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Meeting of the Full Council
Meeting to be held on Thursday, 8 April 2021

Report submitted by: Chief Executive and Director of Resources

Electoral Division affected:
(All Divisions);

Response to the Consultation on Local Government Reorganisation in
Cumbria and North Yorkshire
(Appendices A and B refers)

Contact for further information:
Phil Green, Tel: (01772) 531443, Director of Growth Environment and Planning,
phil.green@Ilancashire.gov.uk

Executive Summary

The report considers the Government consultation by the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government seeking views on the locally-led proposals that
the Secretary of State has received following his invitation to councils in Cumbria,
North Yorkshire, and Somerset to submit proposals for local government
reorganisation. In particular the views of the County Council, as a named consultee,
are sought with regard to proposals in the neighbouring administrative areas of
Cumbria and North Yorkshire.

The consultation asks a number of questions to help inform the Secretary of State’s
assessment of each proposals, including the three main tests that will form the basis
of the Secretary of State's consideration:

e whether the proposal will improve local government services
e whether there is a good deal of local support in the round for the proposal
e whether the proposed new council areas cover a credible geography

Other public service providers, including health, the police, Local Enterprise
Partnerships, and certain business, voluntary sectorand educational bodies have
also been consulted. The Secretary of State will carefully consider all views
expressed, including from local residents, as well as from named consultees.

The report and appendices consider the implications of the proposals with regard to
the County Council in order that Full Council agree the basis on which the final
response to the consultation is made.
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Recommendation

That Full Council be asked to:

(i) agree the principles of the response to the consultation, as set out in the

report; and

(i) agree that the Chief Executive be authorised to finalise and respond to the

consultation on proposals for locally-led reorganisation of local government in
Cumbria and North Yorkshire as set out in this report, in consultation with the
Leader of the Council, based on the principles agreed by Full Council.

1. Background

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

On 9 October 2020, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government issued an invitation to local authorities in three council areas —
North Yorkshire, Cumbria and Somerset — to submit proposals for unitary local
government by 8 December 2021.

On 22 February 2021, the Secretary of State formally began a consultation on
the proposals received. In total, there were 8 proposals, two each in North
Yorkshire and Somerset, and four in Cumbiria.

The consultation period is for 8 weeks and responses are invited from all
interested parties. Lancashire received an invitation to respond specifically on
proposals in Cumbria and North Yorkshire as a neighbouring authority, and
because, in the case of one of the proposals for Cumbria, an area currently
within Lancashire (Lancaster, see proposal C2 below) would be directly
affected.

A map illustrating the areas subject to consultation is shown below and further
details of the various proposals are set out in this report. The consultation will
close at 11.45pm on 19 April 2021, and Full Council is asked to consider the
proposals for Cumbria and North Yorkshire and agree a response.

Following the close of the consultation, the Secretary of State will consider the
proposals and consultation responses and assess the proposals against the
criteria (See Section 2 below) before reaching a balanced judgement on which
proposals, if any, to implement.

The Secretary of State may decide, subject to Parliamentary approval, to
implement a proposal with or without modification, or to not implement any
proposal. He may also seek advice from the Local Government Boundary
Commission for England. If any proposals are to be implemented, the
Government advises that the Secretary of State’s decisions will be
communicated to the councils as soon as practicable and it is expected that
any new unitary councils take on full council role from April 2023, with
transitional arrangements in 2022-23 to support a smooth implementation.
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Map of Cumbria and North Yorkshire
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2. Assessment Criteria

2.1 When formulating a response to the consultation, it is important to consider the
key criteria against which the Secretary of State will be considering and

assessing the proposals. These are:

(1) whether they are likely to improve local government and service
delivery across the area of the proposal (giving greater value for money,
generating savings, providing stronger strategic and local leadership, and

which are more sustainable structures);

(2) whether they command a good deal of local support as assessed in the

round across the whole area of the proposal; and

(3) whether the area of any new unitary council is a credible geography
consisting of one or more existing local government areas with an
aggregate population which is either within the range 300,000 to 600,000,
or such other figure that, having regard to the circumstances of the
authority, including local identity and geography, could be considered

substantial.

2.2 Furthermore, guidance from the Secretary of State indicates that proposals

should:

¢ clearly describe structures and how they will achieve the outcomes above;

¢ include evidence and analysis to support the proposal;
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e consider impact on other local boundaries for example an assessment of
the impact on police forces and/or fire and rescue and should include the
views of the relevant Police and Crime Commissioners and Fire and
Rescue Authorities; and

¢ take into account the wider context on promoting economic recovery and
growth, possible devolution deals and Mayoral Combined Authorities.

2.3 The respective proposals for North Yorkshire and Cumbria are described in
Section 3 below and the key points for the County Council aligned to the key
criteria as set out in section 2.1 above and Appendix A are summarised as
‘LCC Considerations’. Subject to the decision of Full Council, it is intended that
the Chief Executive be authorised to respond to the formal consultation before
the Government deadline using the online platform, based on the principles
agreed.

3. Proposals
North Yorkshire: Descriptions of Options

3.1 There are two options for Local Government Reorganisation in North Yorkshire;
a single unitary, retaining the existing City of York unitary, and two unitaries,
East and West, absorbing the existing City of Your unitary.

(NY1) Single Unitary for North Yorkshire

3.2 North Yorkshire County Council submitted a proposal to establish a single
unitary authority for the whole administrative county of North Yorkshire, with a
population of 618,100 and no changes to the existing City of York unitary (with
a population of 210,600).

Figure 1: Map of North Yorkshire's county, district, national park and parish boundaries.
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3.3

(NY2) Two Unitaries, West and East

Six authorities comprising Craven District Council, Harrogate Borough
Council, Richmondshire District Council, Ryedale District Council,
Scarborough Borough Council and Selby District Council submitted a joint
proposal for two unitary councils covering the whole of the area of the
administrative county of North Yorkshire and the administrative area of the City
of York. The proposal comprises one unitary to the east with a population of
465,400, including Ryedale, Scarborough, Selby and the current unitary of
York; and one to the west with a population of 363,200 including Craven,
Hambleton, Harrogate and Richmondshire.

Figure 2 Proposal for two, east and west unitary authorities

N

LCC Considerations - North Yorkshire

3.4

It is considered that as a principle, the creation of unitary authorities of
appropriate size and scale can be a means to deliver better, more sustainable
local government services, especially in large administrative areas where there
is currently a complex mix of two tier and unitary authorities. This section
considers the two options for North Yorkshire against the key criteria and
consultation questions.

Improving local government and service delivery

3.4.1 Whilst on a smaller scale than Lancashire comprising just over half our
population size, North Yorkshire is currently made up of a county council,
seven districts and a unitary council. It is therefore considered that in
principle both of the options, proposing unitary authorities, would
represent an improvement on the current position.
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Local Support

3.4.2 It is considered that the views of those people and stakeholders directly
affected should be paramount. As a neighbouring authority either change
would have minimal impact on the operations of Lancashire County
Council. However, at a strategic level an amplified, stronger and unified
voice for North Yorkshire is likely to compromise Lancashire's ability to
present its case and advocate for its residents and businesses with the
same level of authority and influence.

Credible Geography

3.4.3 The criteria for a credible geography set out at para 2.1 above indicates
either a population range of 300,000-600,000 or other such figure having
regard to the circumstances of the authority, including local identity and
geography. Both options ensure that all tiers of government affected are
within the scope of the review. The City of York has a population less
than the government range but is an established unitary authority at that
scale. From a Lancashire perspective and in relation to the shared
border with Lancashire and associated interconnectivity, it is not
considered that there are any reasons to object to the proposals on
grounds of credible geography.

Summary of Proposed Response to Consultation

3.4.4 1t is therefore considered that both proposals for North Yorkshire can be
supported, however noting that the outcome for North Yorkshire may
place Lancashire at a relative disadvantage in both the regional and
national dimensions.

Cumbria: Description of Options

3.5 There are four options for Local Government Reorganisation in Cumbria; a two
unitary model, East and West with a Combined Authority; a two unitary model,
the Bay and North Cumbria, including Lancaster City Council; a further two
unitary model North and South with a Combined Authority; and a single county
wide unitary.

(C1) East and West Unitary Authorities & Mayoral CA
3.6 Allerdale Borough Council and Copeland
Borough Council submitted a joint proposal for
two unitary councils covering the whole of the area
of the administrative county of Cumbria: one unitary
council in the West with a population of 274,700
comprising the current districts of Allerdale, Carlisle
and Copeland; and one in the East with a
population of 225,400 comprising the current
districts of Barrow, Eden and South Lakeland.
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3.7

3.8

3.6.1 Allerdale and Copeland Councils believe that
two unitary authorities should be overseen by
a Mayoral Combined Authority.

3.6.2 Further information can be found online:
Allerdale Link to Proposal C1

Copeland Link to Proposal C1
Link to Full Business Case for Proposal C1

(C2) The Bay Authority & North Cumbria Authority

Barrow Borough Council and South Lakeland
District Council submitted a joint proposal for two
unitary councils covering the whole of the area of
the administrative county of Cumbria and the
administrative district area of Lancaster City
Council within the county of Lancashire: one
unitary council (“The Bay”) with a population of
318,100 comprising the current districts of Barrow, Bay Unitary
Lancaster City (in Lancashire) and South Lakeland; Counci Froposal
and one "North Cumbria" with a population of Barravin |

328,000 comprising the current districts of Allerdale,
Carlisle, Copeland and Eden districts.

3.7.1 Further Information can be found online:
Barrow Link to Proposal C2

South Lakeland Link to Proposal C2

Link to Full Business Case for Proposal C2

MNorth Cumbria
Unitary Council
Proposal

(C3) North & South Unitary Authorities & Mayoral CA

arwd Gallemery
Carlisle City Council and Eden District Council
submitted a joint proposal for two unitary councils
covering the whole of the area of the administrative
county of Cumbria: one unitary council in the north
with a population of 259,800 comprising the current
districts of Allerdale, Carlisle and Eden; and one in
the south with a population of 240,300 comprising
the current districts of Barrow, Copeland and South
Lakeland.

Morth Cumbria
Unitary Council

South Cumbria
Unitary Couwncil
P roqpos al

Borrimeeinn

3.8.1 Carlisle and Eden Councils believe that two Fumess
unitary authorities should be overseen by a
Mayoral Combined Authority.

3.8.2 Further Information can be found online:
Catrlisle Link to Proposal C3

Eden Link to Proposal C3
Link to Full Business Case for Proposal C3
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https://www.allerdale.gov.uk/en/council-and-democracy/local-government-reorganisation/
https://www.copeland.gov.uk/local-government-reorganisation-information
https://www-cloudfront.allerdale.gov.uk/media/filer_public/be/d0/bed056b7-e0a2-49d5-a074-c711e0df1864/lgr_cumbria_east_and_west_final.pdf
https://www.barrowbc.gov.uk/thebay/
https://www.barrowbc.gov.uk/thebay/
https://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/your-council/council-business/the-bay-unitary-proposal/
file:///C:/Users/pgreen023/Downloads/The%20Bay%20-%20Full%20Proposal%20(1).pdf
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Council/Council-and-Democracy/unitarybid
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/Council/Council-and-Democracy/unitarybid
https://www.eden.gov.uk/your-council/about-the-council/proposals-for-creating-unitary-authorities/
https://www.eden.gov.uk/your-council/about-the-council/proposals-for-creating-unitary-authorities/
https://www.carlisle.gov.uk/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=mks7VhPT7rw%3d&portalid=0&timestamp=1615813021949

3.9

(C4) Single Unitary for Cumbria

Cumbria County Council submitted a proposal for
a single unitary council for the whole area of the
administrative county of Cumbria with a population Single Unitary
of 500,000. N\ Couredl Proposal

3.9.1 Further Information can be found online:

Cumbria Link to Proposal C4
Link to Full Business Case for Proposal C4

LCC Considerations — Cumbria

3.10

3.11

It is considered that as a principle, the creation of unitary authorities of
appropriate size and scale can be a means to deliver better, more sustainable
local government services. Cumbria's administrative mix of six districts and a
county includes a small population relative to Lancashire, dispersed over a
large geographical area. This smaller population provides a challenge for a
multi unitary proposal within Cumbria to meet the population criteria set out by
the Secretary of State in pure numeric terms.

However the proposal for the Bay Authority, reaches into Lancashire, to include
Lancaster City Council differentiating it from the other proposals. This will have
a direct impact on Lancashire's businesses, residents and services and is
therefore inevitably the focus of the analysis below which considers the four
options for Cumbria against the key criteria and consultation questions.

Improving local government and service delivery

3.11.1 Cumbria is of smaller scale and complexity than North Yorkshire, and
indeed Somerset (as the other areas invited by the secretary of State to
submit proposals), comprising a third of Lancashire's population.
Cumbria, comprising a county council and six district councils with a
population of 500,000 people, therefore presents different challenges to
delivering service improvements to those in larger county areas. In
particular, securing the right balance between economies of scale and
consistency offered by unitarisation and engagement with communities
will be a key consideration. Smaller authorities may have more options
to ensure a greater connectivity to local communities. However, they
may not lever the same level of economies of scale and may proliferate
some overheads particularly in the statutory roles of Director of Public
Health, Adults and Children's services and the governance necessary
to support those activities. Dividing a relatively smaller area into smaller
administrative parts also brings with it the challenge of securing
strategic leadership at a scale and the ability to align service delivery in
terms of other public services. Some of this latter point may be
addressed though a Combined Authority, where proposed.
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https://onecumbria.org/
https://onecumbria.org/docs/full-business-case.pdf

3.11.2

3.11.3

3.11.4

3.11.5

3.11.6

Proposal C2 includes the specific proposal to create a Bay Unitary
Authority which adds the administrative area and population of
Lancaster City Council to that currently covered by South Lakeland and
Barrow. Whilst this increases the aggregate population range and
unitary size of the proposals that will counter some of the concerns that
the Cumbria constituents have faced it brings different complexities and
considerations particularly in respect to the delivery of improved local
government services. Those implications move beyond the
geographical boundaries of the proposals and will impact on all
residents, businesses and services across the Lancashire County
Council area.

Within proposal C2, there is no detailed analysis of the service
implications of transferring the current upper tier services, which as set
out below will form the biggest element of the budget and workforce of
the new unitary. Nor is there any evidence of the legacy impact to the
remainder of the county council that will need to be borne by residents,
businesses and service users. It is highly likely that additional costs will
be carried in the legacy organisation as overheads will not be defrayed
as efficiently and Lancashire will not have the corresponding
reorganisation opportunities to address this.

All County Council services provided in Lancaster would transfer to the
new Bay Authority were proposal C2 to proceed. These include:

e Adult Social Care, Disability, Public Health and Wellbeing
Services;

e Education, Early Help and Children's Services including

Safeguarding, Fostering and Looked After Children;

Libraries, Museums, Culture and Registrars;

Highways and Transport Authority;

Waste Management;

Trading Standards; and

Economic Development, Environment and Planning Authority

On a simple pro rata of population basis, the value of net revenue
budget for these services that would transfer to the Bay Unitary in
respect of Lancaster City would amount to in excess of £105m. This is
more than 3 times the total net budget of the three constituting District
Councils at £34m. Around one third of Cumbria County Council's
budget would also transfer.

In this respect it is difficult to envisage how, without considering the
existing local government arrangements in Lancashire at the same
time, or seeking the input of the upper tier authority to the proposal
itself, that C2 can be considered by Government as 'locally-led’. The
County Council is not involved in the proposal, has offered but has not
been asked to provide detail or data about the services it provides in
Lancaster, nor is able to put forward any counter proposals in the
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3.11.7

3.11.8

3.11.9

broader interests of the residents of Lancashire without an invitation
from the Secretary of State to do so.

As set out at para 2.2 above, the Government has issued guidance
requiring any proposal for a unitary authority which crosses existing
police force and fire and rescue authority boundaries, such as the Bay
Authority within proposal C2, to include an assessment of the impact on
police forces and/or fire and rescue authorities and to include and take
into account the views of the relevant Police and Crime Commissioners
and Fire and Rescue Authorities. The respective responses are
included in full at Appendix B.

Lancashire's Police and Crime Commissioner (‘Lancashire PCC') states
that the proposal is not supported as it would necessitate a change in
the policing boundary and that impacts on the operating model and
finances for the whole of Lancashire have not been considered. The
Lancashire PCC does state support for the principle of local
government reorganisation and advocates a mayoral combined
authority for Lancashire to reflect the divisional policing footprint.
Cumbria's Police and Crime Commissioner ('Cumbria PCC') comments
collectively on the proposals for Cumbria in a single response and
notes the opportunities for significant efficiencies through fewer levels
of administration as well as the challenges of strategic leadership over
a large geographical area. Cumbria PCC states that whilst options
should not be discounted, policing is 'best delivered by maintaining the
current county border and ...footprint' and strongly advises that policing
boundaries should not change if local government administrative
boundaries do. Cumbria PCC also supports proposals for an elected
Mayor

With regard to the Fire and Rescue Authority, a letter from the Chief
Executive of Cumbria County Council states that the formal views of
the Fire Authority on proposal C2 have not been sought. Proposal C2
does not appear to include a response from Lancashire Fire and
Rescue service.

3.11.10 In order to draw conclusions as to whether the proposals in C2 improve

local government and service delivery, it is important to consider the
services themselves, the financial implications, value for money and the
potential to generate savings. In the absence of service data and
analysis it is not possible to evidence improved services for Lancashire
residents. Furthermore, the legacy cost on the remaining constituencies
in the Lancashire county council area is one that cannot be effectively
mitigated in the absence of opportunities to reform. Taking a
piecemeal approach to local government reorganisation in Lancashire
will require a significant restructure across all county services,
demanding additional one-off costs as well as higher ongoing costs.
The potential for additional disruption to service users is significant
without any opportunity to secure the benefits than would be expected
if Lancashire was to be considered as a whole.
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Local Support

3.11.11 It is considered that the views of those people and stakeholders directly
affected should be paramount. As a neighbouring authority, proposals
Cl1l, C3 and C4 would have minimal impact on the operations of
Lancashire County Council. However at a strategic level an amplified,
stronger and more unified voice for Cumbria, especially with a mayoral
combined authority, is likely to compromise Lancashire's ability to
present its case and advocate for its residents and businesses with the
same level of authority and influence.

3.11.12 With regard to proposal C2, there are close community links between
Lancaster and other parts of Lancashire, notably Wyre (which shares a
parliamentary constituency with the city of Lancaster) and the Ribble
Valley, which enjoy close links over the Forest of Bowland. It is
considered that the Lancaster voice should be heard as much in the
context of it being part of Lancashire as it should in consideration of the
proposed Bay Authority.

3.11.13 The heritage of Lancaster as Lancashire's county town is important to
community identity and place-shaping. If the Bay Authority ultimately
came under a Cumbria Mayoral Combined Authority, the administrative
change could potentially undermine the Lancashire heritage and cause
confusion in respect of Lancaster's local identity, heritage and place-
shaping.

Credible Geography

3.11.14 The criteria for a credible geography set out at para 2.1 above indicates
either a population range of 300,000-600,000 or other such figure
having regard to the circumstances of the authority, including local
identity and geography. The latest population estimates indicate
Cumbria has a total population of 500,000 people comprising a range
within the six district areas ranging between 53,300 (Eden) and
108,700 (Carlisle). Lancaster's population is 146,000. Hence the
proposals C1 and C3 to divide the existing six district areas into two
unitary authorities, inevitably result in aggregate unitary population
sizes less than the indicated threshold of 300,000-600,000. The East
Cumbria authority within proposal C1 being the smallest of those
proposed at 225,400 people. Proposal C2 results in two unitary
authorities of 328,000 and 318,100 respectively, due to the 'Bay
Authority' including Lancaster's population. Proposal C4 would equate
to a population of 500,000?.

3.11.15 With regard to proposal C2 the business case describes the alignment
with health services. However, there is less alignment with other

! Latest ONS Population Estimates (www.nomisweb.so.uk) Allerdale 97,800; Barrow 67,000; Carlisle 108,700;
Copeland 68,200; Cumbria 500,000; Eden 53,300; Lancaster 146,000; and South Lakeland 105,100
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critical public service functions, including police, fire and coronial
jurisdictions.

3.11.16 Local identity is part of the key criteria identified by Government. The
business case for C2 states that the proposal does not restrict future
options for local government reorganisation of the remaining areas of
Lancashire. The proposal describes the case for a North Cumbria
unitary and a Bay Authority unitary and considers both the connectivity
as well as the distinction between north and south Cumbria. Taken
together this has potential to underplay the importance of Lancaster to
Lancashire.

3.11.17 There are clear historic ties between Barrow and the Furness peninsula
and Lancashire. Whilst much of the South Lakeland area, formed as a
district in 1974, has not been historically part of Lancashire, there are
neighbouring economic links.

3.11.18 Most recently, close working between all 12 districts of Lancashire and
the County Council, as well as the Blackpool and Blackburn with
Darwen unitary councils during the Covid-19 pandemic has
demonstrated close interdependences across the Lancashire area,
including Lancaster.

Summary of Proposed Response to Consultation

3.11.19 The principle of unitary authorities of appropriate size and scale can
drive improved services to the public. It is therefore considered that
proposals C1, C3 and C4 for Cumbria can be supported as they are
unlikely to have a material impact on the day to day operations for
Lancashire County Council.

3.11.20 However, it is noted that smaller unitaries are less likely to offer
economies of scale and the outcome for Cumbria in respect of all 3
options may place Lancashire at a relative disadvantage in both the
regional and national dimensions.

3.11.21 The position is more complex in respect of proposal C2 as this impacts
directly on Lancashire itself. The current Bay Authority proposal
contains no detail of the local government services provided by the
County Council in Lancaster and how that would be absorbed into the
new authority. The business case acknowledges the challenges and
complexities stating, "in particular for the move of Lancaster from
Lancashire County Council, and potential longer term changes that
may be required for police and fire authorities to support the new
footprint." However, the business case does not provide any detailed
assessment of County Council services acknowledging "there will need
to be more time and opportunity for discussion... about the implications
of local government reorganisation on other authorities."
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3.11.22 Also, no detailed assessment has been carried out with regard to the
impact on Lancashire County Council, its residents, services and
business users of the proposed changes, nor has the county council
been asked to provide relevant data. It is therefore not evident that the
proposals will lead to improved services either within the Bay or more
broadly across Lancashire.

3.11.23If proposal C2 were to proceed now without looking at the broader
considerations in Lancashire, this would limit the options available in
future reorganisation rounds and potentially drive a sub-optimal
outcome for our residents and businesses.

3.11.24 Bearing in mind the above it is considered that any re-organisation that
directly impacts on Lancashire, in isolation of the consideration of all
tiers of local government at the same time, is premature and can only
progress if Lancashire is considered in its entirety.

Consultations

N/A

Implications:

This item has the following implications, as indicated:

Risk management

There are no direct legal or financial implications in this report, on the basis that it is
a response to a consultation and no impact arises directly from it. However, there are
a number of potential impacts depending on the ultimate decision to be taken by the
Secretary of State, and these are set out in the main body of the report.

Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985
List of Background Papers

Paper Date Contact/Tel

N/A

Reason for inclusion in Part Il, if appropriate

N/A
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Appendix A

Consultation Questions

The Government consultation is seeking views on the Cumbria, North Yorkshire and
Somerset councils’ proposal and in particular on the following questions in relation to
each proposal:

1.

Is the councils’ proposal likely to improve local government and service delivery
across each area? Specifically, is it likely to improve council services, give
greater value for money, generate savings, provide stronger strategic and local
leadership, and create more sustainable structures?

Where it is proposed that services will be delivered on a different geographic
footprint to currently, or through some form of joint arrangements is this likely
to improve those services? Such services may for example be children’s
services, waste collection and disposal, adult health and social care, planning,
and transport.

Is the councils’ proposal also likely to impact local public services delivered by
others, such as police, fire and rescue, and health services?

Do you support the proposal from the councils?

Do the unitary councils proposed by the councils represent a credible
geography?

Do you have any other comments with regards to the proposed reorganisation
of local government in each area?
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Appendix B

1. Lancashire Police and Crime Commissioner
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with megsetl and the Chiel Coratable

The propeisl se5s oyt Bre cpae for remssnng fhe sdmingtrestee sres of Lancasier frees Limcastore prad
absorbing & inte ore of Two rew unary councls for the Cumieis . For the avoldance of doobl, Larcaster
i gt in the admmifratg area of Cumbris, @ i n Lancaikice &nd i m pelicesd by Lancaibirg Cositabulary

Thia City of Lancastar Mad a long and Sistnguistad Ristory Baing MEnmaned if (e Domisday Bock in L0
#nd mpartintly A 0 from the SEy of Lancaaber Bhil tha Dounty of Lancadhins Baked i camss, previsply
hawing besen calied “LANEAKACEDICE”. It 5 My witw that the peopke of Lancaster are proud oo be cabed
ARG a4 prod 10 b par o Lancashing. Lancastad & the wary bednack of t6e Lancaching county
footpnnt s 23§ principle to decougde it from i3 et hstonical Bome wousld be @ retrograde step.
Adménisrarss history ks eroremaly iMporant and thard i§ no neassn why woriisg ooss Boundary cannot
sondings and sven b enhanced even if Lascarier rempns cutude e boundery, ndesd prigr by the 1874
reorganieation Baoch South Lakeland wnd Barrow whena aleo in fact pat of Lancashing.

Cumbra, ke masy other aress = Ergland may well Banefs locl povemment reprganisaban wehes gs cwn
idmisdsTraciel boundany. Tha Sppomuniy 0 bald on axisting srong relmorc®ip: in Cumbnia i one wiich
a0 b punued through o locs povernment reorgenisgben m soder to mprese Bpsnamic progpenty and
resdience. These ane hoswever ather models of potertiasd resrganisabon that can be considered and i€ 5
g pailed ERAL Ehaiie @ia SErs SEpropriile 18 preiaces Bhi SElRTingiity of poleing it Ba sdmninf it
ares of Cymbris

Cont'd.J e .

FE® Bnoashre grr poy vk
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Corthd.f..2

The proposal bo remave the Lancester Sy Councll adsinisiratve region fram the county of Lancashire
woukd nbcaisitans & changa in the polkcing bourdany and chareton from 3 policing SEreecChaa this gropodal
il ST fupparted.

B i g wiesw Ehat yow have nat met fhe raquirement in poer propassl as regeired by the Secrefery of State in
b letier of the 9% of Gchober 2030, | drasy your gtbention to the schiedule and the requirement at 2 jic] wihich
FIRE:

" Thi imsacr & &5y progsisd uilefy sthafiliel on othes Beal baundinet and geograpsaad 1T tha area of
ﬂpmdunhrnﬂﬁﬂrmmtmh[mhhﬂﬂhlnﬂmnﬂmt{hﬁﬂmm

"'ll"-"-"'l' Hwﬂﬂﬂhﬂwﬂ_&mw Fird and Rastué
Aytharies, ”

A5 alregsdy staced, mw wiews are not presented in e proposal Bere despiie an attemed to imply they are.

Secondly, | mee |fithe or o seressment of mpact of the proposal on paliong in the propossl. & i merely
ackrowidgad chat thare will be an impace if tha Ssoratany of S1aae choasis oo maka an Ondar for

L%

Lancashire Conabulery hag g operifmg moded for the whols of Lancaghing, | opsrabes 41 one, B o naive i
think thas a part e be oot sweey and thene be no mpect.

Tra model 5 based o % diviskons o BEW's (Basic Commared Lindcs]. Thaty aing Sodit 0D Souchy et and Eam
devsiar This dhisens are Bready Balinced pacgrachically and semograghically 12 maal tha policng feedt
i each ares West dvision consass of the admiséstrasnie aness of Blackpoal, Pykde, Whyre and Lancaster. To
ramcrs Chis Lamcastar City Councl area from this feepring will hava 2 significant imgact on the whals
operatgna model it weuld cause reybence issees for poliong in the county . pamcdarly with the loss of g
CumRDdy CERtra 3k Lancaster polic facion | one of only & pan Lancashing) and also a briefing bage in
Moracambs | ofa of 5 Sorek B SOUSTY)

Lancaghire Conilibulity currently Bave irowsd 19,000 EEmikisans o cwibody sah yaas the locition end
utiisatics of the oustody surhes acress the county o finely tuned. The suites provide resilence bo esch other
i lirmik of inceased demand Beeh [azally and acrsid Iha county, Purthirn ekl nce is feeded ahes gar

ar nefgrbishmens is reguires) of exdsting custedy faciites. Curtedy is sn ares that is subject 5o 8 complex
siwtfing regime wiich s dynamic.

Tha Lancasmer cumndy fadiliny s ako a briefing base. Howeser, operatonally the opararional response on tha
grenand T that Tacility is 921 0m area wishr than just B Laccanter City Councl area. Thice wedd Shrly ba
an Impact on estaie regquiremens for the Sonstabulary and an assccaied resd to find and ublss other
ICComimOodanin in i Ccontext of th operational model

=i W |

s, L ol bkt el o ki
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Comt'd 8

The difference i the makeup of Lancaskire Cordtabulary and Cumbnia Constabulary i significant - with
Lifcaihice Beng s of B bgget foscus in The ceuntry and Cumbiis beng ene of 1= imalel. Thi
IrATCaiUCEE mary IS0l nouding Wit infrasremune and [pecialat JuppoTT is osrrendy #ailble T the
publc of Laniasndd Siny Souncil Sl wRiEus thi Woernatss.

The Lincamer base Rasts resowTes and prosades supprt not ooy ©o that @res but o the whale of
LarCashiv. Tha il 30 aers of diffaran Typas of palcing rasouncas in play. Por ampk, the anad &
musareely supported by deploypments from other preas of Lancashire ot bmes. Trare sre signicent Leeel I
threars such a5 Cournty lines and Child ExploRatios and B30 in Lancaster Cioy Councl area whath benefins
fram Eirgeted regurces from piadl autesde Lanceiser and acrgda the sounty

The adibfiated mpEl in changing e Sfaranng modsl = ths impacr on ths fElT & all eesds in the
Confatulary from senior palice cfficer pasti to & rang® of staffing rolen. Ower 200 peapls i Lssashr e
Conmaulary are KMy oo b directy afeoed by tha Say proposal and pooemialy many more indeecdy. Ay
imslamanation of s By progoisl would Biing with it thi need 1o algn resouncs 1o Teolinats & TUPE wes
trarater af relevant 1orff, llongide the need to tresater relevest assets and labdries. ko masscmant has
Badn done of cha sspan of thi palcing Boundery chengs s il fagesd.

Thare woukd of cowrss ba many ot atesdaned impacos for Lancashing and cumbrria Conmabulary i cha
SminGtiative area i conaumed 222 thi Bay indhading this feed lo addredi The use of sysbami (as thiy wll
not b the same in 30 respects|, th mpact on rvea mecsnding, the mEact on contact maagamest and the
g 10 realign Sonsrabulany rESoUnEs 10 addrass tha impam of thi resrganisakn. This in imal wdll impace
on an alresdy busy poliong spensts molusng for exsmple the deliveny of the eatioral upl®s of police oificers
Fnd this marg me s et Coranabulary cannot delieer what it had hoped 10 o0 vanous sgendas. The
diigraction of Ehin propousd resrEanirlion is sensssiisny outiide the sdminifratvs boundery of Cumbra

Coufel T BErmanoaion i referercsd in the propessl indicating thar it would Ba "subpece o farthar
srabpun and sgreement”, This agem mvery impsrtant b sddredn rew

Thee mppue of counsl tex karmonnation srses se=ply becsuse of the differences in B curment leveds of coungil

tax between the two authorbes. It s enbrety unconnected with the costs and savings of the eorgansation
iMsal Tha Haus of Counsil tix harmannation i eld tredden groutd i= som MEpect and wai Sisuiiad in

006 with goeernmest as part of the proporsd mege srrangementy for Lanceahire and Cumbne
Cofmaulary. m kas o ba skl oham ax chat cima ic was a major femor in both pamiss eaching an agresment
not b proceed with the smalgematan,

Far 203521

® Repdents of Larcaster hase s Barsd D Councl Tax of £231.45 for the PG for Lancashire
L Th# suirgnt Basd D Counsl Tax o the PCC for CusEria i £382 50 - £ 04 highesr

Tha process ol how 1o sgualis counel tax has not bean sodvedied or considarsd 10 any depeh. Purthar, i

mppears that the proparticnal inoreae in populstion o Cumbris (jg neerly 78 % increase) would be higher
than chi praporional inorease in Sounch tax base and tarafors Wiy 10 JenErace inComa = this Joess'T
SEpaar 1o Rawe Bade Mosalled and thi iMearl miakiad.

G Ovar...

i L rod bl fpei ol e sk
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Conmt'd. i 4

in terms of povernment prant fusding any chanpe i populanion o ether ad=instratve anea will require an
adjusTmant 10 govamment policing grant fusding for sach POC | Gan s@s NO asseassmant of the impaco of
poteniisl grent chemges for egher FCE 1 e therefore wrable to eedentand Sdly the impact that mey heee
on Lancahire's febore income and expersdtore. in the esent of & negatree imgact in St regand | would e
laskifg o deek o aniuransdi frem gowemment that nefhes PCC belliss any datnment dus &5 & chisgs i
grang levely by mplemernting this propasel.

The propoisl iupieits 8t pags 01 that thers s @ dhert e eed leng birm ceniidanation in reigsect of palics
bourssanes. i sugpest that in the short ferm collsborabgn threugs 57748 of the Polce ¢t 1596 coyld be put
in Blacd. LARCaGRITG and Cumbiia Conmalulary alreesy collaborams Barm acally and i ough Saty Aanonal
agresmenti homeee it N spprogriats 1o lwpge that cellaboratian agreement could be in place Tor the

short T o recnganisation.

in dact it is my undersigeging thet when making sn order for regrgenisation under the Local Government and
Fublc irsolvament in Health At 3607, section S1[4){g] alows 3 corsequential steration T police force
Eourdlaney to be masde, Section 134} providey Ehat the Seorwtany of SEats mut was Ehe porssr 10 aler police
force bourdanies in 8 way that erayres s county in which there sre no Sestrict cowsdls, district or Lendan
Bonzugh i divided Barwean twe of mers palios aradd This eheradors covars all poasitie unitary ceuncis That
soyld be formed upng the poawery undar the D007 &41, and 1o The Secrefery o Flete must, @ necemany, uss
chadir porsie” N SRmEoR 124 g T altar oha peolick TONDE 35 10 SRS This NEW TSN & osansd 0 R
ERYTEEy By ofe pabia Ioree AT 1A MY i Thers il A0 D51 Tars 2Ad 18 Lopelt Sthifmits B
InappropraTe.

Foor the reasema sef qut sbsve | am unesie b supgsrt the Bay proposal

182 broddly jupssrt Be Sove Tewardd Besl pevsrfmant reorginiiatan. | 82 feel that it i virs snd thees i

m mepd pnd thet i the case for Lencashies ittt in dact | would sdvecats dor 8 regrgenised] Lencashire with 8

oxmbinad mayoral authonity, bised on the Dikvisioral pokcing Toompring outlissd abow. T makas masch Mo
idiis e SEveleg e progodsl far Laniaahe e a5 b2 ldve B area mEact Gred for poess il B2 anark with

Lancashire Councis and the ROC to develop this proposton furcher. It is hoped such @0 opporiuniy will arse
soon, in o Contet of The widsly sREcpated CoVRrmanT Whild Papes o Davolution

Yours Snceely

e Grunahaw
Plice & Crima Commaanar for Landaihre

i i b £ e g o kil
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2. Cumbria County Council m
-l

Cumbria County Council County Council

Chief Executive’s Office - Cumbria Mouse + 117 Bolchergate

Catse » Cumena - CAL 180

T. 01228 227190 « £ Asheine RETugn Qoo SO

Clir Ann Thomson and Sam Plum

Leader and Chief Executive, Barow Borough Counci

By &mal MAENOMEOSISTMNC O I  SRUMSIATONCC S0

Ciir Gles Archibald and Lawrence Conway

Leader and Chief Executve, South Lakelana Distnet Cound

Ey emal g NS LOIENSINA g0y I8 L CONWIVR SN abeigna goy Uk

Copied %0. Cir Stewart Young (Leader of the Councl), Clir Peter Thomton (Deputy Leader) Cilr

Janet Wilks (Cabinet Member for Customers, Transformation and Fre and Rescue), Steve
Healey (Chief Fire Officer)

7 December 2020

Dear all,

Bay Unitary Proposal — Fire & Rescue Authority

We note he pubication, on Frday a%emoon, of the Al proposal for establshing 3 new untary

Mshorty for Bamrow, Lancaster and South Lakeland (he Bay) n advance of your

In Me Secretary of State’s mvtaton of 9 October # states I the area of any proposed untary
ashorty crosses exising polce force and fre and rescue authonty boundanes, the proposal
should include an assessment of what the impact would be on the police forces andior fire and
rescue authortes and include the wews of the relevant Police and Come Commissioners and
Fre and Rescus Authories ©

As part of the “Bay” stakehoider engagement, and at your request, Clir Janet Willis, Steve Healey,
Chief Fire Officer and Mark Askew, senor manager, met with Tim Pope and Nathan Every (PA
Consulting ). Sam and Dawid Sykes 10 enable you 10 understand har perspectives on he potential
impact of any change and ther own priorities,

In advance of the meetng. Sweve clarfied his role a5 the professional officer responsbie %or
runnng the Fire and Rescue Service and that hs wews did not represent the vews of the Fire
Authory. In Cumbria the Fire Authority is the Full Counci and comprises 3l 34 Elected County
Councl Members. Clir Wilks = the Cabinet Member with lead responsibisy for Fre and Rescue
services in addition %0 3 broader porticlio

| also outiined the nature of the Fire Authority govemnance n a subsequent meeting with Lanrence
and Sam.

R s dsappontng therefore 10 see that you did not, share your propesal in advance of pubication,
or sought the views of the Fire Authority on this proposal.

Dunng the stakeholoer meeting Clir Wills ang Steve highighted ther views. Including:

Serving the peopie of Cumbria pre VAN
cumbria gov.uk 8" ™o
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Cumbria County Council County Council

* The agvantages of the Cumbna fooprnt for he senice in 12mms of smplicty
+ The benefits of the Fire & Rescue Service being pant of the County Councl
¢ The recent postive inspection outoome, confirming the high performance of the service

*  The day-lo-day servce delvery of all Fre & Rescue Services oparaled across Doundanes
with he nearest rescurces responding o ncidents

o That Mere ddn't appedr 10 De any £asy answers on e model for how the service could be
govemed and crganised to fit with the Bay untary proposal

A: this mestng your team owd not put ‘orward 3 specdic mooel for the govemance and
wdurn&mmucmmmumm

Given the ponts | have set out sbove It is thersfore surprang 1o see the stalements ncluded In

your proposal which that there are no reasons t would not be possible to continwe
ammmc SEMvices across the cument Inclugng the Bay These do
not fully represent the stakeholder meeting and, for the reasons outined above do not constiute

NWmth&RmMW

We therefore request that ths is made known %o all members of your authontes, n your
forfhcoming meetngs and that he proposal s amended in advance of submission 1o MHCLG.

Yours sncersly,

Katherne Fairclough

Cheef Executve

Serving the le of Cumbria

e W Oy
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3. Cumbria Police and Crime Commissioner

REORGANISATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND DEVOLUTION FOR CUMBRIA

INTRODUCTION

1. As Police and Crime Commissioner | have been asked 10 comment on proposais for ocal
govermnment for the county. Pofiong = of course ane of the key infrastruciure
Sarvices 1or the county in order to mamtain public safety for residents, businessas and the
many milons of touwrtsts who viskt @ach yaar i Cumiria we are fortunats 10 have a highly
parforming Constabulary and govamance process as assessed by Her Majesty's Inspeciorate
ol Polce and Fire Services and | bebeve it very important in any restruciunng of local services
hat we do not undermins the delivery of this strong performing and essential pubiic senvice.
To that eng, | make my conmtnbution to the debate on restructunng for the county n the comtext
of policing and strictly from a non Political Party Partisan view but 280 38 an &lecled
representative who, uniquely, is alactad with a remit 10 serve across e whols county. | would
further add that unsl we are able 0 consider the cetaled proposals for 2l options, 1 is urteise
10 discount any options and indeed we My in the énd be best sarved by 3 unigue Cumbra

THE NEED FOR CHANGE

2 It is spparent 10 me $iat within a county of circa half a3 milon residents, 10 have six District
Councils and a County Council is & luxury we can ill afford. Beyond the obwious cost of running
T acministrations and Head OMcas hare Is mevitabdy duplication and eMcencias which | beleve
can be drven though this will cisarty need 1o be developed In the respective detaled busness
cases. The previous studes have demonstraied a range of potental savings 10 local laxpayers
of mfions of pounds which could be befler spent delvenng services. Whilst we do not yet know
the full cost of Cowd 1o the country or the county & seems newitable that there will have to be
sgnficant efficiency in Qovernment both localy and no doutd nationally and reccganisation can
contribune to this process. In addion and pessbly more imperiant &5 te nead 10 prepare and
plan now for recovery of our local economy In a coherent and efficient manner  In my wew this
needs 10 be achieved with siralegic leadershp Ring a holistic county wide view and with the
levers 10 drive forward economic acion and delvery as well 35 giving ‘voica’ 10 the county in
Whitehgll, for that reason | support the requirament for a directly slacted leader or Mayor. | beleve
s important for such a leader to be drectly elecied from the entire county in orde 1o have a real
mandate %0 speak for &l comens of the county - paricuiany in a county ke Cumbna where owr
geography creates natural, economic, cutural and hantage differences between the North and
the South. Even with a county wide slectoral mandate it will be a chalenge 10 speak for the

whoie county.

QPTIONS

3. Atthis earty $5300 two outine aptions are bang proposed. as Polce ang Cnme Commissioner |
think £ mpartant 1o stale that | bebeve together with the Chief Constable that we can and would
deliver Policing Service 10 &ither option bas that this &5 most definitely best deliverad by

the current county border and our custent polcing footpnnt. | am confident we
Could deliver this in sither of e SCEnanos currenty baing proposed  Until we see cetaled
options for restruchuning it is iicult 10 make further comment But | would offer it views as
foliows:

A SINGLE UNITARY AUTHORITY

4. In ponciphe | would wish 10 sae 3% few levels of adminsiration as possbie 1o acheve financial
eMciency, coherance of pubiic service dalivary and %0 drive economic develapment and
recovery. This argument would support 3 sngle untary authorty and ntufively, delvery of thes
opbon should be smpler gven it would be bukdng on an 'iIn place’ structure, but does not take
Acoount of the gecgraphic and cullura make up of the county. It has been cleany stated by the
Southem Destricts that they are vehemeantly opposed 10 a single administration and from my
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own expenence of working closely with communias in the South of the County, | would suppon
™e comention that resicents in the South Lakes and Bamow and Fumess arsas would not
support the idea of ane unitary and n ther perception (nghtly or wrongly) be ‘governed from
Carlisie." Algned %0 the vast geography of the county and the gecgraphic bamers 1o
communications of all type and not least roads, | beleve the cultural and hentage arguments
e pErsuasive in suggesting 1hat the county is oo targe for 3 single Unitary Authorky at s
stage - it 15 my view that it may be a natural evolution but | do not belsve e publc (and
cananly not in e South of the County) would SUDPO this proposal currently. If we wers 1o
adopt Ihe Single Unitary Autharity oplion, | believe Tial 3 mechanisan should be developad 1o
e that 3 dreclly slectad leader or Mayor &5 creatad 10 18ad on srategic economic
development.

IWO UNITARY AUTHORITIES

5. Creating two Unitary Authormies and disaggregating services currently delvered by the County
Counci will be chalenging and polentiakly more chalenging than 300regating up 10 a Single
Aunonity, furthamore f woukd seem domatic that two Juthonties woukl COSt more 1o run than
2 single one. Notwithstanding these challenges | beleve there are powerful argumants 1o
SUQOest thal public opinion would avour the two Unitary Oplion which would deliver greater
local demecratc accountabilty. The southem dsincts of the county certainly Saal greater aMnity
and algn hemselves with the Morecambe Bay'Penmnsula construct and thes would follow the
proven Haath Provision footpont from MBNHT. A North South spiit does seam ke an cbvious
sclution if we are 1o have two Authonbies but the proposal does oross the county boundary
which is a compication potentaily, nat least with dfferences n Council Tax rates and some
asaggregation of accountabiity for sarvices eic DUt none of which & iInsurmountable.

6. In e two Untary moded | would most strongly advocate thal the Policing boundanes do not
naad, noc should !hay be changed and that govemancs amangemsents woukd sit ousside, the
Unitary Authories as they do locay. If ths model were adopted, Fire Services could be
asaggregated from the County Coundil under the PCC 10 deliver Blue Light services and
develop further efficency and deivering 1o the same footprint as curently. This Giter structure
for Blue Light Services could be reviewed in due course as and when a Mayoral Structure is
eflected and matures. Whilst | baleve that 3 workabie solton s possibie o develop,
considerason wil need to be given o the need for robust protocols for resiience plarmng and
responsbilies. Curmently this = coverad by the County Coundil over the County foolpeint, and
mrch of the delivery of SUpport iIn resliance scenanos is daliverad by the Biue Light Services
Clearly having a part of the Southern Unitary in 2 dfferent county wik be a compication- not
Insumountabie, but this wil need 10 be addressed and very claar ines of communication and
wnmmwwmmmmmmmm

for e new Unitary Authorties. In the short term my sirong advice woukd be to mantan
oeographic respansibiities as now following county boundaries and Biue Light Services
remaining outside changes fo the Unetary structures in the short o medum term

7. As noted above, it 15 dEficult 10 give unequivocal support 10 any opions tH we develop detal,
bt | bebave that the two Unitary Model is thal most lkely 10 receive public support in the short
%0 medium term, delivers Closar cemocratic accountaity, would undoubtedly save public
moneay and s more likely 10 be wal placed 1o deveiop economic devalopment deaing with the
dscrete local needs which are different from North and South of the Lake District mountans.

OIRECTLY ELECTED LEADER -

8 Whilst we do not yet know the full cost of Cowd to the country or the county # seems nevitable
Tl there will have 1o be significant efficiency in govemment both locally and no douts
natonaly, and reorganisation can contribute %0 this process I additon and possibly mare
important 1s the need %0 preparne and plan now flor recovery of our local economy n 3 coharent
and effective manner. In my view ths needs 1o be acheved with siralegic keadership takng a
NORSIC county wide view and with the levers 10 drive forward aconomic action and dalvary as
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well 25 gwing ‘voice' %0 the county i 'Whtetal, for that reasan | support the requirement for 3
directly electad leader of Mayor. | beliave & s mportant for such a leader 10 be gractly alkaciad
from the entire courtty in order % have a real mandate 1o speak for all comers of the county -
particulary in 3 county ke Cumbria whene our Qeograpity creates natural, aconomic, culural
and hertage diferences between the North and the Scuth.  Even with 3 county wide siecioral
mandcate, & wil be a challenge 10 speak for the whole county, but | Deleve it wil be 3 huge
benefit to the future aconomic recovery and development of Cumbria

| Whist the above cannot 3 this stage be unequivocl | hope 4 is 3 useful contribution 1o the

debate around ocal govemment reorganisation and | am of course happry to contrnne further
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