forced to rely upon a multiplicity of joint
arrangements. We are advised against recommending unitary authorities that would
reguire & significant increase in the number of joint arrangements by the ODPM's
guidance.

103 There is some support for zligning unitary authority boundaries with those of the
local Parliamentary constituencies. We do not consider that Parliamentary
constituencies provide a sufficiently robust template for the creation of unitary
authorities as they are subject to change, and indeed do so following local authority
electoral reviews by the Commitiee.

Ly
(A}



Lancashire
One unitary authority

Table 13: One unitary suthority

Unitary authority Constituent parts Fopulation (2001)

Lancashire County Council Lancashire county 1,135.000

104 Lancashire County Council proposed a new unitary authority based upon its
existing boundaries, with a proposed council size of 168 members. The County
Council's propesal was supporied by seven respondents and opposed by thres
respondents,

105 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received concerning
this proposal and have identified a number of advantages. The authority would
preserve Lancashire as a single entity. The MORI opinion research found a relatively
high level of affinity with the county council area, especially compared to other
counties in the North West (although there are significant variations between districts
and affinity is lower than with the districts).

106 The County Council put forward & case for 2 'New Council for Lancashire’ and
provided deizils of how it would address such issues as community identity, service
delivery and leadership. We acknowledge that the County Council's present
performance and capacity to deliver effeclive services can only provide a broad
indicator of the future performance of a county-wide unitary authority. However, we
note that it already carries out the large-scale local authority services in Lancashire,
and received a 'good’ rating (three out of four) from the Audit Commission in its CPA.
In addition, the Council has been praised for its strong political and corporate
leadership. Based on current performance, the proposal would provide the setting for
2 high-periorming unitary authority.

107 The authority would have sufficient capacity to provide a full range of local
government services, including existing district council functions. Furthermore, we
also consider 2 Lancashire unitary authority would provide economies of scale. The
transfer of the existing funclions of the 12 districts to a county level would also extend
these economies of scale. The County Council's proposzls for devolved budgets and
service delivery go some way to addressing how local services could be delivered in

such a large authority.

108 One of the mzin challenges faced in the review by county councils seeking
unitary status is how they would engage with, and provide leadership to, local
communities. This is particularly relevant in the case of Lancashire County Council.
The County Council addresses the issue of reflecting local community identity in such
& large authority by proposing the establishment of 12 ‘Local Cabinets’ to represent
local community identity, based on existing districts. The Council states that these
Local Cabinets would be responsible for local service delivery and would consist of
local representatives. This suggests that the existing distnict areas would be able to
retzin their local community identities and interests within the proposed structure. In
addition, a2 county unitary authority would embrace & substantially stronger role for
parish and town councils, which would include devolving services o those that
achieved Quality Parish status. The County Council also proposed that the existing
12 district Local Strategic Parinerships (LSPs) be retained as & network of district
parinerships under a Lancashire LSP. |n addition, it suggests strengthening the role
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of parish and town councils to help them improve their capacity to engage with local
communities and to take on delegaied services. We note that many partners are
already coterminous with the county council area. Existing sub-county partner
organisations, which are often coterminous with & district or pair of districts could
continue to operate under & proposal for 2 county-wide unitary authority.

109 One of our main concerns regarding this proposal is the scale of one unitary
authority in Lancashire. We note that the proposed Lancashire unitary authority
would be the largest in England (the population of the current largest authority is
approximately 877,000), and in sddition to its population size, it would cover a large
geographical ares (290,300 hectares) and have a significant rural hinterland. We
have significant concerns about whether one authority, of this population and
geographical nature, with no intermediate tier of government, other than parish and
town councils, could adequately represent the diverse communities that exist within
the county. Unlike other unitary suthorities with large populations, it would represent
& vast range of rural and urban areas that difier considerably in socio-economic,
political and cultural make-up.

110 We note the proposal for a council of 168 members and that this would be some
40% larger than the biggest existing council in England. We also have concerns
about the County Council's proposed Loczl Cabinet structure based, as suggested,
on the current 12 district council areas. It might be argued that this would be an
atiempt to recreate the existing two-tier structure rather than responding more
directly to the diversity of local communities. This may indicate that such a large
authority could face difficulties in operating effectively as a unitary authority.

111 One of the most important challenges facing the proposed authority would
therefare be to demonstrate that it would not be too large to engage with and be
responsive to local communities. Although we consider that the suggestions outlined
by the County Council could possibly address this concern, we have reservations
over how effectively such an authority would, in practice, represent local community
identities and interests. We also have concerns over the capacity or, indeed the
desire of parish and town to take on additional responsibilities.

112 We note that some submissions expressed concern that & large unitary authority
would fail to adequately represent all interests. We note that the MORI opinion
research shows that residents in all of the 12 districts associated more strongly with
communities within their district rather than the county. This suggests that a
Lancashire unitary authority might not be the best possible reflection of local
community identities and interests.
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North Lancashire

Table 14
Unitary suthority Constituent parts Population {2001)
South Cumbriz & Lancaster  Exisiing districts of South 308.200

Lakeland, Barmow-in-Furness
and Lancaster

113 As detailed earlier. Lancaster City Council proposed a new unitary authority
which would combine the existing districts of Barrow-in-Furness and South Lakeland
in Cumbria and Lancaster City, proposing & council size ranging from 60 to 70
councillors. This was proposed as part of & joint submission with Barrow-in-Furness
Borough Council. The proposal was supporied by 25 respondents as either their first
or second preference.

114 Qur views on the merits and drawbacks of this option have been outlined in the
Cumbria section of this report.

115 We note that Lancaster City Council's second preference was for 2 unitary
authority based on the existing City Council boundaries. We have given careful
consideration to this option. We are aware that there are strong feelings of
community identity within Lancaster as suggested by the MORI research. However,
we have significant concerns about the ability of a Lancaster unitary authority to be a
high-performing council. Although we consider that a Lancaster unitary authority
might have a sufficient resource base, we note that Lancaster is not a compact urban
area, but has a large rural hinterland, which could impact upon its capacity to deliver
large-scale services without the use of joint arrangements.

Fylde and Wyre

Teble 15
_Unitary authority Constituent parts Population {2001)
Wyre & Fylde Wyre and Fylde districts 178.800

116 Wyre and Fylde borough councils proposed & new unitary authority based upon
the existing boundaries of Wyre and Fylde, with an expected range of 50 {o 60
councillors. This proposal was supported by six respondents.

117 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received and can
recognise the rationale for such & proposal. We note that the two areas are similar in
economic composition and, other than their coastal zones, both are largely rural in
character. Indeed, there are few areas with significant population centres away from
the coastline and the land is largely agricultural in these areas. There is evidence of
shared community identities and some common interests between the two boroughs.
Both councils provided research that suggested local suppori for a Wyre & Fylde
unitary authority. i

118 We note also 2 history of joint working between the two authorities. Both
councils currently have a number of parinership schemes, such as sheliered
housing, enviranmental and public health, health promotion/protection and
improvement, economic regenerstion initistives and community development.
External bodies such as the PCTs covering the boroughs also work closely and
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share services and staff. Conseguently, 8 Wyre and Fylde unitary authority would be
coterminous with many existing stakeholders and pariners, such as PCTs, and &
number of service delivery agencies.

119 However, we have significant concerns about the proposal for a Wyre & Fylde
unitary authority. While such an authority might have a sufiiciently large resource
base to enable it to deliver key services, we consider that it would face considerable
obstacles in seeking to become high performing. While acknowledging that present
performance can only be & broad indicator of future performance by & new authority,
we note that Fylde Borough Council's Istest Audit Commission inspection reporis
generally show fair and poor ratings with uncertain prospects of improvement in most
cases, and Wyre Borough Council's laiest inspection reports are fair to good with
varying prospects of improvement. We consider that, given the geographical and
socio-economic nature of this arez, a combined Wyre & Fylde authority could face
significant obstacles in the delivery of large scale services such as educstion and
social services, and would be likely to require joint arrangements o ensure that local
communities’ needs are met effectively and efficiently.

120 In looking &t the areas covered by the two authorities, we note that the
Fleetwood and Thornton Cleveleys area of Wyre are geographically separated from
other communities in the district and have a greater affinity with Blackpool. They are
closely linked with Blackpool by mixed development along the coastal strip which has
traditionzlly been dominated by the tourist and service industries. There are areas of
deprivation and unemployment and a need for regeneration following the decline of
the seaside holiday industry and the changes affecting fishing and port activity in
Fleetwood. In addition they face similar problems to Blackpool such as deprivation
and unemployment. We consider that such common concerns with Blackpoal would
suggest thal @ more suitable aliernative for these two areas could be found by
looking outside Wyre and Fylde's existing boundaries. We also note that Blackpool
exerts a considerable pull in terms of the economy. employment and leisure in these
areas.

121 The MORI research was not sufficiently detailed at very local levels to allow
detailed analysis of areas within a district but it may be reasonable to assume that
communities in the coastal areas may relate more closely to Blackpool.

122 In considering this proposal, we note that Wyre and Fylde boroughs stated they
would not object io the addition of two wards from Preston and one from Lancaster to
the proposed Wyre & Fylde unitary authority. This would increase the population of
the proposed authority to 185,600, thereby giving it @ potentially greater resource
base, and possibly enhancing its capacity to function more effectively. However, we
consider that such a proposal would split adjoining areas somewhat arbitrarily,
adding more rural areas to an already largely rural authority solely in order to boost
the population. More importantly, such & proposal would have detrimental
implications for alternative options in other areas of Lancashire.



Tabig 16
Unitary authority Constituent parts Population {2001)
Enlarged Blackpool Blzckpool, Flestwood, 203,000

Thornton-Cleveleys and two
smzll areas from Fyide

123 An sliemnative approach for the area was put forward by Blackpool Borough
Council, which propesed a new unitary suthority based upon an enlarged Blackpool
that would incorporate, Fleetwood, Thornton-Cleveleys (from Wyre Borough Council)
and two small areas from Fylde. This proposal was supporied by 11 respondents.

124 We have given careful consideration 1o the submissions received concerning
this proposal. As stated above we recognise that the two areas are similar in socio-
economic make up and share a number of challenges. Also there are strong
transport links between them. Given these facts, along with the clear economic
influence of the coastal area, we recognise that there is a potential case for creating
& unitary authority based on an enlarged Blackpool. Such an authority would have &
shared interest in regeneration and a common identity with the Fleetwood and
Thornton-Cleveleys area in Wyre in particular and to a lesser degree in Fyide.

125 Blackpool Eorough Council was categorised as & Tair' authority in its CPA,
However it was acknowledged in the CPA that Blackpool Borough Council is an
ambitious authority that is currently seeking to improve the quality of services. The
latest inspection reports support this, with Blackpool Borough Council receiving good
ratings with excellent and promising prospects for improvement. There is 2 prospect,
therefore, that an enlarged Blackpool should be able to provide high quality services
to its residents.

126 Support for looking westwards towards Blackpool for these areas is also given
some credence by the results of our opinion research. The MORI opinion research
has found that Fylde residents use Blackpool for shopping and leisure needs, but it
was not sufficiently detailed at a very local level to allow detailed analysis as regards
the small area of Fylde affected by this option. We also note that the research
showed that 2 comparatively low number of residents in Fylde felt that they belonged
to & local community within Fylde Council area. This could be in part because of the
'‘pull’ of Blackpool as a retail and entertainment centre.

127 However, in isolation, we have also identified 8 number of serious issues with
this proposal. Firstly this proposal would reduce the population of the proposed Wyre
and Fylde unitary authority considerably. We consider that this could make a Wyre
and Fylde unitary authority based predominately on rural areas too wezak in terms of
resource base capacity to be able to carry out the full range of functions efiectively or
without significant numbers of joint arrangements. The addition of rural wards of
Preston and Lancaster as suggested by Blackpool, would not significantly increase
the capacity.

128 This has led us lo consider an aliernative approach to Wyre and Fyide, which
could refiect the pull, identified in the MORI research, which Blackpool and Preston
exert on residentis in the areas. This is discussed in the chapiler 5.
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Unitary authority ~ Constituent parts

Central Lencashire

Tehie 17

rer o - .. POpUlation (2001)
Central Lancashire Existing Preston, South 333,900
Ribble end Chorley districis

129 Preston City Council and South Ribble Borough Council proposed a new unitary
authority besed upon the existing Preston, South Ribble and Chorley districts, with a
proposed council size of 75. This option was the first choice of the Freston City
Council and the joint first preference of South Ribble Borough Council. It was
supported, either as a first or second preference, by three respondents.

130 We have given careful consideration to this proposal and the submissions
received relating to this area. We feel that there are strong links between the three
districts. Travel-to-work evidence sugoests that there is strong movement between
Preston, South Ribble and Chorley, particularly from South Ribble to Preston and
from Chorley to South Ribble. The MORI research shows Preston is a focal paint for
Chorley residents, especially for shopping, and that many South Ribble residents
travel to work, shop and use the leisure facilities in Preston. The MORI research
shows that nine out of ten residents of Preston City Council mostly identify with the
city of Presion itself. This is high in comparison with other district or borough council
areas in Lancashire. The research also showed that a large number of residents in
South Ribble, living in areas immediztely adjoining the Preston City Council area
identified themselves with Preston. There are also strong transport links and public
transport networks between the three districis. We are aware that there are major
regenerztion projects in progress which cross the boundsaries between Presion and
South Ribble, and South Ribble and Chorley and already involve the districts in joint
partnership working.

131 Both Preston and South Ribble councils recognised in their submission that as
the new authority would cover a wide area, arrangements would need to be made to
ensure effective community engagement. Both councils currently operate a system of
area forums/committees and the submission discussed the need to ensure that some
form of community engagement was 'rolled out’ across the new council area. The
submission also suggested that parish and town councils could have a greater role to
play in the community.

132 A Central Lancashire unitary authority would be of a sufficient size to have the
capacity to provide services effectively without requiring joint arrangemenis. In terms
of existing performance, Preston City Council has received good and fair ratings in
the latest inspection reports by the Audit Commission with varying prospects of
improvement, ranging from uncertain to excellent. South Ribble Borough Council
received fair and good ratings in the latest inspection reports, with promising
prospects for improvement. Chorley Borough Council received good ratings, all with
promising prospects for improvement. Although we acknowledge that the present
performance of an existing borough council can provide only a broad indicator on the
future performance of a unitary authority, this indicates that 2 Central Lancashire
unitary authority would be starting from a strong base in order to deliver major
services currently being undertaken by the County Council. We also consider that a
combined authority may result in synergies that currently do not exist in terms of local
government functions in this area. We consider that there is significant economic
logic and strength to this potential authority.

41



133 We note that one drawback to this proposal could be that Preston, which
achieved city status in 2002, might be seen to dominate the other two districts. Such
an authority would need to address the needs of all its constituent communities.

Table 18

Unitary authority  Constituent parts Population (2001)

City of Preston Existing Preston and South Ribble 33.500
districis

Chorley Existing Chorley district 100,500

134 Preston City Council and South Ribble Borough Council also proposed an
alternative unitary authority for their areas, based upon the existing Preston and
South Ribble districts, proposing a council size of 50. This was the second
preference of Preston City Council, and the joint first preference of South Ribble
Borough Council. This proposal was 5upported by three respondenis as either their
first or second preference.

135 Chorley Borough Council proposed 2 new unitary authority based upon the
existing Chorley district, proposing to retain the existing 47 councillors. This option
was supported by two respondents as either their first or second preference, as
detailed in chapter 3.

136 Many of the advantages of the City of Preston proposal would be the same as
for the Central Lancashire option, although losing some of the resource capacity
which the larger authority would provide. We have given careful consideration to the
submissions received concerning the proposal for & Choriey unitary autherity. We
niote that the MORI research suggests that there is & strong community identity within
Chorley. Seven in ten residents associate strongly with communities within Chorley.
This is fairly high in comparison with other district or borough council areas in
Lancashire County Council area. However, as noted in the ODPM guidance,
community identity tends to favour smaller units of local government that are not
necessarily 2 sound basis upon which o develop new unitary authorities. We also
riote that Chorley borough is based around a2 market town and it could therefore be
argued that it has significantly different characteristics to Preston, which has recently
gained city status. We also note that Chorley Borough Council has received good
ratings in the latest inspection reporis by the Audit Commission with promi smg
prospects for improvement.

137 However, we feel that with & population of only 100,500 it is unlikely that this
proposed unitary authority would have the critical mass necessary to be capable of
effectively delivering services, such education, and in particular more specialist
services, without the need for joint arrangements. We were not satisfied that Chorley
Borough Council's submission addressed the issue of capacity and limited evidence
hias been received to support this option. Furthermore, there appears to be = shared
community of interest that links the three districts in central Lancashire, especially
between South Ribble and Chorley which are both parily rural in nature and share
similar socio-economic characteristics. The three councils also work collaboratively
with each other in order to provide effective services to the community, for example
building control in response to the needs of builders and developers that work across
the boundaries of the three authorities. We also note that one of the PCTs in the arsa
covers Chorley and South Ribble. There are also strong communication links
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between the three boroughs via the motorway network. We therefore feel that 2
Chorley unitary authority would not, in our opinion, gain the advantages or synergies
that might otherwise be achieved.

South West Lancashire

Table 19
Unitary authority Constituent parts Population {2001)
West Lancashire West Lancashire 108.400

138 West Lancashire District Council proposed a unitary authority based on the
existing district and proposed retaining the existing 54 councillors. This proposal was
supported by one parish council 2s its second preference.

139 We have given careful consideration to this proposal. We note that West
Lancashire is a predominately rural area with a number of disparate communities and
market towns. The MORI opinion research showed that nearly seven in ten West
Lancashire residents associate themselves with a local area or community within this
council area rather than other areas of Lancashire. The northern part of West
Lancashire is 2 mainly rural area which runs naturally towards the coast in Sefion,
whereas there is greater population density in the south of the distnict. We note that
there are limited transport links northwards, making West Lancashire somewhat
isolated from the rest of Lancashire and there are arguably more links with the
surrounding metropolitan areas. The MORI opinion research shows that a significant
minority of residents most associate themselves with Wigan or Southport and many
more residents regularly visit Wigan and Southport, especially for shopping and work.
The MORI research was not sufficiently detailed at very local levels to allow detailed
analysis of areas within a district but it may be reasonable to assume that in the main
residents in the areas to the north of the district were those relating to Southport and
those to the south relate to Wigan. We note that West Lancashire has strong
communication links with Merseyside and Greater Manchester. It has good transport
links and the evidence suggests that residents in West Lancashire travel to work and
shop in these areas to a greater extent than with the rest of Lancashire. In addition,
we note that Southport and Ormskirk share an NHS Trust, with hospitals on both
sites, further emphasising these links.

140 The latest inspection reports by the Audit Commission have given West
Lancashire District Council ratings of good and fair with promising and uncertain
prospects for improvement. West Lancashire District Council said it would sesk to be
an innovative unitary authority, building on its history of good community engagement
and that it would engage with local communities in several ways, including the
establishment of town councils in both Ormskirk and Skelmersdale.

41 We have significant concerns about this proposal. With 2 population of 108,400
we consider it is unlikely that such 2 unitary authority would be high performing.
capable of effectively delivering major county council services without the use of joint
arrangements. Indeed, West Lancashire District Council has acknowledged that it
would consider entering into & range of partnerships with nearby unitary and
metropolitan authorities to enhance service provision in areas such as education and
social services. We note that the ODPIM's guidance states that joint arrangements
dilute the lines of accountability, and that we should seek to avoid making
recommendetions for unitary authorities that would increzse the need for these.

i
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142 We note that West Lancashire District Council also suggested the possible
transfer of several rural wards from South Ribble and Chorley that immediately adjoin
the district. This would increase the popuiation to approximately 118,000. However,
we are not persuaded that these boundary changes would necessarily result in a
unitary authority capable of delivering larger services effectively to local people. In
addition, given the emphasis that the District Council placed on West Lancashire's
remoteness from the rest of the county it would, in our view, create 2 somewhat
artificial authority for the purpose of increasing the population.

East Lancashire

143 We received several options for local government structures in East Lancashire
and these are discussed in turn below.

Table 20

Unitary authority Constituent parts Population [2001)
Eurniey, Pendls and " Burnley, Pendle and 244 400
Fossendale Rossendale districts

144 Burnley Borough Council and Rossendale Borough Council both proposed a
unitary authority based on the existing Burnley, Pendle and Rossendale districis.
This proposal was supported by nine respondents as either their first or second
preference.

145 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received concerning
this proposal and note that it would have a number of strengths. With & population of
244,400 & Burnley, Pendle and Rossendale unitary authority should be large enough
to effectively deliver 2 wide range of services. In its submission Burnley Borough
Council outlined a number of initiatives that the authority would adopt to ensure
effective delivery of key services such 2s education, social services, youth and
community services and highways. We consider that, in the light of the evidence
received, the proposed unitary authority could have the capacity to deliver these key
services without reguiring a large number of joint arrangements. We note that the
three authorities share similar socio-economic issues and consider that & combined
authority may result in synergies that could lead to higher quality services for
communities.

146 We note that the authority would be coterminous with many existing parinerships
in Lancashire such a5 Burnley, Pendle & Rossendale PCT, which supporis-the
proposal, voluntary services and many wider East Lancashire bodies. Furthermore,
there is already 2 history of joint working between Burnley and Pendle authorities in
both transport and benchmarking. The three authorities are also accusiomed to joint
working through wider East Lancashire parinerships. such as the East Lancashire
Partnership, the East Lancashire e-government project and East Lancashire
Together.

147 We note that the MORI opinion research shows that while residents in Burnley
and Pendle boroughs tend to focus on the towns of Burnley and Nelson and Colne
respectively, 2 minority of residents in Pendle associate themselves with Burnley.
The research aiso shows that Burnley provides a focal point for clothes and
household goods shopping for Pendle residents.
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148 In terms of local represeniation and community engagement, we note that
Burnley Borough Council proposes to develop ‘Area Structures’, building upon
Pendle’s Arez Commitiees and Burnley's proposed Shared Contact Centre. We
consider that these proposed structures could be one usetul method of helping the
proposed authority to engage with local communities and provide services that are
more suitable for local people.

148 However, we have identified some drawbacks to & Burnley, Pendle and
Rossendale unitary authority. Although we consider that it would potentially have the
capacity to deliver key services we have reservations over the current performance
of the constituent districts and their ability, when combined, to provide for a high
performing unitary authority, especially in view of the socio-economic challenges
facing this area. We acknowledge that the present performance of an existing
authority can provide only & brozd indicator on the future performance of a unitary
authority. However, Rossendale in particular was rated as one of the worst
performing district councils in the country in the Audit Commission’s Corporate
Governance Inspeciorate in 2002. The recent Inspection reports conducted by the
Audit Commission for both Burnley and Pendle have yielded & mixture of both fair
and good results,

150 Although the MORI opinion research shows strong links between Burnley and
Pendle we note that there is little conclusive evidence of a strong community of
interest between Rossendale and the boroughs of Burnley and Pendle. As in the
Burnley and Pendle research, Rossendsle residenis most associate themselves with
areas within their own borough. The research in Rossendale shows that residents
are more likely to travel to neighbouring Bury, rather than neighbouring Burnley, for
clothes and household goods, although this may be due to the 'pull’ of a larger
metropolitan ares.

Table 21
Unitary authority Constituent parts Population (2001)
_Hyndburn & Ribble Valley Hyndburn and Ribble Velley 135,500

151 Hyndburn Borough Council and Ribble Valley Borough Council proposed a
Hyndburn and Ribble Valley unitary authority. The proposal had the support of four
respondents as either their first or second preference. We also received z large
number of submissions from parish and town councils and residents in Ribble Valley
objecting to any proposal that would link Ribble Valley with Blackburn with-Darwen.

152 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received conceming
this proposal. We note that a Hyndburn & Ribble Valley unitary authority would have
& population of 135,500 covering & combination of both rural and urban areas. We
consider that 2 Hyndburn and Ribble Valley unitary authority could have a sufficiently
arge resource base to function as a unitary authority, although it may face
challenges in delivering large-scale services. Hyndburn Borough Council outlined a
num_!:ue.’ of initistives that the authority would adopt to ensure effective delivery of key
Services such as education and social services. In addition, the latest Inspection
réports, produced by the Audit Commission, for both Hyndburn and Ribble Valley
borough councils have generally vielded ‘fair' to ‘good’ results with ‘prospects for
Improvement’,



153 We note that the proposed unitary authority would be coterminous with
Hyndburn & Ribble Valley PCT, which supports the proposal. The two authorities are
accustomed to working together as part of wider East Lancashire partnerships such
as the East Lancashire Partnership, the East Lancashire e-government project and
East Lancashire Together.

154 We consider that 2 Hyndburn and Ribble Valley unitary authority would reflect
local community identities and interests in the aree to an extent. The southern areas
of Ribble Valley have close links with the adjoining areas of Hyndburn both of which
contain both rural and urban areas.

155 We note that the geographical and socio-economic make up of Ribble Valley
makes it distinct from many of the other districts in Lancashire. Geographically, it is
the largest district in the county and is the smallest in terms of population. It is also
one of the more affluent districts and is predominately rural in nature. As such, any
proposal to unite Ribble Valley with adjoining areas in Lancashire will resultin a
diverse authority.

156 We note that Hyndburn is very similar to Blackburn with Darwen in socio-
economic terms, and that Blackburn and the towns in Hyndburn are effectively
continuous settlements. This view was supported by the MORI opinion research,
which found that significant minorities of residents in both Hyndburn and Ribble
Valley visit Blackburn with Darwen for clothes and household goods shopping. These
strong links would not be recognised under this proposal. Although we consider that
a2 Hyndburn & Ribble Valley unitary authority could have the capaciiy to function as &
unitary authority, we consider that alternative options for this area may be more likely
to provide the setting for high performing unitary authorities in East Lancashire.

157 We received four submissions proposing fo link the three areas of Blackburn
with Darwen, Hyndburn and Ribble Valley together in one unitary authority, which
would result in 2 population of 273,000. We consider that the authority may have
merit as it would build upon the clear links between the areas, and would provide the
conditions for & high-performing authority. We note the current ‘excellent’
performance of Blackburn with Darwen Borough Council, while acknowledging that
current performance can only provide a broad indicator of the future perfiormance of
an enlarged unitary authority.

198 We received 2 number of representations objecting to any link between Ribble
Valley and Blackburn with Darwen. In particular, concerns were raised that rural
issues might be overlooked in @ more urban authority. However, we note that parts of
the existing Blackburn with Darwen and Hyndburn borough councils are relatively
rural. This would indicate that these constituent authorities are already accustomed
to providing services to a mix of urban and rural communities. In any authority with 2
diversity of communities it is incumbent upon the council to adopt an inclusive
approach, recognising and balancing the needs of all the areas and groups they

represent.
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Table 22

Unitary authority Constituent parts Population {2001)

Blackburn with Darwen Enlargsd Blackburn with 261,700
Darwen incorporating
Hyndburn district, most of
Rinble Valley and a small
part from each of South
Fibble and Chorlay

159 Blackburn with Darwen Borough Council proposed an enlarged Blackburn with
Darwen unitary authority, incorporating the whole of Hyndburn borough, most of
Ribble Valley borough and a small part from each of South Ribble and Chorley
boroughs. It also proposed a varistion of this option, which would add most of the
existing Rossendzle borough to the new authority, resulting in & population of
290,000. While no other respondents supported either proposal in full, 2 number of
variations on them were submitted to us.

160 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received concerning
this proposal. We consider that an enlarged Blackburn with Darwen unitary authority
would have the capacity to carry out key services over a larger area particularly given
Blackburn with Darwen's current experience of carrying out all local government
services, including education and social services.

161 We note that the opinion research conducted by MORI shows that some
residents in both Hyndburn and Ribble Valley associate themselves with Blackburn
with Darwen, with many regularly visiting Blackburn with Darwen, especially for
clothes and household goods shopping. We also note that Blackburn with Darwen
and Hyndburn have a similar topography and demography and the communication
links between them and the southern areas of Ribble Valley are strong. We cannot
ascertain from the opinion research whether any residents from the selected areas of
Chorley have strong community ties with other parts of the proposed unitary
authority,

162 However, we have a number of concerns about the proposal. We note that it
would have consequential effects on the options for adjoining areas in Lancashire,
given the proposal to split three districts. It would also require significant boundary
changes to adjoining districts, without any identifiable benefit to the county as a
whole. In the light of these drawbacks, we consider that alternative options relating to
the expansion of Blackburn with Darwen would be more appropriate, and could be
more likely to result in high-performing unitary authorities for the whole of the county,

163 We also received a proposal to expand Blackburn with Darwen's boundaries to
cover the existing Hyndburn and Rossendale districts, which would resultin a
population of 284,600. This was put o us as an aliernative option from Rossendale
Borough Council, and supported by one other respondent. We consider that
Rossendale's proposal would offer similar benefits to others linking Hyndbumn and
Blackburn, as previously discussed. It may also offer benefits to communities in the
Rossendale area, whose local government services could benefit from the
experience and expertise of Blackburn with Darwen. However, we noie that there are
fewer links between Rossendale and areas to the west. We &lso note that this option
would limit the possibilities for recommending suitable unitary authorities in other
paris of Lancashire.



Table 23
Unitary authority Constituent parts Population (2001)
Bury Bury anc Rossendale 246,300 B

164 We also received another proposal regarding Rossendale from Bury
Vietropolitan Borough Council, which proposed to expand its boundaries to take in
the whole of the existing Rossendalie Borough Council area. A variation on this
proposal was supported by one respondent. The proposal was opposed by
Rossendale BEorough Council.

165 We note that the MORI research shows that some residents in Rossendale
associgte themselves with Bury and that many residents visit Bury for clothes and
household goods shopping. We zlso note that there are good communication links
between the two boroughs, which are connected via the M66. We are aware that
there are some similarities between the two boroughs in terms of social,
demographic and economic make up.

166 However, we have some concerns. We acknowledge that the present
performance of an existing authority can only provide 2 broad indicator on the future
performance of an authority. However, as noted earlier, Rossendale was rated as &
poor performing authority by the Audit Commission in 2 Corporate Governance
Inspection Report in 2002. In addition, Bury Metropolitan Council was categorised as
a ‘weak’ authority by the Audit Commission in the CPA assessmenis of 2002. We,
therefore, consider that a Bury and Rossendazle unitary authority may not be the best
possible solution for Rossendale as it would face major obstacles in seeking to
become a high performing autharity; it would be a high risk option. It may also be
doubted whether such an expansion could impact positively on the provision of
services for the residents of the existing Bury Metropolitan Borough Council.

Table 24

_Unitary authority Constituent paris Population (2001)
Pendle, Ribble Valley and Pendle, Ribble Valley and the 150,000 (approx.)
Padiham town of Padiham from

Burnley

167 Pendle Borough Council proposed a Pendle, Ribble Valley and Padiham unitary
authority. The proposal was supporied by four respondents as either their first or
second preference. Pendle Borough Council also proposed & variation on this option
to also include Hyndburn, which would increase the population to around 235,000.

168 We have given careful consideration to these proposals. Pendie Borough
Council provided us with some evidence and argumentation on how the proposed
unitary authorities would deliver key services such as education and social services.
We are aware of the latest inspection reporis by the Audit Commission for Pendie,
Ribble Valley and Hyndburn borough councils have yielded mostly ‘fair’ and some
‘good’ results. Furthermore, there is some evidence of parinership working between
Pendle, Ribble Valley and Hyndburn 2= part of 2 wider East Lancashire grouping.
They are all members of the Ezst Lancashire Partinership, the East Lancashire e-
government project and East Lancashire Together. Hyndburn and Ribble Valley also
share the same Primary Care Trust.
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169 The MORI opinion research indicaies that there are some communication links
between these areas, with the town of Burnley being & focal point for some residents,
especially for clothes and household goods shopping. There are also some historical
links between Pendle and Ribble Valley boroughs, via the ‘Witches Trail' and Pendie
Hill. We also note that there are some good communication links between Ribble
Valley and Hyndburn.

170 However, we have ideniified 2 number of drawbacks with the unitary authorities
proposed by Pendie Borough Council. The MORI opinion research shows that there
are community links between Pendle borough and.the town of Burnley. Residents in
Pendle frequently visit Burnley borough for shopping and the town of Bumnley serves
as & focal point. This suggests that Pendle residents have a strong links with the
whole of the Burnley arez, rather than just the small arez of Padiham. The MORI
research also suggests that residenis in Ribble Valley and Hyndburn boroughs look
towards Blackburn with Darwen and Preston rather than Pendle. We are concerned
that there are no direct road links between the main population centres of Ribble
Valley and Pendle and the arez is geographically separated by the Forest of Pendle
and the Pendie Hills. This could be a significant obstacle to effective and convenient
local government in the areza.

171 Nor have we received any evidence of any existing joint working between
Pendle and Ribble Valley and between Pendle and Hyndburn other than as part of a
wider east Lancashire grouping. In contrast, we are aware of smaller ‘group’ working
in the context of other east Lancashire districts. We consider that the authorities have
littie community of interest and could face significant obstacles in becoming a high
performing unitary authority, and that either of the two proposed unitary authorities
would be 5 high risk option.

172 We received a further proposal from Ribble Valley Borough Council. It proposed
an enlarged Ribble Valley unitary authority which would include parts from the
boroughs of Hyndburn, Pendle, Preston, South Ribble and Wyre. We acknowledged
thal the proposed unitary authority would reflect local community identities and
interests in the area. However, we note that the proposed unitary authority would be
largely rural in nature and have a population of just over 100,000. We consider that,
on the basis of the evidence and argumentation received, without requiring a large
number of joint arrangements, it is likely to be too small to function effectively as a
unitary authority within this large rural area. In addition, we note that the proposed
authority would limit the amount of viable options available elsewhere in the county.

Table 25
Unitary authority Constituent parts Population (2001)
East Lancashire Burnley, Hyndburn, Pendle, 517,400

Ribble Valley and
Fossendzle, and Blackbum
with Darwen Borough
Council

173 We received & second option from Burnley Borough Council for an East
Lancashire unitary authority which would include the five east Lancashire districts of
Burnley, Hyndburn, Pendie, Ribble Valley and Rossendale with the adjoining unitary
authority of Blackburn with Darwen.

174 The proposed East Lancashire unitary authority would be relatively laroe,
ranking alongside the larger metropolitan authorities in population size, and would



have the capacity to deliver local government services to local people without the
need for joint arrangements. The East Lancashire unitary authority would be aided by
the experience and expertise of Blackburn with Darwen which was rated as an
‘excellent’ performing authority by the Audit Commission in the 2002 CPA
assessment. Furthermore, there is evidence that an East Lancashire unitary authority
would reflect local community identities and interests. The majority of them are
characteristic of the ‘old mill' towns of Lancashire and are similar in social, economic
and cultural make-up. In addition, the east Lancashire districts already form part of 5
well-established east Lancashire entity and the synergy between the districts is
illustrated in the numerous east Lancashire parinerships such s East Lancashire
Together, East Lancashire e-government project and the East Lancashire Project.

175 The MORI opinion research shows that residents in Pendle visit neighbouring
Burnley, especially for clothes and household goods shopping. Similarly, some
residents in Ribble Valley and Hyndburn visit Blackburn with Darwen, mostly for
clothes and household goods shopping. There are also good communication links
north to south between Ribble Valley, Hyndburn and Blackburn with Darwen and
between Pendle, Burnley and Rossendale, and & linear pattern of major roads can be
traced from Blackburn in the south to Colne in the north, including the
Mellor/Clitheroe/Simonstone triangle to the north and Haslingden and Rawtenstall to
the south.

176 However, we have some concerns over whether an East Lancashire unitary
authority, with a population of over half 2 million, could represent and engage local
communities particuiarly given that there would be a large rural element within an
otherwise urban unitary authaority.

Other proposals

177 As shown in chapter 3 we received a number of other proposals for different
patterns of unitary local government in Lancashire. We received several variations on
an authority incorporating Ribble Valley and surrounding areas. Several submissions
proposed & Ribble Valley, Lancaster City and Wyre unitary authority. While this
option would create an authority that may reflect the needs of its rural residents we
note that it has 2 number of disadvantages. Ribble Valley is & predominately rural
area and is geographically separated from Lancaster City by the Forest of Bowland
and a series of Fells with few transport links between the three districts. We slso note
that the population of Ribble Valley is concentrated in the south of the district,
resulting in fewer links between the three districts. The MORI opinion research
showed that Ribble Valley residents have stronger links to Blackburn and Preston. in
contrast, Lancaster City has stronger transport, community and historical links north
towards Cumbria than south into Ribble Valley and Wyre.

178 We received a proposal from Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council to
incorporate the Whitworth parish area of Rossendale. This was supporied by
Whitworth Town Council. While Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council only
proposed taking in this area if the remainder of Rossendale was transferred to Bury,
we consider this proposal has some merit. The Rochdale submission noied that
Whitworth is joined to the north of the metropaolitan arez by continuous urban
development, many of its residents use Rochdale schools and there are business
links between the two areas. There is Green Belt land between Whitworth and its
nearest neighbour in Rossendale, the town of Bacup, which has & different socio-
economic profile.

TN TW W OAN AW AT

'I"l'l W

LA
S NN 1 SO i O AL | WO 1

i o P |

AR

,-
bz

| {1

frr
b=

'

=i
W

[

ol

_._-—i“:p'-:.'-mls:ﬁl

A BE| RN AN KX AN AW AW AN LGS

O | | SN - e o W

A B el

y-
1
[*

— 1, T

4 I.
=

et

L

L)
FE——

R



AR L A ) LM LR LA R e ey

O e

=y

179 We also received a representation from Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council
which, while not proactively seeking an expansion, stated that the Council could
incorporate three wards from Chorley if that would facilitate 2 pattern of unitary
authorities across the remainder of the county. However, we do not consider that
such & transfer would be appropriate, and received little evidence to suggest that
such e proposzl would betfier represent community identities and interests in this
area of Chorley.

180 We also received a submission from Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council,
requesting & minor boundary amendment relating to the Appley Bridge and Tontine
areas of West Lancashire. Similarly, we glso received a request from Blackpool
Borough Council for minor boundary amendments relating to small parts of Fylde and
Whyre as its second preference. However, the purpase of this review is not simply to
address minor boundary changes, end these would have to be addressed in isolation
o this review.

181 We received a proposal to combine West Lancashire and Chorley. We did not
consider these viable options as there are no strong transport links between these
two districts and the MORI research showed no evidence of community feeling or
identity between the two districts. We also received proposals to combine South
Ribble and Chorley. However, we are of the view that the strengths of a Central
Lancashire proposal are such that any proposal that breaks this link weakens the
options for that area.

182 We received a number of proposals based on variants of the East Lancashire
unitary authority proposed by Burnley Borough Council as its second preference.
Some of these contained Blackburn with Darwen, while others were based on the
existing two-tier districts in east Lancashire. While some of these configurations were
based on districts that we consider to have common links (such as Burnley and
FPendle) we considered that others (such as Pendle and Ribble Valley) had fewer
links and communities of interests when not part of 2 wider East Lancashire unitary
authority. Furthermore, a number of these proposals would limit options for the
remainder of east Lancashire.

183 We also received proposals for various other combinations of districts, as shown
in Table 8. While the strength of support and evidence for these varied, we consider
that the fact that they could weaken other proposals across the county is 2
disadvantage.

184 We also received several proposals that would involve crossing regional
boundaries, which we are unable to recommend as a part of this review. = ~
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5 Draft recommendations

185 This chapter contains our draft recommendations for Cumbria and Lancashire.

186 In formulating our draft recommendations, we have had o ensure that our
proposals facilitate 2 pattern of unitary authorities for the whole of the Cumbriz and
Lancashire. We could not look at one local authority area in isolation, but rather have
needed io consider the consequential effects of any proposed options across the
whole of both counties. Our proposals are those that we consider are most likely to
provide the setting for high-performing and robust unitary authorities.

187 We wish to emphasise that we have not finalised our recommendations for
patterns of unitary authorities in Cumbria and Lancashire and would welcome views
during Sisge Three from all interested parties, including local residents, before we
submit our final recommendations to the Deputy Prime Minister.

Cumbria

Option One

188 We consider that a county-wide unitary authority, s proposed by Cumbria
County Council, would be likely to have sufficient capacity to provide the full range of
local government services and be able to act strategically in & relatively large,
sparsely populated area. We consider that such an authority would have an
adequate resource base to effectively deliver the full range of local government
services to the entire county and in particular to the rural areas. This proposal would
provide for continuity of service provision and partnership arrangements, and have
the potential io alleviate the current recruitment and retention problems in Cumbria.
Qur concerns about how such an authority would fulfil its community leadership role
over such a wide and, for the most part sparsely populated area, are somewhat
alleviated by the positive assessment by the Audit Commission regarding the
response to the foot and mouth crisis of 2001 and the longevity of these initiatives.
However, we have a number of reservations over how a county-wide unitary authority
would undertzke its representational role. In our view, the expectation that parish and
lown councils, where they exist, could fill the representational gap may be unrealistic.
Meveriheless, we propose to put forward this option as part of our draft
recommendations. However, we would welcome more information on how the
proposed authority might address its representational role during Stage Three.

Option Two

182 We consider that the two unitary authority option, for ‘North Cumbria’ and ‘South
Cumbriz & Lancaster’ would be well placed to reflect the generally perceived
differences in terms of local affinities between the north and the south of the county,
and have decided to consult on it. In terms of population size, both authorities would
be likely to have the potential to generate sufficient capacity to provide &ll of the
major services and address socio-economic issues which are faced by & number of
communities within the area. In this respect, the two unitary suthority option offers a
balance between the larger capacity of one unitary authority and the reflection of
community identity and interests of the three unitary authority option. As detailed
earlier, we consider that the South Cumbria & Lancaster option allows Lancaster city
lo provide 2 balance between the very different areas of Barrow-in-Fumeass and
South Lekeland. However, given the lack of consensus over this option, we are keen

in
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to receive, during Stage Three, information on how these authorities might organise
themselves in terms of providing key services and fulfilling their representational role.

180 We propose naming these unitary authorities ‘North Cumbria’ and *South
Cumbriz & Lancaster’ for the purposes of consultation. We note thai most
respondents have referred to the option that would combing Barrow-in-Furness,
South Lakeland and Lancaster as ‘Morecambe Bay', relating to the coastline that the
three authorities share. However, we consider that ‘South Cumbria & Lancaster'
could better reflect the constituent parts of this authority, although we would welcome
comments on the proposed names. Comments are similarly invited on the name

‘Worth Cumbria'.

181 We have decided against consulting on the proposals for three unitary
authorities. We note that, while immediate, local identities could be well represented
under this propeosal, the wider patterns of community within Cumbria would not be
addressed. While accepting that there are a large number of parinerships in
operation between the pairs of districts, we have significant concerns over the
capacity of three unitary suthorities o deliver large scale services effectively and
efficiently, especizlly in West Cumbria and South Cumbria, where socio-economic
issues are of particular concern and the impact of declining industries is most feli. We
also have concerns about whether these authorities would have sufficiently robust
resource bases to meet the needs of local communities, In our view, alternative
options offer far less high-risk alternatives to meeting the needs of communities in
these areas.

192 As part of our draft recommendztions for new structures of unitary local
government, we are required to suggest names for new authorities. The table below
details the names we are proposing for unitary authorities under each of the options
we are putling forward as part of our drafi recommendations. Some of the names
were proposed to us in submissions but in some cases we have proposed names
ourselves. We wish to emphazsise that the names put forward are draft proposals at
this stage. We would welcome views from zll interested parties on the
appropriateness or otherwise of the names put forward for proposed unitary
authorities, and would welcome any alternative suggestions. We will revisit our
proposals for names of new unitary authorities when we make our final
recommendations to the Deputy Prime Minister.

183 We are proposing that two options for patterns of unitary government in Cumbria
be put forward for consultation as set out in the table below:

Table 26: Draft recommendations

Unitary authority Constituent parts Population (2001)
Option One: One Cumbria County Cumnbriz County 487,600
unitary authority Council
Option twa: Two Morth Cumbria Allerdale, Copeland, 313,300
unitary authorities Carlisle and Eden

South Cumbriz & Barrow-in-Fumess, 308,200

Lancaster South Lakeland and

Lancasier

194 We wish {o emphasise that we are not dismissing outright those propesals an
which we are not consulting. Rather, we are recommending options that we consider
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based upon the evidence received so far to be most likely to meet the objectives of
the review. We welcome further views on our two options or any other aspect of the
review at Stage Three.

185 An illustrative map of each option is contained in Appendix A

Lancashire

196 We have careifully considered gll the evidence and representations received
during the initial stage of the review for Lancashire. As described earlier, we received
few proposals that addressed options for the county a5 & whole. This, and the large
number of districts within the county, has meant that making proposals for unitary
authorities across Lancashire has been particularly complex and complicated.
Accordingly, we have had to consider the submissions received with a view to
developing 2 number of schemes that would facilitate options across the whole of the
two-tier areas. While we acknowledae the merits of the various proposals put to us,
we also have a number of reservations regarding the strength of the evidence and
information in support of those proposals. We have noted that, as most submissions
only formulated unitary patterns for one part of the county, & number of issues were
left unexplored or undeveloped. In the light of these concerns, we have sought to
build upon the submissions received in order to develop options that will, in our view,
provide the setting for high performing unitary authorities in Lancashire.

Option One

187 We consider the proposal for one unitary authority for Lancashire has merit and
have decided to consult upon it as Option One of our draft recommendations. We
have noted the evidence put to us regarding the ability of such an authority to provide
a full range of local government services across the whole county arez, by building
on the existing County Council's current performance and history of strong political
leadership.

188 However, a county-wide unitary authority would cover a large and diverse
geographical arez, containing z large population spread across numerous villages,
towns and cities. We are concerned about the ability of such an authority to
effectively represent and engage with diverse local communities over such z large
population and large geographical area. We have noted the County Council's
proposal for 12 Local Cabinets, but are concerned that this might be seen to recreate
the existing two-tier structure rather than responding more directly to the diversity of
local communities. We have some concerns that this might not facilitate the operation
of 2 new unitary authority for the whole county. We would welcome further views on
this issue at Stage Three.

128 We propose two amendments to the boundaries of the proposed unitary
authority, to better reflect community identities and interests. We propose including
the Whitworth parish area of Rossendale in an expanded Rochdale authority, as
proposed by both Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council and Whitworth Town
Council. We are aware that there is a strong community of interest between
Whitworth and the adjoining arez of Rochdale, and that people in this arez may
relate more strongly to Rochdale than other arezas in Rossendale.

200 We also propose including the Fleetwood and Thornton-Cleveleys areas of the
existing Wyre Borough in an expanded Blackpool authority, broadly as proposed by
Blackpool Borough Council and supporied by Wyre Labour Group. We note that the



Fleetwood and Thornton-Cleveleys areas are geographically separated from the rest
of Wyre by an estuary, and that they are closely linked to communities in Blackpool,
sharing & similar socioc-economic basis. This propesal would reduce the population of
& Lancashire unitary authority by around 76,000. The wards that would be transferred
from Whyre to Blackpool are listed in the table below.

Table 27: Wards to be transferred from Wyre to Blackpool as pari of Option One

Bourne Morcross
Breck Park
Carleton Pharos
Cleveleys Park  Rossall
Hardhomn Siaina
High Cross Tithebam
Jubilee Victoria
hMount Warren

201 We consider that these two boundary amendments would better reflect
community identities in the areas concerned than the existing arrangemenis, and
would contribute to more effective and convenient local government for local
communities. At this stage, we consider that Lancaster should form part of 2
Lancashire unitary authority. However, we would welcome views on this given that,
under other options for the county, we have proposed that Lancaster should form
part of 2 South Cumbria & Lancaster authority.

Option Two

202 In formulating a2 sub-county option for patterns of unitary authorities in
Lancashire we have divided the county into discrete geographical areas as did many
respondents in their submissions to us. On the basis of the evidence and information
received, we have formulated for consuliation & second option, based on seven
unitary authorities which includes changes to the boundaries of several existing
unitary and metropolitan authorities.

North Lancashire

203 In the north of Lancashire, we propose combining Lancaster city with Barrow-in-
Furness and South Lakeland districts, as proposed under Option Two for Cumbria.

204 We have not been persuaded to put forward & unitary authority for Lancaster city
as pari of our draft recommendations. As explained above, we have serious ~
concems sbout the viability of such an authority. Based on the evidence received
during Stage One we do not consider that it would have the capacity to be a high
performing authority. We have considered alternative options for Lancaster, including
merging it with other districts in Lancashire. However, as detailed in the Cumbria
section of the report, we note that residents in Lancaster tend to look northwards o
Cumbria, rather than southwards to the rest of Lancashire.

Fylde and Wyre
205 Having carefully considered proposals for the Fylde and Wyre area of

Lancashire, we propose & unitary suthority combining the existing Blackpool Borough
Council with the western parts of Fylde and Wyre.

IR LI ]

|- Q) & )

J:

Y ST 5T Y[ R T | S

oy S PR, TR T PR P —

1 O O T (O

mimmmmmmimimmim



mmmmmmmwwwmmwwmwwwmmwmmmmmmmam{u;mmuau

206 We considered the proposals for 2 combined Wyre & Fylde unitary authority, but
are of the view that they would not facilitate the best possible pattern of unitary local
government for the area. We consider the arguments for including the Fleetwood and
Thornton-Cleveleys areas in an expanded Blackpool unitary authority to be
particularly strong. However, the removal of those areas from & Fylde and Wyre
unitary authority, with or without the transfer of parished areas from Preston and
Lancaster, raises serious questions over the capacity and viability of the residual
authority. In particular, we would have major concerns over the capacity of such an
authority to deliver strategic and speciglist services effectively without recourse to
extensive joint arrangements.

207 We have therefore had to consider alternative options for Fylde and Wyre. Qur
proposed unitary authority would build on the options put to us, by combining the
western paris of Wyre and Fylde in an authority with Blackpool. It recognises the
distinction within the existing Wyre and Fylde authorities between their more urban
western paris and more rural easiern areas with sound communication links to the
east and south. In addition, we note that the Local Government Commission, during
its review of Elackpool, stated that it 'accepts that the existing boundary is not ideal’,
and that ‘Blackpool's tightly drawn boundary is a cause for hesitation’. The wards that
we propose transferring to this authority are listed in the table below. Our proposal
also seeks to reflect communities of interest between Fylde, Wyre and Blackpool.
The draft proposal would create a unitary authority with & population of around
270,600 (nearly twice as large as the existing unitary authority of Blackpool). We
propose that it be named Fylde Coast unitary authority, for the purposes of
consuliation.

Table 28: Wards to be transferred from Fylde o our proposed Fylde Coast unitary authority
vnder Option Two

Ansdell Fark

Ashton Singleton & Greenhalgh
Ceniral Staining & Weeton
Clifton St John's

Fairhaven St Leonard’s
Heyhouses  Warlon & Westby (part) — the parish of Westby-with-Plumptons
Kilnhouse

Table 28: Wards to be transferred from Wyre 1o our proposed Fyide Coast unitary authority
under Option Two '

Bourne Morcross
Breck Fark
Careton Pharos
Cleveleys Park Pilling
Grezt Eccleston (part) - the parish of Out Rawclife  Preesall
Hambleton & Stalmine with Stavnall Rossall
Hardhom Staina
High Cross Tithebam
Jubilee Victoria
Mount VWarren

208 We propose that the remaining areas of Wyre and Fylde form part of & Central
Lancashire authority, as discussed in further detail below.

57



Central Lancashire

209 In the central area of the Lancashire, we propose creating a Central Lancashire
unitary authority, comprising the existing districts of Choriey, Preston and South
Ribble, as well as the eastern parts of Wyre and Fylde districts. This option would
build on proposals put forward by Preston City Council and South Ribble Borough
Council. We consider that a Central Lancashire authority, with a2 population of
384,400, could have the capacity to provide high quality services that would meet the
needs of local communities in its constituent areas. We are aware that Preston is 2
focal point for work, shopping and leisure needs for communities in and around the
ME corridor. In particular, we consider that the M6/MS5 network provides & strong link
between the ezsstern paris of both Wyre and Fylde and the rest of the proposed
authority, and that these would be more suitably included in 2 Central Lancashire
authority than in a Blackpool unitary authority. We consider that the proposal for a
Central Lancashire unitary authority is a strong one, and can be built upon in order to
facilitate patterns of unitary authorities across the county. Under this proposal, the
wards named in the table below would be included in our proposed unitary authority.

Table 30: Werds fo be transferred from Fylde to our proposed Ceniral Lancashire unitary
suthority under Option Two

Elswick & Littie Ecclesion Medlar-with-Wesham

Freckleton East Mewion & Treales
Freckleton West Ribby-with-Wrea
Kirkham North VWarton & Westby (part) — the parish of Eryning-with-Warion

Kirkham South

Table 31: Wards to be transferred from Wyre to our proposed Central Lancashire unitary
suthority under Option Two

Brock Garstang
Cabus Great Eccleston (part) — the parishes of Great Eccleston, Inskip-with-Sowerby
Calder and Upper Rawclife-with-Tarnacre

Catierall  Wyresdale

210 We have considered the proposal for & Chorley unitary authority, on its existing
boundaries. However, we have concems about the viability of such an authority. We
glso consider that alternative options in this area are more likely to provide the setting
for high performing unitary authorities.

East Lancashire

211 We consider that an East Lancashire authority comprising Burnley, Hyndburn,
Pendle, Ribble Valley, part of Ressendale and Blackburn with Darwen would reflect
the broad community interests of this part of Lancashire, uniting areas that have a
broadly similar demographic and socio-economic basis. We consider that such an
authority would benefit from the inclusion of Blackburn with Darwen, which has
experience in delivering the full range of strategic services and has been rated as an
‘excellent’ performing authority by the Audit Commission. This option would build on
the existing joint-working and partnership framework already established in East
Lancashire, We consider it couid resuli in synergies that would facilitate the
establishment of 2 'single voice’ to represent the needs of local communities in this
part of the county.
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212 We acknowledge, however, that we have received limited information and
evidence about how such an authority would function, particularly in respect of
community engagement and local representation. We would therefore particularly
welcome local views at Stage Three on this aspect.

213 As discussed in relation to Option One we propose transferring the Whitworth
parish arez of Rossendale {o an expanded Rochdale authority. We consider this
would better reflect community identities and interests in this area, and could lead to
more convenient and effective local government for the Whitworth community.

214 We examined the other proposals received for East Lancashire, but considered
that a number of them would not provide the setting for high-performing unitary
authorities. given the evidence received. We do, however, propose an alternatlive
solution for the East Lancashire area, which is outlined in Option Three.

West Lancashire

215 In West Lancashire, we propose that the existing district be divided between the
adjoining areas of Sefton and Wigan. We noled West Lancashire District Council's
submission for 8 West Lancashire unitary authority based on existing boundaries.
However, we have significant reservations about the capacity of 2 West Lancashire
unitary authority, with a population of around 108,400, to deliver major local
government services without resorting to a wide range of joint arrangements. We
considered including the whole of West Lancashire district in a Central Lancashire
unitary authority. However, there are few links between West Lancashire and the
other Lancashire districts, and that its inclusion could dilute the anticipated
effectiveness of 2 Central Lancashire unitary authority.

216 Other solutions for this arez include the transfer of West Lancashire to the
adjoining metropolitan authority of Sefton. We note that there are reasonably good
communication links between Sefion, Ormskirk and the western part of West
Lancashire. In addition, we are aware that significant minorities of West Lancashire
residents associate themselves with the Southport arez of Sefton, and that it
provides a focal point for clothes and household goods shopping for some residents.

217 Conversely, we note that Skelmersdale and the eastern area of West Lancashire
have more links with Wigan and that there are good transport links between these
areas. Travel o work patierns show West Lancashire's linkages with the metropolitan
areas to the south and we consider that the south-eastern parts of the district may
have communities of interest with Wigan rather than with Sefton. Our proposals seek
to reflect these linkages. =

218 Seflon and Wigan, as existing single-tier authorities, already have experience of
providing the full range of local government services. We note that they were
categorised as ‘fair and ‘excellent’ periorming councils respectively by the Audit
Commission in the CPA 2002. We recognise that the existing performance of 2
council can only provide a broad indicator on the future performance of 2 new or
expanded unitary authority. However, we consider that the proposed authorities
could provide effective and convenient local government in the areas concerned.

218 Under our proposals, the areas broadly in the east of the district, including
skelmersdale, would be included in an enlarged Wigan authority. We propose that
the remaining part of West Lancashire, including Ormskirk, be combined with Sefton,
and that the unitary authority be named Sefion & West Lancashire for the purposes
of consultation. We note that this option would, in part, reflect Wigan Metropolitan



Borough Council's proposal to expand its boundaries to include the Appley Bridge
and Tontine areas of West Lancashire. The tables below indicate the wards to be
transferred to both Sefton and Wigan.

Table 32: Wards to be transferred from West Lancashire to Seffon under Option Two

Aughilon Park Knowsley
Aughton & Downholland MWorth Meols
Burscough East Rufford
Burscough West Scarisbrick
Derby Scott
Hzlzall Tarleton

Hesketh-with-Becconsall

Table 33: Wards lo be trensferred from West Lancashire to Wigan under Option Two

Ashurst - Parbold

Bickerstaffe Skelmersdzle North
Birch Gresn Skelmersdale South
Digmoor Tanhouse

Moorside Upholland
Newburgh Wrightington

Option Three

220 Option Three is similar to Option Two, the only difference being an alternative
proposal for east Lancashire. .

221 Under this option, we propose two unitary authorities in east Lancashire;
Blackburn & Ribble, which would comprise Blackburn with Darwen, Hyndburn and
Ribble Valley, and South East Lancashire, which would comprise Bumnley, Pendle
and Rossendale, less the parish of Whitworth (which once again we propose should
be transferred {o Rochdale).

222 We consider that this proposal would offer an alternative solution for east
Lancashire, and could counter concerns over the size of & single East Lancashire
unitary authority. We consider that these two unitary authorities, with populations of
over 200,000, could still provide the setting for high-performing unitary authorities by
combining areas that share similar characteristics, building upon existing synergies
and parinerships. In our view, this proposal would reflect communities in this areg,
and would deliver services effectively to meet local needs.

223 As part of our draft recommendations for new structures of unitary local
government, we are required to suggest names for new authorities. The table below
details the names we are proposing for unitary authorities under each of the options
we are putting forward as part of our draft recommendations. Some of the names
were proposed to us in submissions but in some cases we have proposed names
ourselves. We wish to emphasise strongly that the names put forward are draft
proposals at this stage. We would welcome views from all interested parties on the
appropriateness or otherwise of the names put forward for proposed unitary
authorities, and would welcome any aliernative suggestions. We will revisit our
proposals for names of new unitary zuthorities when we make our final
recommendations to the Deputy Prime Minister.
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224 We are proposing that three options for patterns of unitary government in
Lancashire be put forward for consultation as set out in the table below:

Table 34: Draft recommendsations

Option Unitary authority

Constituent parts

Fopulation (2001)

Option Lancashire County Council
One Blackpool
Fochdale
Optian Cenfral Lancashire
Two

Ezst Lancashire

Fyide Coast
Rochdale
Seflon & West Lancashire

South Cumbria & Lancaster

Wigan
Option lzckburn & Ribble
Thres
Central Lancashire
Fylde Coast
Rochdale

Sefion & West Lancashire

South Cumbriz & Lancaster

South East Lancashire

Wigan

Most of Lancashire County
Blackpool and part of Wyre
Rochdzle and part of
Fossendale

Chorley, Preston, South
Ribble, part of Fylde and
part of Wyre )
Blackburn with Darwen,
Burnley, Hyndburn, Pendle,
Ribble Valiey and

part of Rossendale
Blackpool, part of Fyide and
part of Wyre

Rochdale and part of
Fossendale

Seflon and part of West
Lancashire
Barrow-in-Furness,
Lancaster and South
Lzkeland

Wigan and part of West
Lancashire

Biackburn with Darwen,
Hyndburn and Ribble Valley
Chorley, Preston, South
Ribble, part of Fylde and
part of Wyre

Elackpool, part of Fyide and
part of Wyre

Rochdale and part of
Fossendale

Sefion and part of West
Lancashire
Barrow-in-Furnsss,
Lancaster and South
Lakeland

Burmnley, Pendle and part of
Rossendale

Wigan and part of West
Lancashire

1,051,200
218,500
212,600

364,400

510,100

270,600
212,600
338,200

308,200

353,800
272,800

384,400

270,600
212,600
338,800

.308,200

237,200

225 We wish to emphasise that we are not dismissing outright those proposals on
which we are not consulling. Rather, we are recommending options that we consider,
based upon the evidence received so far, to be most likely to meet the objectives of
the review. We welcome further views on our three options or any other aspect of the

review at Stage Three.



225 In the light of further evidence received, we may decide that our draft
recommendations should be refined or otherwise varied, and we may change the
number of options put forward in our final recommendations to the Deputy Prime
Minister.

227 An illustrative map of each option is contained in Appendix A.
Financial model

228 The ODPM's guidance provides & financial mode! for use by The Boundary
Committee for England. This model only addresses the costs of ‘being in business’
and does not consider the total transitional or ongoing costs of change. As such, it
differs from financial models used during previous local government reviews.
Research on modelling the costs of local government reorganisation is available on
the ODPM website: www.odpm.gov.uk.

229 We consider that the model provided by the ODPM provides a useful starting
point for comparing difierent options based on a limited range of well-defined costs.
However, we have {aken the view that cost estimates cannot be a-determining facior
in deciding which patierns of wholly unitary structures are appropriate. This is
discussed in further detail in the Overview report.

230 At the beginning of the review we requesied that all local suthorities in the two-
tier areas under review complete a financial return. The Audit Commission has
assisied us in the process by assessing whether the information provided by local
guthorities had been prepared in accordance with the Committee’s requirements and
is consistent with relevant supporting records held by the authority. We also
appointed PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) as our financial consultants for the
purposes of this review and to assist us in collecting and anzalysing the financial data
using the financial model.

231 The Audit Commission has found that the returns for Cumbria and Lancashire
were prepared in accordance with our requirements, and that the financial and
related information contained in the returns is relevant to assessing the costs of
being in business and is consistent with the records held by each of the local
authorities under review.

232 The table below shows the current costs of ‘being in business’ of the existing
local government structure of Cumbriz and for each of the options we wish to consult
upon, based on the audited returns and the model. Further information is available on

our website.

Table 35: Finencial model — costs of ‘being in business'— Cumbria

Costs
Existing two-tier structure 17.8
Option One 8.1
Option Two 13.9

233 Option Two includes 2 unitary suthority of South Cumbriz & Lancaster,
comprising Barrow-in-Furness, South Lakeland (in Cumbriz) and Lancaster (in
Lancashire). Accordingly, the ‘costs of being in business’ associated with Option Two
cannot be directly compared with the costs associated with Option One or with
current costs.
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234 The table below shows the current costs of ‘being in business’ of the existing
local government structure of Lancashire and for each of the options we wish to
consult upon, based on the audited retumns and the model.

Tebie 38: Financizl model — costs of ‘being in business’— Lanceshire

Costs
Existing two-tier structure 38.7
Option One 12.2
Option Two 23.1
Option Three 25.9

235 Options Two and Three both include 2 unitary authority of South Cumbria &
Lancaster, comprising Barrow-in-Furness, South Lakeland (in Cumbria) and
Lancaster (in Lancashire). Accordingly, the 'costs of being in business’ associated
with Options Two and Three, although comparable with each other, cannot directly
be compared with the costs associasted with Option One or with current costs.

236 Cumbria County Council also supplied us with its own evaluation in relation to
the cost of its own proposal, and for those proposed by the district councils in
Cumbriz. In using & model developed by the County Councils’ Network, Cumbriz
County Council estimated that one unitary authority for Cumbria would have a three-
year payback period, as compared with 39 years for & two unitary option (including
Lancaster) or 2 three-unitary option, which would never pay for itself. The figures
provided by the Council have not been verified as part of our process.
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6 Other matters

237 In addition to consulting on options for future local government structures in
Cumbriz and Lancashire, we have also considered the treatment of ceremonial
arrangements and the provision of certain services.

238 In & late amendment 1o the 2003 Act in its passage through Parliament,
provision was made to allow us to make recommendations for changes to the
boundaries of existing unitary authorities that adjoin the two-tier areas, but only to
expand the areas of the unitary authorities.

239 In addition {0 enabling us to look across the boundaries of shire unitary
authorities, we may also look across the boundaries of metropolitan districts. This
has an unintended effect. From our understanding of section 14(7)(b) of the 1992
Act, any expansion of a metropolitan district resulting from the transfer to it of any
part of & two-tier area has the effect of making that district non-metropolitan. That is
to say, it will no longer form part of 2 metropolitan county area.

240 Given the constraints of the review timetable we have been unable to consider in
detail the full implications for each of the metropolitan district councils affected by our
options for structural change in Lancashire. Further work on these will be underiaken
during Stage Three. In the meantime, however, we have sought in the following draft
recommendations to address the more obvious effects.

Ceremonial arrangements

241 In strict legal terms, each unitary authority is a county in its own right. That is
because Schedule 1 to the Local Government Act 1872 defines local government
areas in England and Wales by reference 10 county areas, not district areas; unitary
districts are created by ‘deeming’ the unitary authorities as districts for certain
statutory functions. The 'deeming’ is achieved in the structural change order.

242 Under the Reserve Forces Act 1280 every county is entitled to a Lord
Lieutenant. While this is entirely appropriate for unitary county councils, in practical
terms there is no need for most unitary district councils to have their own Lord
Lieutenant and other ceremonial arrangements. We have considered the particular
circumstances relating to our proposals for a South Cumbria & Lancaster unitary
authority, which crosses the existing Cumbria and Lancashire boundary. For the
purposes of consultation, we are proposing that the new authority be Ilnked thh
Lancashire for ceremonial purposes.

Cumbria Option Two

Draft recommendation

The county of Cumbria should be retained for ceremonial and relsted purposes, and the
unitary authority of North Cumbria should be associated with the county for such purposes.
The unitary authority of South Cumbriz & Lancaster should be associated with the county of
Lancashire for ceremonial and related purposes.




Lancashire Option One

| Draft recommendation
| The unitary authority of Rochdale should continue to be associated with the county of Greater
Manchester for cerermonial and related purposes.

Lancashire Option Two

| Draft recommendation

! The county of Lancashire should be retained for ceremonial and related purposes, and the
unitary authorities of Central Lancashire, East Lancashire, Fylde Coast and South Cumbriz &
Lancaster should be associzied with the county for such purposes.

The authorities of Rochdale and Wigan should continue to be associated with the county of
Greater Manchester for ceremonial and related purposes. Sefton & West Lancashire should
be associated with the county of Merseyside for ceremonial and related matters.

Lancashire Option Three

Draft recommendation

The county of Lancashire should be retained for ceremonial and related purposes, and the
unitary suthorities of Blackburn & Ribble, Central Lancashire, Fylde Coast, South Cumbria &
Lancaster and South East Lancashire should be associzted with the county for such
purposes,

The authorities of Rochdale and Wigan should continue to be associated with the county of
| Greater Manchester for ceremonial and related purposes. Sefton & West Lancashire should
be associated with the county of Merseyside for ceremonizal and related matters.

—

Public protection

243 Section 14(5)(e) of the Local Government Act 1992 invites us to consider
whether, in connection with any recommended structural or boundary change, there
should be any change in palice areas, including whether there should be an increase
or reduction in the number of police areas. Section 17(3)(g) and (h) of the 1992 Act
(implementation of recommendations) enables the Secretary of State to make
provision in respect of the constitution, election and membership of public bodies in
any area affected by the structural change order, including their abolition or
establishment.

244 Under section 17(6) of the 1292 Act, the Secretary of State is required to ensure
that no unitary county or & district (unitary or two-tier) is divided between two or more
police areas.

245 With the creation of police authorities under the Police and Magistrates Courts
Act 1894, the police service is no longer 2 county function. However, the membership
of each police authority is appointed by & committee that drews 2 high proportion of
its membership from local government. In two-tier counties, the local authority
element is from the county council. Accordingly, for options that include sub-county
patterns of unitary authorities, we must make recommendations in respect of the
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area and the membership of the committee that appoints members of police
authorties. Our recommendations tzke no account at this stage of proposals for
changes to police authority membership on which the Government is currently
consulting.

246 The options for the establishment of 2 new South Cumbria & Lancaster
authority, which would cross the existing Cumbria and Lancashire boundary, raise
particular issues. We need o consider whether the new authority should be linked
with either the Cumbriz or the Lancashire Police Authority area.

247 We received no proposals in relztion to this maiter during Stage One of the
review. Arguably, 8 South Cumbria & Lancaster authority should be brought within
the Lancashire Police Authority area, given its location and focus. However, that
raises questions over the future viability of the Cumbria Police Authority and the
Cumbriz Constabulary. The Paolice Authority's resource base would be small, and
could result in the effectiveness of the Constabulary being called into question.
These are important issues on which we seek further evidence and views during
Stage Three. For the purposes of consultation, however, we are proposing that for all
options involving @ South Cumbria & Lancaster unitary authority, a single Cumbria &
Lancashire Police Authority should serve both counties.

248 In relzstion to the metropolitan disiricts affecled by our options for Lancashire, we
see no reason to disturb the existing fire and police authority coverage.

249 While we are aware that the Government has published proposals on the future
of the fire service, it is currently & strategic county function for which formal joint
arrangements need to be made. It would not be practical for individual unitary
districts to run their own service. Nor would it be appropriate for us, given the
importance of the function, to rely on the authorities concerned establishing informal
partnership arrangements.

250 There are, of course, a number of other public protection agencies in each area
under review, such as the magisirates’ courts service, the probation service, Local
Criminal Justice Boards, Drug Action Teams and Crime and Disorder Partnerships.
Ceriain of these agencies are based on local authority areas, and the creation of
unitary authorities will have an impact on them. However, they are not strategic local
autharity services and, at present, we see no reason io make recommendations in -
respect of them. Our understanding is that any necessary alterations to their areas or
membership will flow automatically from the patterns of any unilary authorities that
may be established.

Cumbriz Option Two

Draft recommendation

There should be & combined authority established in the county areas of Cumbria and
Lancashire for the fire service, on which representatives of the new unitary authorities should
serve, A new police authority should be established in place of the Cumbriz and Lancashire
Police authorities. Representatives of the unitary suthorities in the counties should serve on &
joint commitiee to select the local authority membership of the new police authority. No
changes are proposed to the areas covered by other public protection agencies in the existing
sdminisirative counties of Cumbriz and Lancashire.




Lancashirs Option One

Draft recommendstion

The arez covered by Lancashire Police Authority should be altered to refiect the proposed
transfer of part of Rossendale to Rochdale. No changes are proposed to the areas of other
public protection agencies in the existing adminisirative county of Lancashire.

The Greater Manchester Fire and Civil Defence and Police authorities should continue to
cover the arez of an expanded Rochdale suthority. There should be no change to the
membership of Greater Manchester Fire and Civil Defence Authority. Representatives of
Fochdzle should continue to sit on the committee which selects the local authority
membership of the Greater Manchester Police Authority.

Lancashire Option Two

| other public protection agencies in the existing administrafive counties of Cumbria and
| Lancashire.

| The Greater Manchester Fire and Civil Defence and Police authorities should continue to

Draft recommendation

There should be & combined authority established in the county areas of Cumbria and
Lancashire for the fire service, on which representatives of the unitary authorities in the
counties should serve. A new police authority should be established in place of the Cumbria
and Lancashire Police authorities, the area of which should reflect the proposed transfer of
paris of Rossendale and West Lancashire to adjoining districts. Reprasentatives of the unitary
authorities in the counties should serve on a joint committee to select the local authority
membership of the new police authority. No changes are proposed to the areas covered by

cover the areas of expanded Rochdale and Wigan authorities. The Merseyside Fire and Civil
Defence and Police authorities should cover the area of Sefton & West Lancashire.

There should be no change to the membership of the Fire and Civil Defence authorities in
Greater Manchester or Merseyside.

Representatives of Rochdale, Wigan and Sefion & West Lancashire should continue io serve |
on the relevant commitiees which select the local authority membership of the police
authorities for Greater Manchester and Merseyside,
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Lancashire Option Three

Dreft recommendstion

There should be 2 combined authority established in the county areas of Cumbriz and

Lancashire for the fire service, on which representatives of the unitary authorities in the

counties should serve. A new police authority should be established in place of the Cumbria

| and Lancashire Police authorities, the area of which should reflect the proposed transfer of

| pans of Rossendale and West Lancashire to adjoining districts. Representatives of the unitary

suthorities in the counties should serve on & joint committee 1o select the local authority

membership of the new police authority. No changes sre proposed to the areas covered by

other public protiection agencies in the existing administrative counties of Cumbriz and
Lancashire. )

The Greaier Manchesier Fire and Civil Defence and Police authorities should continue to
cover the areas of expanded Rochdale and Wigan authorities. The Merseyside Fire and Civil
Defence and Police authorities should cover the arez of Sefton & West Lancashire.

There should be ne change to the membership of the Fire and Civil Defence authorities in
Greater Manchester or Merseyside. .-

Fepresentiatives of Rochdale, Wigan and Sefion & West Lancashire should continue io serve
on the relevant committees which select the local authority membership of the police
autherities for Greater Manchester and Merseyside.

Strategic planning

251 Section 14(5)(d) of the 1982 Act inviles us, in connection with any structural
change, to make recommendations in relation to strategic planning. In particular, we
are asked to consider whether new unitary authorities should be structure or Unitary
Development Planning (UDP) authorities, and whether they should be waste and
mineral planning authorities. We can recommend joint arrangements for the exercise
of these functions.

252 Subject to Parliamentary approval, the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Bill
makes provision for the introduction of regional spatial strategies (RSS) in each
region, which will replace the structure plan and UDP process. In the meantime,
however, we are required to make recommendations in respect of strategic planning.

253 Given the nature of the areas under review, we see no case at this stage for
recommending that any new unitary authority become & UDP authority. Accordingly,
we are proposing a continuation of the structure planning process, to be undertaken
jointly across each county area.

254 Yet again, however, our proposal for a cross-county South Cumbria & Lancaster
authority raises particular issues given that Cumbria and Lancashire have different
structure plans. A South Cumbriz & Lancaster authority would have two structure
plans in place, one for the Barrow-in-Furness and South Lakeland areas, and one for
the Lancaster area. This points to the need for a significant level of cooperation
between all Cumbrian and Lancashire unitary authorities in fulfilling their strategic
planning obligations.



Cumbriz Option One

Draft recommendation

For strategic planning, the unitary county council should have responsibility for structure
planning for its area. It should have the responsibility for formulating detailed minerals and
waste policies for its area in general conformity with the policy framework estabiished by the
structure pizn, and should be authorised to include such policies in its local plans.

Responsibility for local plang will rest with the unitary county council. It will exercise
development control funclions for ite area for all purposes.

Cumbria Option Two

Draft recommendastion

For strategic planning, the unitary authorities of North Cumbriz and South Cumbriz &
Lancaster should be structure planning suthorities for their areas, with a view io that function

| being exercised jointly with the unitary authorities in the county of Lancashire. The unitary

| authorities should each have responsibility for minerals and waste planning policies. They

| should discharge these responsibilities jointly but should also be authorised, if it would secure
greater efficiency without prejudicing the county-wide strategic policy, to include such detailed
policies in their local plans.

Responsibility for local plans will rest with the new unitary authorities. They will exercise
development control functions for their areas for all purposes.

Lancashire Option One

| Draft recommendation

| For strategic planning, the unitary county council should have responsibility for structure
planning for its area, with & view to that function being exercised jointly with Blackbumn with
Darwen and Blackpool so as to maintain 2 single structure plan across the whole of the

| combined area. It should have the responsibility for formulating detailed minerals and waste
| policies for its area in general conformity with the policy framework established by the
structure plan, and should be authorised to include such policies in its local plans.

Responsibility for local plans will rest with the unitary county council. It will exercise
| development control functions for its area for all purposes.
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Lancashire Option Two

Oraft recommendzslion

For strategic planning, the unitary authorities of Central Lancashire, East Lancashire, Fyide
Coast and South Cumbriz & Lancasier should be structure planning authorities for their
areas, with & view to that function being exercised jointly with North Cumbria. The unitary
authorities should each have responsibility for minerals and waste planning policies. They
should discharge these responsibilitizs jointly bul should alse be authorised, if it would secure
greater efficiency without prejudicing the county-wide strategic policies, to include such
detailed policies in their local plans.

Responsibility for local plans will rest with the unitary authorities. They will exercise
development control functions for their areas for all purposes.

Lancashire Option Three

| Draft recommendation

For strategic planning, the unitary authorities of Blackburn & Ribble, Central Lancashire,

Fylde Coast, South Cumbria & Lancaster and South East Lancashire should be structure
planning suthorities for their areas, with a view to that function being exercised jointly with
North Cumbria. The unitary authorities should each have responsibility for minerals and waste
planning policies. They should discharge these responsibilities jointly but should also be
authorised, if it would secure greater efficiency without prejudicing the county-wide strategic
policies, to include such detailed policies in their local plans.

Responsibility for local plans will rest with the unitary authorities. They will exercise
development control functions for their areas for all purposes.

Other services

255 We believe that the unitary authorities set out in our options will each have the
capacity to carry out the other main local government functions, whether this be
directly or in partnership with other public or private sector bodies. However, we
expect the authorities, particularly those included within the sub-county options, to
work together closely to ensure that specizalist expertise is not unnecessarily broken
up and that existing levels of efficiency and effectiveness in the provision of relatively
small-scale but important functions such as trading standards, archive provision and
emergency planning are maintained.
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7 What happens next?

256 There will now be a consultation period, during which everyone is invited to
comment on the draft recommendations for unitary authorities in Cumbriz and
Lancashire contained in this report. Our draft propesals will now be given wide
circulation throughout the areas under review and we hope they will stimulate
comment and debate — the deadline for responses is 23 February 2004. We will take
fully into account all submissions received by 23 February 2004. Any received afier
this date cannot be taken into sccount. All responses may be inspected at our
offices, and 2 list of respondents will be avzilable from us on request after the end of
the consultation period.

257 Express your views by using the online form on our website
(www.boundarycommittee.org.uk), or by writing directly to us:

Local Government Review Team
Cumbriz and Lancashire review

The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House

Great Peter Street

London SW1P ZHW

258 The Commitiee regrets that we are unable to acknowledge any submissions.

259 In the light of responses received, we will review and refine our draft
recommendations. Based on the information and evidence received, we may vary
our recommendations from those in the draft recommendations report. It is therefore
important that all interested parties let us have their views and evidence by

23 February 2004. We will then submit our final recommendations to the Deputy
Prime Minister. After the publication of our final recommendations, all further
correspondence should be sent to the Deputy Prime Minister.
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Appendix A
Maps of draft options for Cumbria and Lancashire

The following maps illustrate our draft options for wholly unitary patterns of local
government in Cumbria and Lancashire:

Map A1 illustrates Option One for Cumbria
Map A2 illustrates Option Two for Cumbria
Map A3 illustrates Option One Lancashire
Map A4 illustrates Option Two for Lancashire

Map A5 illustrates Option Three for Lancashire

i



Map A1: Option One for Cumbria
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Map A2: Option Two for Cumbria
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Map A3: Option One for Lancashire
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Map A4: Option Two for Lancashire
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Map A5: Option Three for Lancashire

Lmndamam

f

16 s g" orecambe

= | ancaster
2

&1 ) .
b
S
ﬁﬂr
- -

ey Lyl
o Bla
R Blackp:

1 Biackbum and Ribbls 7 Safion and West Lenceshire ' Froposed UA boundary — e
2 Central Lancashire & Wigan Existing UA boundary

3 Fyide Coast ' g Ballon

4 South Cumbria and Lanzaster 10 Bury [

§ South Easi Lencachire 11 Knowsley i . g

£ Rochdale 12 Liverpool | Population Araas e

13 St Helens

80

m

Im

I
h. Al

'Ill
iy
]!

it

nmm
LIL. A

7



e gl T Y MY AV BY MU IR IEY RY Ry MY CEY EY DEY DY LY KV IED CTET THDOTEY TRV DAL TENTIRY IR VR O R R R AR

Appendix B

Code of practice on written consultation

The Cabinet Office’s November 2000 Code of Practice on Written Consultation.
www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/servicefirst/index/consuliation.htm, requires all
Government Depariments and Agencies o adhere to certain criteriz, set out below,
on the conduct of public consultations. Public bodies, such as The Boundary
Commitiee for England, are encouraged to foliow the Code.

The Code applies {o consultation documents published after 1 January 2001, which
should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and confirm that
the criteria have otherwise been followed.

Table B1: The Boundary Commiftee for England's compliznce with Code criteria

Criteriz Compliance/departure

Timing of consullation should be buill into the planning process
for & policy (including legislation) or service from the siar, so
that it has the best prospect of improving the proposals
congerned, and so that sufficient time is left for it al each stage.
It should be clear who is being consulied, aboul what questions,
in what bmescale and for whal purpose.

A consultation document should be as simple and concise 25
possible, It should include a summary, in two pages at mest, of
the main guesiions il seeks views on. |t should make it a5 easy
as possible for readers to respond, make contact or compliain.
Documents should be made widely available, with the fuliest
use of electronic means (though not to the exclusion of others),
and effectively drawn to the ahention of all interested groups
and individuals.

Sufiicient time should be zllowed for considered responses from
all groups with an interest. Twelve weaeks should be the We comply with this requirement.
standard minimum period for 2 consuliation,

FResponses should be carefully and open-mindedly analysed,

and the results made widely available, with an account of the We comply with this requirement.
views expressed, and reasons for decisions finally taken.

Depariments should monitor and evaluzie consulialions,

designating & consultation coordinator who will ensure the We comply with this requirement.
lzssons are disseminated.

Ve comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.




REGIONAL GOVERNMENT
REVISED PROPOSED COMMITTEE TIMETABLE

Boundary Committee announce options

| Indicative -

2 December '03

Options reported to the Executive for information and commencement
of consultation

18 December 03

Formal consultation:

e 0O & S Communities « 8 January '04

« O & S Corporate Resources « 12 January '04

« O & S Infrastructure « Special 15 Jan '04

« NNDR Group 14 January '04

« City Vision Group « 13Jan ‘04

e Parish Councils e Propose 11 Dec ‘03 for
response to City Council Jan
lﬂ4l

Note: Normal Council 13 Jan '04

Results of Consultation reported to Executive 19 Jan 04

Preparation of a report in the light of consultation received

Formal response report with options to Executive 5 February '04

Formal consultation with O & S Committees — Special Meetings to be
arranged

Note next normal meetings:
Community =12 Feb '04

Corporate Resources — 19 Feb '04
Infrastructure — 4 March 04

Between 8, 10 & 11 Feb '04
(Special meetings if required)

Special Executive to receive results of second consultation and
propose Council Resolution

13 February ‘04

Special Council (will be an urgent item subject to the agreement of the
Mavyar)

20 February 04

Response to Boundary Committee

23 February '04

Reg govt cttee timetable dec03



