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The Local Government Commiission for England

Sir Jobn Banham
Chairman

Dear Secretary of State

THE FUTURE LocAL GOVERNMENT OF LANCASHIRE

With this letter the Local Government Commission is submitting its final recommendations for
the structure of local government in Lancashire.

You will be aware that the Commission put forward three possible structures, on which we sought
the views of all those with a stake in local government in the area. These possibilities were: eight
unitary authorities, six unitary authorities and the retention of the existing two-tier structure in its
entirety. The Commission’s stated preference was for eighr unitary authorities, but we made it clear
that we would be prepared to recommend either of the two alternatives if these turned out to enjoy

greater local support.

Since our draft recommendations were published on 14 June 1994, we have heard directly from
over 77,000 respondents, including many voluntary organisations, businesses, parish and rown
councils and other local and national organisations, along with each of the local authorities. We

have also commissioned a survey of a representative sample of local residents.

The Commission did not set out to conduct a referendum and it is aware that there have been
vigorous local campaigns, both for unitary structures and for no change. The Commission
appreciates that these may have influenced people’s views, Nevertheless the Commission is

satisfied that it has obtained a fair reflection of local opinion.

This consultation has caused the Commission to reconsider its draft recommendarions. It is clear
that there is strong local support for the retention of the existing two-tier structure of county and
district councils. Taking this into account, and considering all the other evidence in the light of
the statutory criteria, we are therefore recommending no change to the present structure of local

government in the area,

The review process has brought to the surface a number of useful proposals for enhancing the
management and effectiveness of local government, whether in a two-tier or unitary structure.
Indeed, the Commission has been mindful of the fact that the manner in which any given structure
is managed is probably as important as the structure itself and in any case there is a constant need to
revise and update practices. We hope that such improvements will be pursued with appropriate
vigour now that the distractions of reorganisation can be put behind local authority members and
officers alike. In particular, we would like to see more management authority and responsibility
devolved to local communities, and a more meaningful consultative role for town and parish

councils.

Dolphyn Court, 10/11 Great Turnstile, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London WC1V 7JU



In a further general report to be published when its structural review programme has been
completed, the Commission will discuss the establishment of unitary authorities where these come
into existence, and their on-going evolution; the same report will consider the improvements that

can and need to be made in two-tier structures where they continue.

Yours sincerely,

Sir John Banham
Chairman

26 October 1994




Map 1: THE STRUCTURE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN LANCASHIRE
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1 INTRODUCTION

1 This report contains the Commission’s final recommendations for the structure of local
government in Lancashire. It represents the culmination of 14 months work by the
Commission, during which time it received the views of over 105,000 individuals and

otganisations.

2 The report is in four main parts:
(i) Chapter 2 describes the Commission's draft recommendations
(ii) Chapter 3 details the responses to consultation over the draft recommendations
{iii} Chapter 4 sets out the Commission’s conclusions

{iv) Chapter 5 contains the Commission’s final recommendations.

3 The original review commenced on 20 September 1993, was temporarily suspended on 18
October 1993 and was then re-launched on an accelerated timetable on 13 December 1993,
Lt was conducted under the provisions of Part 11 of the Local Government Act 1992, having
regard to the Secretary of State's Policy and Procedure Guidance of November 1993 as
amended by the courts. In accordance with the Secretary of State’s Procedure Guidance, the
Commission wrote to all the principal authorities in Lancashire, informing them of the
review’s commencement. Copies were also sent to the other organisations and individuals
listed in Annex A to the Guidance.

4 A period of consultation until 8 April 1994 was given for all local authorities and any other
body or person interested in the review to put their views to the Commission on whether
there should be changes to the structure of local government in the county, or any boundary
or electoral changes, and, if so, or what those changes should be.

5  The Commission’s draft recommendations were published in its report The Fusure Local
Government of Lancashire on 14 June 1994. Copies were sent to organisations which wrote to
the Commission during the initial consultation stage, to appropriate representative
organisations, and to the organisations and individuals listed in Annex A of the Secretary of
State’s Procedure Guidance. Copies were also made available to local residents on request.

6 Inaddition, principally through the Royal Mail, the Commission distributed approximately
675,000 leaflets with a questionnaire to households in the county. The leaflets summarised
its draft recommendations and other structural options. The Commission also advertised
extensively in the local press, drawing residents’ attention to the review and to its draft

recommendations and other structural options.
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2 THE COMMISSION’S DRAFT
RECOMMENDATIONS

7 At the start of the review, local authorities, members of the public and all other interested
parties were invited to write to the Commission giving their views on the future local
government of Lancashire. Mrs Ann Levick and Mr David Ansbro, the Commissioners with
particular responsibility for the review, visited the county and met numerous local auchority

members and officers, interest groups, business organisations and individuals.

8  Before considering the options for local government in Lancashire, the Commission was
eoncerned to learn about local perceptions of community identity, and to determine how
much local people knew both about the Commission’s work and the principle of unitary local
government. As part of the review, a county-wide survey among a representative cross-
section of the population was undertaken by Market & Opinion Research International
(MORI) on behalf of the 14 Lancashire districts. The survey, similar to those carried out in
other review areas, covered interviews with 3,104 residents aged 18 and over. A summary of
the findings is given in Appendix A.

9  The Commission received directly almost 2,000 representations at this stage, as well as a
large number of proforma letters and petitions, the majority of which were from individuals.
The balance was from a mixture of interest groups, the voluntary sector, parish councils and
the business community. Approximately a fifth of representations expressed support for no
change. Support for unitary options was stronger, although no clear picture about the
preferred pattern of unitary authorities emerged. About 160 letters were received from
people who had a specific interest in county-level services such as education support services,
archives and trading standards. A large number of representations were forwarded by the
Friends of Lancashire Archives secking the maintenance of the archives as an integrated
unit. Some of the respondents expressed concerns about the stability and accountability of
any joint arrangements.

10 The responses from some areas were more substantial than others. The Commission received
a larger number of letters from South Ribble and Ribble Valley, following the publication of
the Lancashire branch of the Association of District Council’s joint proposal suggesting that
these two districts should be divided. In Ribble Valley, public opinion was mobilised by
CARVE {Campaign Against Ribble Valley’s Extinction) which sent several petitions to the

Commission.

11 The Commission also received a wide spectrum of views from national organisations with a
particular interest in the issues raised by local government reorganisation. Almost
unanimously, those advocating change recommended unitary authorities larger than the
existing districts. However, there was also support for the existing two-tier structure. Each of

the principal local authorities in Lancashire also made its views known to the Commission.

12 In addition to the letters referred to above the Commission received representations from
people living in Merseyside and Greater Manchester who still consider themselves

Lancastrian and who expressed a wish to see the reinstatement of the historic county.
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THE STRUCTURAL OPTIONS FOR LANCASHIRE

13

4

The Commission is required by section 13(5) {a) and (b) of the Local Government Act 1992
to have regard to the need to reflect the identities and interests of local communities and to
secure effective and convenient local government. The Secretary of State’s Policy Guidance
advises that proposals which are put forward by groups of authorities should be an important
starting point for the Commission. The Policy Guidance also advises that, where such
proposals demonstrate that a range of options have been considered, along with the
implications for individual services, the Commission should give them particular weight.
Accordingly, the Commission evaluared carefully the main options suggested by the existing
local authorities, In doing so, however, it was mindful of the need to arrive ar draft
recommendations or alternative options which were viable, had been assessed against the

existing two-tier structure, and which met the statutory criteria set out in section 13(5) of the
1992 Act.

Figure 1 below indicates the preferred options put forward by the existing authorities in
Lancashire.
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Figure 1
LOCAL AUTHORITIES' PREFERENCES AT STAGE 1

Authority

First Preference

Second Preference

Third Preference

Lancashire County
Council

No change

Three unitary
authorities

Blackburn Borough Unitary *Wider’ Unitary Blackburnon~ Thitd - unitary ‘wider’

Council Blackburm and existing boundaries Blackburn Fourth -
Hyndburn! unitary Blackbum with

Hyndburn

Blackpool Borough Unitary Blackpool + — —

Council

Burnley Borough Unitary Burnley Unitary Burnley and Unitary Burnley, Pendle

Council Pendle+ and Rossendale

Charley Borough Unitary Chorley plus — —

Council ‘Greater Leyland’ #2

Fylde Borough Council

Unitary Fylde and
Wyre+

Hyndburn Borough
Council

Unitary Hyndburn and
Rossendale+

Lancaster City Council

Unitary Lancaster on

Unitary Lancaster plus

existing boundaries part of Ribble Valley+
Pendle Borough Council Unirary Pendle — —
Preston Borough No change Unitary merger of Third - unitary Preston,
Council Preston, South Ribble,  South Ribble and part
Chorley and part of Ribble Valley Fourth -
Ribble Valley Preston, part South
Ribble and part Ribble
Vallev#
Ribble Valley Borough ~ Unitary Ribble Valleyin — —
Council a seven unitary option’

Rossendale Borough
Council

Unitary Rossendale

South Ribble Borough
Council

Unitary South Ribble

No change

West Lancashire District

Council

Equal weight given to no
change and unitary West
Lancashire

Wyre Borough Council

Unitary Fylde and
Wyre+

Source: Local authority submissions

Key

+

*

#

Denotes that this forms part of the Lancashire branch of the Association of District Councils {ADC)
proposals (options A and B)

Denotes that this forms part of the ADC option A {nine unitary authorities)
Denotes that this forms part of the ADC option B (eight unitary authorities)

Notes
‘Wider’ Blackburn includes the existing Borough area plus Samlesbury and Cuerdale parish from South
Ribble Borough Council and nine parishes from Ribble Valley Borough Council.

‘Greater Leyland’ consists of eleven wards in South Ribble Borough as set out in the ADC option A.

L.

2.
3.

Ribble Valley also shordlisted (without clear rankings} Ribble Valley enhanced, Ribble Valley with

Hyndburn, Ribble Valley with Wyre and Lancaster, and Ribble Valley and Craven {in North Yorkshire).
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The Commission’s draft recommendation report provided full decails of its consideration of
these structures, as well as other structures which were not championed by the local
authorities,

Having considered all the evidence which had been submirtted, and which it had itself
collected, the Commission concluded that the statutory criteria would best be satisfied by
replacing the existing structure of local government in Lancashire, and consulted on the

following draft recommendation:

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION (OPTION 1)

The existing two-tier structure of 15 councils should be replaced by eight unitary
authorities, each responsible for the broad range of services now provided by the county and
district councils.

There should be unitary authorities serving:

(i) the present area of Lancaster City Council;

(i) the present area of Blackpool Borough Council;

(iii) the present area of the boroughs of Fylde and Wyre;

{iv) the present area of West Lancashire District Council;

{v) the present area of the boroughs of Preston, South Ribble and Chorley;

(vi) the present area of Blackburn Borough Council;

(vii)  the present area of the boroughs of Rossendale, Burnley and Pendle;

(viii)  the presenc area of the boroughs of Hyndburn and Ribble Valley.

17

Map 2 illustrates the Commission’s draft recommendation for structural change.
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Map 2: EIGHT UNITARY AUTHORITIES
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18 On consideration, the Commission believed that there were two other viable alternative
structures which might also meet the statutory criteria, either of which it would be prepared
to recommend to the Secretary of State if new evidence justified this, including evidence
about the level of local support: a structure of six unitary authorities, and the retention of the
existing two-tier system. Accordingly, in addition to its draft recommendation, the
Commission decided to consult the people of Lancashire on the two alternative structures.
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ALTERNATIVE STRUCTURE (OPTION 2)

The existing two-tier structure of 15 councils should be replaced by six unitary authorities,
each responsible for the broad range of services now provided by the county and district
councils.

There should be unitary authorities serving:

{i} the present area of Lancaster City Council;

(ii) the present area of the boroughs of Blackpool, Fylde and Wyre;

(iit) the present area of West Lancashire Discrict Council;

(iv) the present area of the boroughs of Chorley, Preston and South Ribble;

{v) the present area of the boroughs of Blackburn, Hyndburn and Ribble Valley;

(vi} the present area of the boroughs of Burnley, Pendle and Rossendale.

Map 3: SIX UNITARY AUTHORITIES
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ALTERNATIVE STRUCTURE (OPTION 3)

There should be no change to the existing structure of fourteen district/borough councils
and one county council.

The existing local government structure is as shown in Map 1.

19 The Commission noted an interest from local people in the first stage of the review for the
retention of historic counties and therefore proposed the following recommendation.

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

The existing county of Lancashire should be retained for ceremonial and related purposes.
The areas currently in Pendle and Ribble Valley which were formerly in Yorkshire should
be returned to historic Yorkshire for ceremonial and related purposes.

OTHER MATTERS

20 In addition to reviewing the structure of local authorities in Lancashire, the Commission is
also required to consider the delivery of certain local authority services, to make
recommendations about future electoral arrangements, and ro take account of the role which
parish and town councils could play in the review area. The Commission’s consideration of

these issues, and its draft recommendations in respect of them, are set out below.

PUBLIC PROTECTION (POLICE, FIRE AND OTHER SERVICES RELATED TO LAW
AND ORDER)

21 The Secretary of State’s Policy Guidance to the Commission is explicit in requiring police
and fire services to be carried out over an area no smaller than at present. Indeed, the
Commission received no proposals suggesting that these services should cover any smaller an
area. Accordingly, the Commission concluded that the police and fire services should
continue to cover the present county area of Lancashire and that a combined authority
should be established for each of these services on which representatives of the appropriate

new councils should serve.

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

There should be combined authorities established in the present county area for the police
and fire services, on which representatives of the new councils should serve. No changes are

proposed to the probation and magistrates’ courts services.
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22 The same recommendation would be appropriate in a six unitary authority structure. If the
existing two-tier structure were to be retained then there would be no change to the present
arrangements.

STRATEGIC PLANNING

23  The Commission is invited by section 14 of the 1992 Act to consider whether unitary
authorities should be empowered to prepare unitary development plans rather than, as at
present, structure plans and local plans.

24 The Commission was concerned that strategic land use planning for Lancashire should not
be undermined by changes to the structure of local government in the county. This matter is
fully discussed in the Commission’s report Renewing Local Government in the English
Shires. As the present authorities recognised in their initial submissions to the Commission,
there is a high level of interdependence between different parts of the county and this needs
to be reflected in an appropriate planning structure. This indicated a need for a strategic
approach to planning across the whole area of Lancashire, as at present.

25 Accordingly, the Commission made the following draft recommendation.

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

For strategic planning the eight new authorities should assume joint responsibility for
structure planning for the whole of their combined area. The new unirary authorities should
also be mineral and waste planning authorities with strategic minerals and waste policies
being included in the joint structure plan. Each authority should individually have
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 should
rest with each of the new unitary authorities in their respective areas and they should also
exercise development control functions for their areas for all purposes.

26 The Commission considered that this same recommendation would be appropriate for the
alternative six unirary authority structure consulted on by the Commission. If the existing

structure were preferted then there would be no change in the existing arrangements.

OTHER SERVICES

27 The Secretary of State’s Policy Guidance advises the Commission that, where it
recommends unitary authorities, the aim should be to make the individual authoriries
responsible for all local government services. The exception is law and order services where
necessary. The Guidance further advises the Commission that it should recommend shared
arrangements for particular functions where a satisfactory structure is unlikely to be achieved
without them. The Commission has had regard to these aspects of the Guidance in the
conduct of its review of Lancashire.
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From the information submitted during the initial stage of the review, the Commission was
satisfied that the new unitary authorities of its draft recommendation and the alternative
structures canvassed would command sufficient resources to carry out the other main local
government services, whether directly or by ‘contracting out’ their provision either to other
local authorities or to the private sector.

The Commission was also satisfied that the local authorities in the area would be in a
position to put in place adequate structures for any shared arrangements necessary to
function efficiently. It therefore made no draft recommendations in this respect. However,
the Commission expressed its expectation that the new authorities should work closely
together to ensure that specialist expertise would not be unnecessarily broken up. In
particular, it was concerned that the 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, would not be reduced by reorganisation.

ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS

30

31

32

33

The Commission examined alternative means by which local democratic control and
accountability could be secured within the new structure. The present electoral
arrangements in Lancashire create an element of confusion in that some of the councils hold
elections most years because they hold elections by thirds, whereas others have elections for
the whole council every four years. In addition, accountability is blurred by the fact that some
wards return either two or three councillors. The Commission generally supports the view of
the Committee of Inquiry into the Conduct of Local Authority Business (1986) that there
should be one councillor for every electoral ward, and that the whole council should be

elected together once every four years.

The Commission’s report Renewing Local Government in the English Shires set out the
Commission’s view that the ratio of local residents to councillors should generally be around
1 to 4,000. This ratio is midway between the existing ratios for district and for county
councils. It also reflects the Commission’s wish to see a different role for councillors with
more back-up made available to assist them in carrying out their demanding task. However,
it is not a hard and fast rule and the Commission applies it sensitively, taking into account
local custom and practice, the need to minimise disruption, and any special local needs,

especially in very rural areas.

The Secretary of State’s Policy Guidance states that the Commission should take account of
local practice and that ‘where a new authority covers the area of an existing county or district . . .
the Commission should recommend that the wards or electoral divisions should be transferred to the
new authority.” The Commission also wished to minimise disruption by putting forward what
were, in any event, only interim electoral arrangements,

On this basis, the Commission made the following draft recommendation for electoral

change, which was set out in detail in its consultation report.

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
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DRrAFT RECOMMENDATION

Elections to the proposed eight new unitary authorities should be held every four years
(except Blackburn and West Lancashire which shoyld continue to have elections ‘by
thirds'). The initial number of councillors should be as set out below:

(i) there should be no change to the electoral arrangements for Lancaster, Blackpool,
Blackburn and West Lancashire which should continue to be served by 60, 44, 60
and 55 councillors respectively;

{ii) there should be 59 councillors serving 22 wards for Fylde and Wyre based on
existing or mergers of existing borough wards;

(iii) there should be 93 councillors serving 38 wards for Chorley, Preston and South
Ribble based on existing or mergers of existing borough wards;

(iv) there should be 68 councillors serving 24 wards for Burnley, Pendle and
Rossendale based on existing or mergers of existing borough wards; and

(v) there should be 62 councillors serving 26 wards for Hyndburn and Ribble Valley
based on existing or mergers of existing borough wards,

34

The Commission Proposes to review electoral arrangements generally throughout England
during the next five years, as part of a periodic electoral review it is required to undertake.

LOCAL COUNCILS

35

36

37

The Commission considered that the structure of local government in Lancashire should
build on the strong sense of identity with immediate neighbourhoods, as found by the MOR]
survey. It received a number of submissions suggesting how this might be achieved.

Since parish and town councils can be an important reflection of people’s sense of identity
within cheir community, the Commission believes that their role should be enhanced. This
should include regular meetings with the principal local authorities, improved consultation
on planning and highways issues and, where there is a demand from a local council, devolved
management of local facilities such as sports grounds and libraries. Members of parish and
town councils would also be well placed to help residents secure assistance or redress when
faced with problems about local services. These proposals enlarge on existing practice, and
reflect suggestions in many of the submissions to the Commission both nationally and
locally.

The Commission does not envisage an increase in the statutory powers of parish and town
councils, nor the establishment of another tier of local government. However, the
Commission does see an important role for parish and rown councils in empowering local
communities. The Commission agreed with many of its respondents that a clear consultative
framework should be established between principal local authorities and parish and town
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39

councils. This framework, or ‘local charter’, could ensure that parish and town councils have
rights to the following:

(i) aclear statement of those marters affecting the local community upon which they will
be consulted, with the areas for consultation being widely drawn;

(ii) sufficient information from principal authorities about local matters on which local

councils’ views have been requested;

(iii) the right to a written explanation from a principal authority if it does not accede to the

views of the parish or town council, as it may legitimately decide;

(iv) regular meetings between representatives of the principal authorities and the parish and

town councils to discuss matters of common interest.

The Commission recognised that the enhanced role it proposes would require the creation of
parish or, in the case of large towns or cities, neighbourhood councils for areas of the county
that are currently unparished. At present Lancashire parishes represent 82 per cent of the
land area but only 26 per cent of the population. Over one million people live in unparished
areas. However, at the time the Commission published its draft recommendations, in spite of
the evidence of strong local identity, this had not been translated into a direct and

widespread demand for local councils in the unparished areas of the county.

With no evidence of strong local demand for the parishing of most areas of Lancashire, the
Commission did not consult over specific parishing proposals. Nevertheless, it indicated that
it would welcome comments about parishing from residents. Should it become evident that
there was a demand for parishing generally, the Commission indicated that it would be
prepared 1o recommend to the Secretary of State that it should be directed to undertake an
electoral and boundary review, with a view to considering the parishing arrangements in the

county.

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

If there is clear local support for parishing areas in Lancashire which are not currently
parished, the Secretary of State should be invited to direct the Commission to undertake a
review in which the scope for further parishing can be considered.

In addition, there should be an enhanced consultative role for all town and parish councils.

Elections for parish and town councils should, wherever possible, be held at the same time
as elections for the principal authorities.

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND

13






40

41

3 RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

In response to its draft recommendation report, the Commission received over 77,000
written representations from residents, local authorities, Members of Parliament and public
and private sector organisations. These included individual letters, proforma letters,
petitions and returns of questionnaires. This represents 5 per cent of the population of
Lancashire, although some residents may have written to the Commission and also signed a
petition. The Commission is most grateful to all who took the trouble to give their views on
the future structure of local government in Lancashire.

All these representations, irrespective of their source or nature, have been carefully
considered by the Commission and have been taken into account by it in reaching its final
recommendations. As required by the Secretary of State’s Procedure Guidance, a list of
respondents is available on request from the Commission and all representations may be
inspected at the Commission’s offices.

LocAL RESIDENTS

42

43

44

Residents of Lancashire expressed their views on the Commission’s draft recommendations
either directly to the Commission or through local authorities, Members of Parliament or
others. They also made their views known through a survey of public opinion conducted on
the Commission’s behalf by Market & Opinion Research International (MORI).

The Commission’s public consultation exercise was unprecedented in local government
terms. To ensure that the Commission received as wide a variety of views as possible, it
sought the views of residents by means of a leaflet, with detachable questionnaire, delivered
by the Royal Mail to households throughout the county. This was an ambitious rask and
some difficulties were experienced in ensuring that each household received a copy of the
leaflet. These were remedied using a variety of methods to ensure thac the residents of
Lancashire were aware of the Commission's draft recommendations and how to comment on
them. The Commission is satisfied that alt residents of Lancashire have had the opportunity

to make cheir views known.

Nevertheless, the Commission recognises that the results of the leaflet exercise can give only
a broad indication of the views of the public, some of whom may have been influenced, in

some cases, by the publicity of the existing authorities and other bodies.

RESPONSES DIRECT TO THE COMMISSION

45

Over 675,000 leaflet questionnaires outlining the Commission’s draft recommendations and
alternative structural options were distributed to residents of the county, of which some
40,000 were completed and returned to the Commission, representing 6 per cent of those
distributed. Over 4,200 individual letters were received, of which around 4,000 were from

within the county area.
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46 NOP was commissioned to tabulate responses on behalf of the Commission, and these
tabulations were published shortly after the conclusion of the consultation period. Copies may be
obtained from NOP at Tower House, Southampton Street, London WC2E THN, price £5.00.

47 Figures 2 and 3 below summarise the views expressed direct to the Comnmission either in
individual letters or through the household questionnaires. They do not include the views of
those who submitted proforma letters o who signed or submitted petitions; these are summarised

separately.
Figure 2
VIEWS ON STRUCTURAL CHANGE: AN OVERVIEW
Structure Percentage of respondents
No change 60
Eight unitary authoriries 22
Six unitary authorities 6
Unitary districe in own districr 4
Other ( including multiple choice) 8
Tortal (number) {n=70,076)

Source: NOP analysis, September 1994

Figure 3
VIEWS ON STRUCTURAL CHANGE: DISTRICT LEVEL ANALYSIS
Eight unitary  Six unitary  No change Unitary No TOTAL
authorities  authorities district in preference/
respondent’s Other
district
Blackbum 38% 13% 44% * 5% 3,647
Blackpool 49% 14% 35% * 2% 6,071
Burnley 32% 14% 46% 1% % 2,628
Chorley 3% 4% 63% 1% 29% 6,033
Fylde 36% 6% 54% * 4% 4,221
Hyndburn 43% 3% 49% * 5% 3,922
Lancaster 3% 9% 5% * 3% 4,279
Pendle 7% 4% 63% 1% 25% 5,100
Preston 12% 8% 78% * 2% 4,770
Ribbie Valley 12% 2% 56% 1% 9% 4,836
Rossendale 7% 4% 7% 5% 7% 3,370
South Ribbie 3% 3% 75% 12% 7% 10,515
West
Lancashire 24% 9% 65% * 2% 3,635
Wyre 35% 4% 57% * 4% 6,330
County toral 22% 6% 60% 4% 8% 69,357
(15,129) (4,388) (41,423) (2,646) (5,771)

Out of county 13% 5% 51% — 31% 719

Source: NOP analysis, September 1994

Notes:

I' In a number of responses, particularly questionnaire fesponses, residents did not express a preference for a
single option; these the Commission classified as multiple choice returns. These included 388 (] per cent)
who selected option 3, plus unitary district. No other multiple choice was significant.

2 One per cent of other respondents did not specify any option; the remaining respondents classified as ‘other’
expressed support for a wide range of alternative structures,

3 719 responses were received from outside the county area; of these, 12 per cent expressed no structural
preference.

4 These tables include all respondent types, including individuals, businesses, local groups and parish councils,
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52

It is evident that there is strong support for no change and minimal support for unitary
districts. In particular, figure 3 shows that, with the exception of Blackpool, no change was
the most popular choice in each districts—and it was supported by over 50 per cent of
respondents in every district except Blackpool (35 per cent), Blackburn (44 per cent),
Burnley (46 per cent) and Hyndburn (49 per cent).

The other main points to emerge are:

(i) Support for the option of eight unitary authorities was only 22 per cent across the

county.
(ii) The overall support for the six unitary authority alternative was only 6 per cent.

(iii) In some areas {Burnley, Chorley, Lancaster, Pendle, Preston, Rossendale, South
Ribble, and West Lancashire) the same unitary authority is proposed in both Options 1
and 2. Such combinations should always be treated with caution, as it may be that
respondents’ preferences are at least partly based on what would happen outside the
district in which they live. However, if the support for Option 1 and 2 is added in these
areas, no change remains the more popular option in all cases, except Burnley, where
both were 46 per cent.

(iv) Other options attracting support from more than 5 per cent of the respondents in a
particular district are:

— 20 per cent from Chorley were in favour of some kind of merger of Chorley and
Leyland.

— 17 per cent of Pendle respondents supported a merger of Pendle (or the West
Craven part of it) with Craven District in North Yorkshire.

—  Unitary districts in their own district were supported by 21 per cent of Ribble
Valley respondents, 12 per cent from South Ribble, and 5 per cent from
Rossendale.

Approximately 1,600 proforma letters were received in support of no change. Petitions
totalling over 4,400 signatures were forwarded. These petitions included one collected in
Chorley representing 3,400 signatures in support of a unitary authority based on Chorley and
Leyland. Two petitions totalling almost 1,000 called for the retention of South Ribble
Borough Council and opposed a central Lancashire unitary authority.

Other types of response submitted to the Commission included questionnaires from
consultation excrcises carried out by other bodies. These included 560 responses from a
‘West Lancashire First' campaign which supported the Commission’s first option, and over
1,000 from a campaign which supported a unitary Rossendale authority. The majority of the
rest, including 562 pre-printed postcards forwarded by teachers, supported no change.

The Commission has paid close attention to all the views expressed during the consultation
programme. However, it is not possible to draw definitive conclusions about the actitudes of
local residents from this part of the consultation exercise alone as respondents may not be

representative of residents as a whole. The same issue of representativeness applies to local
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authorities’ and other groups’ consultation programmes. Some of the local authorities
prepared leaflets setting out their views. The Commission was also made aware of other
media campaigns undertaken by some local authorities and by pressure groups.

MoORI1 SURVEY

53

54

55

56

57

58

In order to obtain a representative indication of residents’ attitudes towards change, the
Commission engaged MORI to undertake an independent survey of a representative sample
of residents.

Those interviewed were shown a copy of the Commission’s household leaflet {with text
indicating the Commission’s recommendations being deleted) and were asked about each of
the options for structural change. They were also given an opportunity to suggest other
options.

All respondents were asked two questions about their preferences: first, they were asked to
select one of the Commission’s options; second, they were asked if there were any other
options that they would prefer.

By taking account of people’s response to both questions a succinct summary can be prepared
which best reflects people’s views and preferences.

The methodology is as follows:

(i) those who selected one of the Commission’s options as their first preference with the
prompted list, and then went on to say that they did not have any other preference
when offered an open choice, are described as firm supporters of that option;

(i) those who, having given their preference for one of the Commission’s options, then
went on to say there was actually another structure that they would prefer are re-
allocated to take account of this information;

(iit) there are also those who expressed no view or preference at both the Commission’s
options question and the unprompted open choice question. These people remain
categorised as ‘don’t know’,

Figure 4 below sets out the results of this analysis across the county and within individual
districts.
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Figure 4
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTS' PREFERENCES ON STRUCTURAL OPTIONS — ‘FIRM
SUPPORT’

Percentage of respondents

Authority Eight unitary Six unitary Status quo/ Other  Don’t know/
authorities authorities noneed to no opinion
change

Blackburn 15 19 33 13 20
Blackpool 20 14 30 4 32
Burnley 6 1 44 10 29
Chorley 5 9 53 10 23
Fylde 13 11 50 4 22
Hyndburn 16 9 58 7 10
Lancaster 9 8 43 I 29
Pendle 5 7 60 16 12
Preston 7 14 51 4 24
Ribble Valley 5 3 63 14 15
Rossendale 4 6 61 14 15
South Ribble 6 5 70 6 13
West Lancashire 11 6 52 7 24
Wyre 11 7 53 9 20
Overall County

average 10 10 49 9 22

Source: MORI, September 1994

59  The results show that about half of the respondents in the MORI survey support no change,
compared with 60 per cent of the representations submitted direct to the Commission.

60  The other main features of the survey were:-
(i) inall districts Option 3 or no change was the most popular option;

(i) support for the present system, though still the most popular oprion, was less pro-
nounced in Blackpool and Blackburn {at 30 per cent and 33 per cent respectively
compared with a county average of 49 per cent);

(iii) overall, support for the Commission’s two unitary alternatives was low — each at 10 per

cent.

61 A summary of the MORI survey findings is given at Appendix B. A copy of the full
tabulations may be obtained direct from MORI, 32 Old Queen St, London SW1H 9HP,
price £10.00.

LocAL AUTHORITIES

62  Figure 5 summarises the views of the Lancashire local authorities at the end of the consul-

tation exercise, as the Commission understands them.
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Figure 5
LOCAL AUTHORITIES’ PREFERENCES

Authority Preference j

Lancashire County Council No change

Blackburn Borough Council Unitary Blackburn

Blackpool Borough Council Unitary Blackpool

Burnley Borough Council Supports eight unitary authority option

Chorley Borough Council Supports a nine unitary authority option similar to the
Commission’s first option, but with 3 Chorley/Leyland
unitary authority

Fylde Borough Councii Supports eight unitary authority option including a
merger of Fylde and Wyre

Hyndburn Borough Council Merger of Hyndburn and Rossendale

Lancaster City Council Supports eight unitary authority option with a unitary
Lancaster

Pendle Borough Council No change

Preston Borough Council No change

Ribble Valley Borough Council Unitary Ribble Valley

Rossendale Borough Council No change

South Ribble Borough Council No change

West Lancashire District Council No change

Wyre Borough Council Supporzs eight unitary authority option including a
merger of Fylde and Wyre

Source: Local authority Stage 3 submissions

63  Although Fylde and Wyre Borough Councils are both committed to 4 merger, the other
proposed unirary authorities based on mergers have proved unpopular, with only Burnley
Borough Council Prepared to accept a unitary authority based on Burnley, Pendle ang

64  Although at Stage 1 Pendle Borough Council, Rossendale Borough Council and South

OTHER CONSULTEES

65 The majority of Lancashire Members of Parliament have expressed their views to the
Commission. Seven Members of Parliamen; have indicated support for the Commission’s
preferred option of eight unitary authorities, two wish to see unitary districts for the areas
they represent, one SUPpOTts a merger of Chorley and South Ribble, while one supports no
change,

66  Businesses and representative business groups also let the Commission know their views. The
CBI (North West Region) stated thar they couid support a six unitary authority option,
There were about 60 responses from businesses or business groups and of these around half
supported no change.
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67 Local Chambers of Commerce circulated a copy of the Commission’s consultation leaflet to
their members and have provided a summary of the results of their survey. This indicates that
there were 445 responses, with views being split fairly evenly between the three options put
forward for consultation by the Commission. In central and west Lancashire ‘no change’ was
more popular, while in east Lancashire there was greater support for Option 1.

Figure 6

RESPONSE TO SURVEY OF MEMBERS OF THE CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE
Chamber Option 1 Option2  Option 3 Other Total

Eight unitary Six unitary No change {number)
authorities authorities

Central and West Lancs  18% 34% 43% 5% 248
East Lancashire 54% 35% 11% — 197
Overall 34% 35% 28% 3% 445

Source: Chambers of Commerce submissions

68 There wasa strong education lobby opposed to any change to the local government structure
in Lancashire. This included proforma responses from teachers, plus approximately 200
letters from governing bodies, professional organisations and the churches.

69  The Commission heard from more than 100 of the 195 town and parish Councils in
Lancashire: over half of these wished to see no change.

70 Morecambe Bay Health Authority indicated that any of the three options would be
acceptable, while South Lancashire Health Authority wanted cither a coterminous unicary
authority or no change. The North West Lancashire Health Authority’s Director of Public
Health preferred no change. The Family Health Service Authority covering the county
did not express a structural preference but wanted ‘the best possible fir’ with the NHS
structure.

71 Voluntary and local groups who wrote during Stage 3 expressed fears about the impact of
change on their client groups, and also on their own organisation’s funding. The majority of
voluntary groups wished to see no change to the existing arrangements.

72 The public sector unions also indicated that they do not believe that the case for change has
been made. UNISON carried out its own campaigning activity promoting no change. The
union forwarded to the Commission 640 representations in support of this view. The
regional council of the TUC also preferred the existing two-tier structure.

73 In general, statutory consultees at a national level have restricted their views to the overall
issues, such as whether they agree with the unitary principle, and if so what size unitary
authorities should be, or else they have set out general concerns about service delivery.
Generally, these consultees have suggested that some services need to be organised at county

level, as they are now.
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75

The reservations felt by the National Council on Archies from the outser of the review abouy;
the future of county archive seryices if a county-wide authority should no longer exist have no;
been allevigred.

Other services which concerned particular statutory consultees included the library setvice,
arts, museums ang heritage co-ordination, the Sites and Monuments Records, and
archaeological services. In many cages the statutory consultees believe that the level of
service enjoyed in the present system would be forfeited in a unitary strucrure,
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4 THE COMMISSION’S CONCLUSIONS

76 The Commission has reassessed its draft recommendations in the light of all the
representations received during the consultation period, and the results of the MORI
opinion survey which was undertaken during that period.

77 Any recommendations for change which the Commission may make must satisfy the
statutory criteria given in section 13(5)(a) and (b) of the 1997 Act. This stipulates chat its
recommendations must have regard to the need to reflect the identities and inrerests of local
communities and to secure effective and convenient local government. This means striking a
balance between the two criteria to ensure that one is not satisfied at the expense of the
othert,

78  Accordingly, in reaching its final conclusions on the future structure of local government in
Lancashire, the Commission has had to exercise a degree of judgement in order to conform to
the statutory criteria and to the Secretary of State’s Policy Guidance (in particular the issues
of identity, accessibility, responsiveness and democracy). In doing so, it has considered and
weighed both the evidence which has been submitted, much of it conflicting, and that it has
itself collecred.

79 In order to determine whether there was still a case for structural change in Lancashire, the
Commission reviewed those criteria in the light of the responses received during the

consultation period.

THE IDENTITIES AND INTERESTS OF LocaL
COMMUNITIES

80 The MORI survey on community identity, summarised in appendix A, was carried our on
behalf of the 14 Lancashire district councils. It helped the Commission to assess patterns of
community identity and interests, and indicated the strength of personal affiliation with

various divisions of local government.

81 In Lancashire, community identity is generally strongest in respect of the local
neighbourhood or village, followed by the home town or nearest town, district/borough
council area and the county council area. A similar pattern of association was found in other
English counties.

82  The main points which emerged were that:

(i)  Affiliation to the county council area was higher than to the district/borough council
area in Blackburn, Lancaster and South Ribbie, although in Blackburn affiliation to the
nearest town was markedly higher than average.

(it) There was a ‘strong or very strong’ affiliation to the borough council area in Ribble
Valley (84 per cent) and Rossendale (81 per cent).

(ii1) The feeling of belonging to the nearest town was generally stronger than the affiliation
with the borough/district council. The exceptions were Fylde, Pendle, Ribble Valley,
South Ribble and West Lancashire.
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83

(iv) Blackburn provoked negative feelings from 20 per cent of respondents in Hyndburn and
from 19 per cent of respondents in Ribble Valley.

number of other factors,

ErrecTIVE AND CONVENIENT Locar GOVERNMENT

84 As already mentioned, the Commission received a number of Tepresentations on jis draft

85

86

87

structure should facilirage effective working relationships between social services
departments, housing departments angd health authorities, Care jn the community and the
Governmeng’s ‘Health of the Nation' initiative, as wel] a5 crime prevention and measures to

environmenta) health, leisure, recreation, local Planning, etc) and county services (socjal
services, education, Strategic planning, police, highways and transportation, etc).

Crucially, the €o-operation and actjye involvement of orher public bodies (the health trysts
and health authorities, the training and €nterprise councils, etc), the churches, voluntary
Organisations and the business community must also be engaged. The integration of such 5

government interests ro C0-Operate and, in the Commission’s view, offers the prospect of
major benefits.

Although major changes to the education service have taken place, it remaings key concern
of the publjc and of loca] Bovernment. Again, the more that the major education
institutions, the business community, the training and enterprise councils and other
Ofganisations are able to relare conveniently with one another, the greater is the prospect
that there wil] be successful co-operation in the interests of the community’s well-being.
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The Commission also received representations in relation to statutory land-use planning
functions. In its consultation report, the Commission recommended that, under a structure
of eight or six new unitary authorities in Lancashire, each authority should assume joint
responsibility for structure planning for the county area as a whole, and that each authority
should be responsible individually for the preparation of local plans for its own area. All of
the representations which commented on planning and related issues stressed the advantages
of retaining a two-tier planning system actoss the county area asa whole. Consultees, such as
British Aggregate Construction Materials Industries (BACMI), which represents some of
the major employers in the county, and the Freight Transport Association, were pessimistic
about the viability of voluntary joint arrangements for strategic functions in the county.

The Commission believes that the structure of local government should allow voluntary
organisations to continue to play a full part in providing local services. Voluntary
organisations are not only important service providets, but also heip develop strong, active
and involved communities. Although environmental initiatives associated with the
Government’s White Paper This Common Inheritance—such as coastal zone management,
woodland management, ecology projects and the county’s Green Audit—should benefit if
all local government responsibilities were effected by a single tier, many consultees were
concerned that initiatives being undertaken by the county council would be jeopardised in
any reorganisation, particularly where activities were not statutory and where they were
dependent upon a small number of experts.

In relarion to other services — for example, libraries, archives, museums and other heritage
services — representations have pointed to the need to retain county-wide services, if
possible without joint arrangements, and to maintain the integrity of records and collections.
Indeed several consultees were pessimistic about the likely success of voluntaty joint
arrangements, in view of their perception of earlier reorganisations. The Library Association
expressed concern about the costs of disaggregation, as well as the loss of economies of scale,
while the North Western Regional Library System felt that the impact of disaggregating
Lancashire County Council’s book stock would lead to both duplication and a narrower

range of publications.

Although the Commission is satisfied that the existing authorities are aware of the need to
make appropriate provision for the effective management of such services, and that they
would co-operate in establishing the necessary mechanisms — lead authority arrangements
or consortia agreements — without the need for a formal recommendation by the
Commission, this view is not shared by the majority of respondents.

The creation of unitary authorities of a sufficiently large size in population terms offers the
prospect that local government will be able to command resources sufficient to accomplish
the task of effective liaison with other organisations. Some respondents, however, expressed
the view that structural change to larger unitary authorities would cause remoteness,
especially where rural communities were merged with predominancly urban areas. However,

the Commission is of the view that convenient services do not necessarily depend on small
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scale local government structures. Of more importance is the organisation of services and the
means of access to them. With the effective devolution of management responsibilities to
the community level, and an enhanced representational and consultative role for parish and
town councils, the Commission considers that unitary authorities will be in a position to

ensure reasonable access to, and efficiency of, services to the public.

Concerns have also been expressed that the proposed reduction in the number of councillors
which would result from restructuring would place a greater burden on councillors’ workload
and their capacity to fulfil their functions effectively. It is worth noting that, where unitary
authorities replace the two-tier structure, there will be more, not fewer, councillors available
to the public for the present county services, which represent three-quarters of local
government expenditure and include major services like education. The Commission
believes that more streamlined management and the introduction of an improved support
network for councillors can contribute to easing councillors” workload. The councillor to
elector ratios—1 councillor to approximately 2,200 electors—detailed in the Commission’s
draft recommendation report are consistent with its view that while, in general, one
councillor should represent around 4,000 residents {equivalent to 1 to 3,000 electors) lower

ratios are appropriate in sparsely populated rural areas.

Some of the organisations writing during the consultation period have been keen to point
out that their preference for the existing arrangements should not be equated with no
improvement in local government services. They expect to see an improvement in the
standard of service and new initiatives for dealing with the needs of the community, The
Commission has been assured by many in local government that improvements could be
made to the existing two-tier structure. In other words, many of the potential benefits
associated with a unitary structure — avoiding duplication, co-ordinating resources, securing
effective partnerships, improving consultation and establishing ‘one-stop shops’ — could be
achieved in the existing structure.

CosTS AND SAVINGS

95

96

The Commission is required to consider the change in overhead costs which may result from
changes in the structure of local government. This is not a straightforward matter and the
issues concerned are discussed more fully in the Commission’s report Renewing Local
Government in the English Shires.

Figure 7 below shows existing local government indirect expenditure (administrative
overheads), based upon financial material provided by the local authorities in Lancashire.
The Secretary of State’s Policy Guidance requires the Commission to look only at indirect
expenditure since the level of direct service provision is largely independent of local
government structure. Indirect expenditure typically represents only some 10 per cent of
total local government spending.
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Figure 7
ESTIMATE OF EXISTING LOCAL GOVERNMENT INDIRECT SPEN DING

£ million
Staff costs (including associated overheads) 116
Accommodation 5
Information technology 26
Costs of democracy (members allowances etc) 2
Total of existing indirect expenditure 149

Source: Local Government Commission

97  Figure 8 below shows the Commission’s estimates of annual savings and transitional costs of
each of the structural options detailed in its draft recommendarion report.

Figure 8
COMPARISON OF THE INDIRECT COSTS OF EACH OF THEUNITARY STRUCTURAL
OPTIONS AGAINST EXISTING ARRANGEMENTS

Option Annual savings/  Transitional costs Payback
costs period
Eight unitary authorities From £1m to From £21m Under 3 vyears
£8m saving to £28m o
28 years
Six unitary authorities From £9m to From £22m Under 2 vyears
£16m saving to £29m to
over 3 years

Source: Local Government Commission

Note:

The transitional costs for the six unitary authority option have been increased by £1 million since
the consultation report following a review of the information technology requirements. The
payback period is unchanged.

98 The county and district councils in Lancashire provided the Commission with their own
estimates of the financial consequences of a range of structural alternatives, However, in
order to secure a consistent approach the Commission has applied the financial methodology
developed by the Commission and its consultants, Ernst & Young, and which was published
in December 1993, to produce the estimates of costs and savings set out in figure 8. These
estimates differed from those provided by the local authorities. They are expressed as a range
in order to reflect the broad nature of the estimates and assumptions involved.

99 Retention of the existing structure of one county council and 14 district councils, while
producing no annual savings or costs, would also result in no transitional costs.

100 The County Council have communicated to the Commission reservations about the
application of the financial model in the review area. They believe that the judgements made
by the Commission have led to a potential overstatement of savings in administrative
expenditure. The Commission has considered these arguments and has concluded that, were

they to be accepted, the figures would still fall wichin the ranges set out above.
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The detailed figures on which the Commission’s estimates are based have been published
separately. Copies have been sent to the Secretary of State and to the principal authorities in
the review area. Additional copies are available from the Commission on request.

CONCLUSION

102

Having reviewed all the evidence before it against the statutory and other criteria, the
Commission has to conclude whether the case for change to the structure of local

government in Lancashire has been made.

THE CASE FOR CHANGE

103

104

105

106

107

Any structure which involved unitary authorities based on areas smaller than the existing
county would require some form of joint arrangements. However, the Commission
concluded that either the eight or the six unitary authority structure put forward for
consultation would nevertheless lead to authorities which had adequare resources to deliver
local government services to the current standard at least. The Commission’s view remains
that the potential benefits associared with having one unit of local government to deal with
related services, such as housing and social services, could be achieved in either of the unitary
structures which it considered viable in its consultation report. Partnerships would also
benefit from authorities nesting within the boundaries of key partners, such as the training
and enterprise councils and health authorities.

However, in contrast, most statutory consultees have expressed strong reservations about the
ability of either of the two proposed unitary structures to provide effective and convenient
local government services. There have been fears about the fragmentation of specialist
services and the proliferation of non-elected boards. Consultees were generally sceptical that
the unitary authorities would provide accessible and responsive local government in

practice,

The Commission’s financial estimates indicate that modest annual savings in indirect
expenditure could be achieved in each unitary structure once transitional costs had been
incurred.

The Commission put forward interim electoral arrangements for each unitary structure
which resulted in a ratio of approximately I councillor to 2,200 electors, a lower ratio than
that generally recommended elsewhere by the Commission. As already noted, some
respondents believed that the proposed electoral arrangements would lead toadiminution in
democratic representation.

On the basis of the evidence then available, the Commission’s consultation report
concluded that its proposed authorities would better reflect the community of interest which
was displayed in people’s behavioural patterns for shopping, work and leisure. However, in
respect of the larger authorities based on Blackpool and Blackburn in option 2, there was an
acknowledged degree of tension between the needs of the urban centres and their

surrounding rural hinterlands.
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However, the direct response to the Commission indicated that the unitary options were
unpopular with residents throughout the county. This was confirmed by the MORI survey.

On balance, the evidence suggests that the Commission should recommend no change to the
existing structure. However, this could be modified in respect of those parts of the county
where local people and other interest groups do appear to accept the unitary authority
proposed by the Commission as part of its draft recommendations. Such appears to be the
case in Blackpool, and the Commission has considered whether to recommend unitary status
for the Borough as part of a modified two-tier structure.

The Commission concluded in its consultation report that a unitary Blackpool authority
(population 152,100) would be capable of providing the full range of local government
services to the present standard, either directly or by buying in services.

Blackpool was a county borough on its existing boundaries from 1904 to 1974. It is densely
populated (43.5 persons per hectare compared to a county average of 4.6) which is a strong
contrast to its more rural neighbours. Although Blackpool's travel-to-work area extends into
neighbouring boroughs, it is largely self contained for work, shopping and leisure. lts
illuminations, pleasure beach, tower and conference facilicies atrract 17 million visitors a
year, making it the most visited resort in Britain. This is vital to the economy, with 80 per
cent of all jobs based in the service sector. Although there is tourism elsewhere on the Fylde
coast, it is on a completely different scale in Blackpool.

A relatively high proportion (49 per cent) of those Blackpool residents responding directly to
the Commission wished to see a unitary Blackpool. However, unitary status on ‘firm
preferences’ is supported by only 20 per cent of respondents in the MORI survey compared
with 30 per cent who preferred no change.

The view of businesses/business groups generally, as shown in the Chamber of Commerce
survey, is split between the three options put forward by the Commission. Other consultees
have tended not to make comments relating to specific districts. However, they have
expressed concerns about the loss of county-wide expertise and the fragmentation of services,
There are fears about the ability of a unitary authority of this size to provide a strategic
approach to planning, transportation and economic development.

County services are currently organised on areas smaller than the county and there are area
offices in Blackpool for education ( including an educational psychologist unit), the library
service, adult social services, and a purchasing team for social services. The creation of a

unitary authority based on Blackpool would nevertheless cause disruption to county services.

The Commission has considered the financial implications of a unitary Blackpool with the
rest of the county remaining two tier. [t estimates that there would be transitional costs of £2
million to £4 million, and that the annual indirect expenditure across the county would
increase by up to £2 million. In effect, there would be a continuing cost attached to such a
change.
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unitary principle from the residents of Blackpool, the Commission has concluded that, in the
light of concerns expressed abour the fragmentation of county services and the ongoing cost
of such a structure, it cannot recommend a unitary authority based on Blackpool whilst
recommending no change in the rest of the county,

RETENTION OF THE EXISTING STRUCTURE

118

119

120

121

122

The Commission found no groundswell of opinion anywhere in the county area thar local
government in Lancashire was in need of reform: indeed there was generally strong — i
some areas overwhelming — support for the existing two-tier Structure, as evidenced in both

Retention of the present structure would forego the potential benefits of a unitary system of
local government, However, as the County Council and others have indicated, many of

There would be no savings in annual indirect costs, but equally no transitional costs would be
incurred,

In the Commission’s view, structural change would not adequately address the issues of
identity, accessibility, responsiveness and democracy to which it has had regard in the
conduct of this review. Having weighed up the evidence, including the response to the
consultation report, the Commission has concluded that there should be no change to the
existing two tier structure in Lancashire,

In the following chapter the Commission sets out its final recommendations to the Secretary
of State,
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5 FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

123 The final recommendations set out below reflect the views ser out in the Commission’s
report Renewing Local Government in the English Shives as well as the responses to the
Commission’s consultations. The first section of the chapter addresses the structure of local
government in Lancashire; the second relates to the other matters on which the Commission
consulted.

THE STRUCTURE

124 Having reviewed the evidence before it against the statutory and other criteria, including the
public response to consultation, the Commission has concluded that there should be no

change to the existing two-tier structure of local government in Lancashire.

FINAL RECOMMENDATION 1
There should be no change to the existing two-tier structure of one county council and 14
district councils in Lancashire.

125 The Commission's consultation report noted that there was an interest from local people in
the restoration of historic counties, in particular from parts of Pendle and Ribble Valley that
are in ‘historic’ Yorkshire. That interest was again noted during the consultation period, but
given that no structural changes are proposed in Lancashire the Commission recommends
that there should be no change at present to the arrangements for ceremonial and related
issues. It considers, however, that the Secretary of State may wish to look carefully at this
issue in the light of local opinion.

FINAL RECOMMENDATION 2
There should be no change to the present arrangements for ceremonial and related issues in
Lancashire.

OTHER MATTERS

126 Inaddition to looking at the structure of local government in Lancashire, the Commission is
also required to examine the position of certain services, to make recommendations about
future electoral arrangements and to rake account of the part that town and parish councils
could play in each area it reviews. In view of the recommendation that there should be no
change to the structure of local government in Lancashire, no recommendations are made
about services such as public protection and land-use planning.
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ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS

127

The Commission proposes to review electoral arrangements generally throughout England
during the next five years. In Lancashire, that review will be able to look further at the local
aucthority electoral arrangements. In the meantime, the Commission does not propose any

changes to the electoral and warding arrangements of the existing authorities.

LOCAL COUNCILS

128

129

Since parish and town councils can be an important reflection of a sense of identity within
their community, the Commission believes that their role should be enhanced, whether or
not there is a change to a unitary structure. This should include regular meetings with the
principal local authorities, improved consultation on planning and highways issues and —
where there is a demand from a local council — devolved management of local facilities,
such as sports grounds and libraries. Members of parish and town councils would also be well
placed to help residents secure assistance or redress when faced with problems about local
services. These proposals enlarge on existing practice, and reflect suggestions in many of the
submissions to the Commission, both nationally and locally.

No increase in the statutory powers of parish and town councils is envisaged, nor the
establishment of another tier of local government. However, the Commission does see an
important role for parish and town councils in empowering local communities. The
Commission agreed with many of its respondents that a clear consultative framework should
be established berween principal local authorities and parish and town councils. This
framework is set out in paragraph 37 of this report.

FiINAL RECOMMENDATION 3

There should be an enhanced consultative role for all town and parish councils.

130

131

The Commission recognised that the enhanced role it proposes would require the creation of
either parish or (in the case of large towns or cities) neighbourhood councils for areas of the
county that are currently unparished. The MORI survey undertaken on behalf of the
Commission found that 66 per cent of respondents agreed that town and parish councils
should be set up, where they do not exist, if local people want them.

The Commission has received representations in favour of the parishing of a number of areas
including Colne, Darwen, Fleetwood, Longton {in South Ribble), Lytham and Padiham. It
has not been possible to carry out a detailed review within the statutory timetable for the
structural review and therefore the Commission would now wish to undertake a general

review of parishing in Lancashire so that these matters can be pursued further.

FiNAL RECOMMENDATION 4

The Commission invites the Secretary of State to direct it to undertake a review in which

the scope for further parishing in Lancashire can be considered.

3z

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND



® % ok

NEXT STEPS

132 Having now completed its review of Lancashire and submitted its final recommendations to
the Secretary of State, the Commission has fulfilled its statutory role under section 13 of the
Local Government Act 1992,

133 All further representations and correspondence concerning the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to the Secretary of State, who will take them into account before
reaching a conclusion on the Commission’s recommendations. Representations should be
addressed to:

The Secretary of State for the Environment
Local Government 1 Division
Department of the Environment
2 Marsham Street
London SW1P 3EB
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APPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF MoORI FINDINGS ON COMMUNITY
IDENTITY

Extract from the Commission’s Consultation Report

RESIDENTS’ ATTITUDES TO CHANGE

Local attitudes to change are important. It has generally been the Commission’s experience that
residents favour a single-tier system of local government, although there are some review areas
where support for this principle has proved to be weak. When residents are given choices for
unitary structures it can be difficult to translate support for the unitary principle into designs for
the actual unitary structures.

In Lancashire, as elsewhere, the market research on community identity commissioned by the 14
districts sought the views of local residents on support for the principle of unitary authorities.
Based on responses to the question: ‘One possible outcome of the review is a change from the
present system so that one council instead of two is responsible for providing all the services. To
what extent would you support or oppose this proposal for this area? the level of support overall
was 44 per cent (19 per cent opposed). Figure A1 sets out the results by district, and indicares that
in all areas except South Ribble there is a balance in favour of change, although a significant
proportion of respondents did not express a view.
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Figure Al
SUPPORT FOR THE PRINCIPLE OF UNITARY LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Question: ‘One possible outcome of the review is a change from the present system, so that one
council instead of two is responsible for providing all services. To what extent do you support or

oppose this proposal for your area”

Percentage of respondents

Authority Support Oppose Neither/no opinion
Blackburn 38 16 46
Blackpool 43 12 45
Burnley 62 11 27
Chorley 53 21 26
Fylde 55 16 29
Hyndburn 47 25 28
Lancaster 44 23 33
Pendle 48 20 32
Preston 46 26 28
Ribble Valley 41 25 34
Rossendale 24 14 62
South Ribble 28 29 43
West Lancashire 42 15 43
Wyre 42 24 34
Overall 44 19 37

Source: MORI, July-August 1993

The Lancashire survey also asked what priorities people would attach to the various factors that

influence local government structure.

This survey enabled the Commission to gauge the relative importance that people in the review
area give to major factors that will influence local government structure. Responses to the
question ‘which three of these factors, if any, do you think should be most important in deciding

the local government structure in your area? are shown in figure A2.
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Figure A2
FACTORS DETERMINING LOCAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE IN LANCASHIRE

Percentage of respondents mentioning each factor

Responding to local people’s wishes 60
Quality of services 60
Local decision making 35
Cost of services 35
Accountability 24
Ease of contacting the council 15
Sense of community 14

Historical or traditional boundaries
Location of council offices

Size of population covered
Number of local councillors

Other/Don’t know

OO Oh OO

Source: MORI, July-August 1993

These opinions were broadly in line with public opinion in the Commission’s review elsewhere. It
can be seen that ‘quality of service’ and ‘responding to local people’s wishes’ were top of the list of
people’s priorities, with ‘cost’ and ‘local decision making’ also being identified by many.

When asked what was the single most important factor, 24 per cent of the residents identified
quality of services and 29 per cent responsiveness to local people’s wishes. Local decision making,
cost of services and accountability were each identified by around 10 per cent of respondents. No
other factor was identified by more than 2 per cent of respondents. In a separate MORI survey
undertaken for the Commission, on a national basis, 82 per cent of residents said that they would
not be prepared to pay more for services to be locally based.

Figures A3 and A4 summarise the key findings of the MORI survey in Lancashire. Figure A3 shows
that throughout Lancashire community affiliation is generally serongest in respect of the local
neighbourhood or village, followed by the home town or nearest town. People then generally felt
that they belonged more strongly to their district/borough council area than the county council.
Figure A4 illustrates the variation, by district, of community affiliations.
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Figure A3
COMMUNITY IDENTITY IN LANCASHIRE: AN OVERVIEW

Question: ‘How strongly do you feel you belong to each of the following areas?

Percentage of respondents belonging ‘very or fairly' strongly

Very Strongly Very/Fairly Strongly

This neighbourhood/village 45 79
Town/nearest town 34 67
District/borough/city area 24 60
County council area 20 51
Former Lancashire 12 25

Source: MORI July-August 1993

Figure A4
COMMUNITY IDENTITY IN LANCASHIRE

Question: ‘How strongly do you feel you belong to each of the following areas?”

Percentage of respondents belonging ‘very or fairly' strongly

Authority Neighbourhood/ Town/nearest City/borough/ County council
village town district council area of
area of Lancashire
Lancashire
Blackburn 79 82 64 67
Blackpool 76 76 61 49
Butnley 79 66 59 45
Cheorley 79 76 57 54
Fylde 81 48 50 32
Hyndburn 85 83 59 44
Lancaster 79 65 40 46
Pendle 72 47 52 50
Preston 74 82 55 46
Ribble Valley 91 47 84 60
Rossendale 84 82 81 49
South Ribble 78 49 62 71
West Lancashire 76 39 61 49
Wyre 83 75 67 52
Overall 79 67 60 51

Source: MORI July-August 1993
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MEMORANDUM

TO: The Local Government Commission for England

FROM: MORI Local Government Research Unit

DATE: 12 September 1994

RE: Public attitudes to Local Government structure in Lancashire
TECHNICALNOTE

MORI interviewed a representative quota sample of 4,407 adults aged 18+ across Lanca-
shire. All Census enumeration districts (EDs) in the county were sorted into districts, and
within district ranked by percentage professional/managerial households. At this stage, 24
EDs were selected in each district, with a probability of selection proportional to the size of
the population of each. Quota controls were set for each sampling point, by gender, age and
work status using 1991 Census data. Around 300 interviews were achieved in each district,
and at the analysis stage the data were weighted to account for the population profiles of
each district and the relative population sizes.

MAIN FINDINGS

®  One in two expresses either firm support for Option Three or say there is no need to
change. Retaining the existing structure receives more firm support than Options One
and Two combined in all districts except Blackpool and Blackburn.

®  No majority agreement on which option would be worst—either across the county or
within any district.

o  No majority for any “other” option not presented by the Commission.
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DETAILS

®  Seveninten (69%) name Lancashire as their County Council

¢ In most districts, at least three in four can name their district council (lower in
Blackpool and West Lancashire)

Q  What is the name of the Borough/District/City Council for this area?

%
Correct

Blackburn Borough 75
Blackpool Borough 61
Burnley Borough 85
Chorley Borough 78
Fylde Borough 75
Hyndburn Borough 86
Lancaster City 80
Pendle Borough 78
Preston Borough 76
Ribble Valley Borough 85
Rossendale Borough 87
South Ribble Borough 89
West Lancashire District 63
Wyre Borough 85

®  Just one in four (25%) say they have never heard of the Review, although depth of
knowledge stands at a low level—just two per cent of residents say they know “a great
deal” about the Review, and 11% know “a fair amount™.

®  The options for change were presented as on the Commission leaflet, modified to
remove the text indicating the Commission’s recommendation.

In summary:

One: Eight new unitary councils.
Two: six new unitary councils,

Three: Retention of the existing two-tier structure.
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®  There is majority support for Option Three in South Ribble, Ribble Valley, Pendle,
Rossendale, Hyndburn and Wyre. In the nine remaining districts, this option receives
more mentions than the other two options:

Q  Please tell me which of these options, if any, you would prefer?

Option Options Option Noneof Don’t

One Two Three These Know
LANCASHIRE % 12 11 49 6 22
Blackburn % 20 20 37 3 20
Blackpool % 22 14 30 3 31
Burnley % 7 12 45 9 27
Chorley % 5 10 45 21 19
Fylde % 13 12 49 1 25
Hyndburn % 18 9 59 4 10
Lancaster % 12 9 46 6 27
Pendle % 6 7 63 7 17
Preston % 8 16 43 9 24
Ribble Valley % 6 4 70 6 14
Rossendale % 6 7 62 5 20
South Ribble % 6 6 70 6 12
West Lancashire % 12 7 49 5 27
Wyre % 14 7 54 3 22

¢  Offered the opportunity to name “other” options that they preferred (but with no
particular options prompted), eight in ten say either that there are none (50%) or that
they do not know (31%). The proportions preferring another option are as follows:

Q  What other options, if any, would you prefer to those I have shown you?

No Need Some other

to change preference
LANCASHIRE % 10 9
Blackburn % 2 13
Blackpool % 4 4
Burnley % 8 10
Chorley % 20 10
Fylde % 13 4
Hyndburn % 6 7
Lancaster % 4 11
Pendle % 17 16
Preston % 16 4
Ribble Valley % 3 14
Rossendale % 21 14
South Ribble % 15 6
West Lancashire % 12 7
Wyre % 11 9

Some of those who had selected Option Three were then selecting “No Change”,
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All respondents are, therefore, asked two questions about their prefences: first, they
are asked to select one of the Commission’s options; second, they are asked if there
are any other options that they would prefer.

By taking account of people’s responses to both questions we can prepare a succinct
summary which best reflects people’s views and preferences.

The methodology is as follows: those who select one of the Commission’s options as
their first preference with the prompted list, and then went on to say that they do not
have any other preference when offered an open choice, are described as “firm”
supporters of that option.

Those who, having given their preference for one of the Commission’s options, then
went on to say there was actually another structure that they would prefer (which
might have been the status quo, for example) are re-allocated to take account of this
information.

There are also those who €xpress no view or preference at both the Commission’s
options question and the unprompted open choice question. These people remain
categorised as “Don’t know”. The table below sets out the results of this analysis
across the County and within individual districts,

Firm Support

Option Option Option No need Don’t

One Two Three change Other know
LANCASHIRE % 10 10 39 10 9 22
Blackburn % 15 19 31 2 i3 20
Blackpool % 20 14 26 4 4 32
Burnley % 6 11 36 3 10 29
Chorley % 5 9 33 20 10 23
Fylde % 13 11 37 13 4 22
Hyndburn % 16 9 52 6 7 10
Lancaster % 9 8 39 4 11 29
Pendle % 5 7 43 17 16 12
Preston % 7 14 35 16 4 24
Ribble Valley % 5 3 60 3 14 15
Rossendale % 4 6 40 21 14 15
South Ribble % 6 5 35 15 6 13
West Lancashire % 11 6 40 12 7 24
Wyre % 11 7 42 11 9 19
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&  Within each district, it is feasible to add figures horizontally where the outcome of
more than one option is the same for the district concerned. For example, Options
One and Two entail a unitary Lancaster; therefore, the figures for first preference of
these two options can be added together for Lancaster residents. However, such
combinations should always be treated with caution, as it may be that respondents’
preferences are at least partly based on what would happen outside of the district in
which they live.

e  Although there is no majority opinion, the eight unitary authorities option is most
commonly selected as the least preferred option. There is considerable variation by
district, however:

Q  Which, if any, of the options shown here would you least prefer?

Option Option Option Noneof Don’t
One Two Three These Know

LANCASHIRE % 23 18 11 12 36
Blackburn % 20 26 22 4 28
Blackpool % 14 13 16 12 45
Burnley % 19 7 13 12 49
Chorley % 30 8 9 19 34
Fylde % 25 19 13 3 40
Hyndburn % 15 48 9 6 22
Lancaster % 16 11 14 21 38
Pendle % 32 16 7 15 30
Preston % 28 10 13 13 36
Ribble Valley % 16 42 5 9 28
Rossendale % 43 10 6 10 31
South Ribble % 36 19 6 18 21
West Lancashire % 25 9 8 15 43
Wyre % 13 32 10 9 36

® Two in three residents (66%) support the principle of setting up town or parish
councils where people want them. This is broadly consistent throughout the county.
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STATISTICAL RELIABILITY

The respondents to the questionnaire are only samples of the total “population”, so we
cannot be certain that the figures obtained are exactly those we would have if everybody
had been interviewed (the “true” values). We can, however, predict the variation between
the sample results and the “true” values from a knowledge of the size of the samples on
which the results are based and the number of times that a particular answer is given. The
confidence with which we can make this prediction is usually chosen to be 95%—that is, the
chances are 95 in 100 that the “true” value will fall within a specified range. The table below
illustrates the predicted ranges for different sample sizes and percentage results at the
“95% confidence interval”;

Approximate sampling tolerances

Size of sample on which applicable to percentages at or
survey result is based near these levels
10% or 90% 30% or 70% 50%
+ + +
100 interviews 6 9 10
300 interviews 3 5 6
1,000 interviews 2 3 3
3,000 interviews 1 2 2
4,500 interviews 1 1 2

For example, with a sample size of 300 where 30% give a particular answer, the chances are
19in 20 that the “true” value (which would have been obtained if the whole population had
been interviewed) will fall within the range of +5 percentage points from the sample result.

When results are compared between separate groups within a sample, different results may
be obtained. The difference may be “real,” or it may occur by chance (because not everyone
in the population has been interviewed). To test if the difference is a real one—ie if it is
“statistically significant”, we again have to know the size of the samples, the percentage
giving a certain answer and the degree of confidence chosen. If we assume “95% confidence 1
interval”, the differences between the two sample results must be greater than the values
given in the table below:

Ditferences required for significance

Size of samples compared at or near these percentage levels |
10% or 90% 30% or 70% 50%
+ + +
300 and 300 5 7 8
1,000 and 1,000 3 4 4
1,000 and 300 4 6 7
4,500 and 300 4 5 6
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MARKED-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND



MORI/8197

(1-4) OPTIONS RESEARCH (LANCASHIRE) 0UO (5-8)
Fieldwork 16 July — 15 August 1994
N = 4,407 respondents aged 18+

Sample stratified by district, data weighted to be representative of the population profile

Gender %
MaEIB i n b AT
Female ....ccccvvmmmmnriisssriiinn, 53

Age Yo
Wi s M
253 e, 18
e O R L T
T bt 8
waremace ||

Work Status %
Full-time (30 hrsfwk+) oo, 45
Part-time (8-29 hra/wk) ....cccvccvvverene. B
Mot working {under 8 hrs] 2
Looking after homefci'lildren g
Retired... - 27
Hegislered unemp!mred avesmsam: o0}
Unamph}yed but not ragmered 1
Student ... 2
Other .. 2

Occupation of Chief Income Earner (CIE)
Position/rank/grada
Industry/type of company

Qualifications/degrees/apprenticeship

Mo of Staff Responsible for

PROBE FCR CIE.-"PENEIGN %

AB... 16
D.... i y 18
| LS S 15

Number in Household
Adults aged 18+ {inc. respondent)
20% 56% 16% 6% 2%
1 2 3 4 5+

Children (17 or under)
61% 15% 15% 5% 3%
4] 1 2 3 44

QAAre you or other members of your

household employed by a council?
IF YES: Is this a Borough/District/City
Council or a County Council ?
CODE FOR BOTH RESPONDENT AND
OTHER HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS
RespondentOther
% %
Yes:
BorwglesMcquy 2 2z
County 5 3
Don’t know whmh £ b
Mo .. 92 87
Don't know .. 1 7
Tenure %
Buying on moﬂgage 46
Fented from Coungil ......... 10
Rented from Housing Assocqaﬂon 1
Rented from pdvata iand!urd 4
Other .. 1
QBls this your main permanent home, or is
it a second or holiday home?
%o
Main/permanent ............cc.ccccernene, 99
Car in Household
CIRCLE NUMBER
23% 51% 22% 4%
o0 1 2 a3+

THIS FORM IS THE PROPERTY OF MARKET & OPINION RESEARCH INTERNATIONAL (MORI)
32 OLD QUEEN STREET, LONDON, SW1H 9HP
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INTERVIEWER DECLARATION: | confirm that | have conducted this interview face-to-face with the
above named person and that | have asked all the relevant questions fully and recorded the answers
in conformance with the survey specification and the MRS Code of Conduct,

Interviewer Name .........cccmmmmmreimmsimmsmssmsrn SIONALUIE . .coecornsren s s sns s s st

Interviewer Number )“

Month Date

DATE OF INTERVIEW

NB INTERVIEWER: ALL SHOWCARDS HAVE BEEN REVERSED. PLEASE BE CAREFUL TO
CODE THE CORRECT RESPONSE.

Good morning/afternoonfevening. I'm from MORI, the market research and polling
organisation. We are doing a survey about local issues, and | would like to ask you a few
questions,

ASKALL
Q1a Firstly, how long have you lived in this town/village?

Q1b And how long have you lived in this county?

2

Qia

%o

Less than 1 YBEAF ... vcenieiiniessimieii s bsermses s sasas 4
AN BEITE oy eviaricoe nrsi o s kS e 204 4
BT OB o i i s i B S S 13
Over 20 years/all my life .......coocuvrnmnerrnnsernismsnes 54
Don't know/can rémember. ..., -

v lowadT

Q2  What is the name of the County Council for this area? DO NOT PROMPT

Lancashire County GoUNGl ... isessss e 69
Other (WRITE IN & CODE "2") ..o ssssesss e e en g

Q3  What is the name of the Borough/District/City Council for this area? DO NOT PROMPT

%

Correct

Blackpool Borough Council..........cinininan, 61
Burnley Borough Council ... 85
Chorley Boraugh GOUNGH .....cooovmimimmimmmarmimim s st mmnasanes 78
Fylde BOrough COUNGHL.........oeerresrsrssosesermessrsressiesmcs ssesesessasmnms sessnanes 75
Hyndburn Borough Goungil ... .....cooviiiiicriesesessseressressesnns 86
Lancaster City Couneil ..o simssnmsisnsssnssars i mmsssnraiossssssesas 80
Pendle Borough GOUNGl ... rsrsmsinssssmsisissssrasssesnsssess 78
Ribble Valley Borough Council.......cwmrmmiimmsmss s 85
Rossendale Borough Countil........cii s s B7
South Ribble Borough Council ...... 89
West Lancashire District Counci A 63
Wyre Borough Council .......c.ceurenes 85
Other (WRITE IN & CODE “3") ...t ssnsnsssnsans

Don't k
b OO i i o e N U VS m AT A
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IF INCORRECT ANSWER AT Q2 OR Q3, READ OUT: In fact, this is the Lancashire County
Council area and the . .. , Borough/District/City Council area.

ASK ALL

Q4  SHOWCARD A (R) As you may know, there is currently a review being undertaken by
the Local Government Commission on the future of local government structure in this
area. How much, if anything, would you say you know about this?

ro 3

POTBBE BB o sorov mapynonesssnsss s mamsianesinsicsmsin einisis s B s
ATAIT BMOUNL.. ettt

Qe e Rt oot e s e e R
Heard of but know nothing about.......c.c.cco.. oo,
MNever heard of ...,

11

36
26
25

HAND OVER COMMISSION LEAFLET

Threelfour options have been put forward by the Local Government Commission for the
future structure of local government in Lancashire. Could you please read through this
leaflet, which outlines the options and includes maps which Illustrate them.

ASK ALL

Q5  SHOWCARD B Please tell me which of these options, if any, you would most prefer?
SINGLE CODE ONLY -

%%
L0 T R o
Mone of t(hes.......cocvvvesvesiinenns

ASK IF PREFER 1,2 OR 3. (OTHERS GO TO Q8)

Q6 Why do you say you would most prefer option....?
PROBE FULLY — DO NOT PROMPT. MULTICODE OK
Base: All expressing preference (3,188)

Cost/Efficiency
More efficient/less duplication _.....
Easier to manags

Size/Area
Smaller areas better/oers 100 Big..............o.eerrereersrssssons
Bigger areas better/others too smallitoo many councils..................
More sensitive 10 local area/people
Each area different/local identity. .............c.coooovoooeooo
Want to join'be part of . . . (8reaftown) .........ccoovvveeeevoveeeviron
Don't want to join/be part of . . . (area/town)........
Takes account of different levels of community .,
Maintaing SIralegic SEVICES ..............oeeecisimssmeressessss s s

General
No need to change/OK 85 IS,
Like present Councillis good/satisfactory ................. y
Don't like present Council/is POor .........o.vooevvsvsceesss o
Current services good/current councils provide good services.......
Would increase services/more services ......................... P~
Would improve services/services would be good quality ................
Need strong/influential Countil... ..o SiesE
GO back 0 NOW Il WAS .......voeeveerreerses oo
Good idea generally ..............cceeoeereeresnsesn, ¥
Other (WRITE IN & CODE "9") ...covvo oot

— - —
W& RMMOOMo D

PR TR

Ll R E I R ]

-k

Don't know 4
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THERE IS NO Q7

ASK ALL
Q8 SHOWCARD (B) (R} AGAIN Which, if any, of the options shown here would you least
refer?

P r
SINGLE CODE OMLY
Least
%o
Oplion 2 ... i8
Mone of these 11
Lot e (1= TP 12

ASK IF LEAST PREFER OPTION 1,2 OR 3 (OTHERS GO TO Q10)

Q9  And why do you say you would least preferoption . ... ?
PROBE FULLY — DO NOT PROMPT. MULTICODE OK.
Base: All expressing least preference (2,326)

£

Cost/Efficiency
Cost of change ...
Would cost more 1o runimore expenslve
Too much duplication ...............
Too many joint arrangamenls
Too difficull to manage ...

Size/Area
Area too big/smaller areas better ...
Area too small/bigger areas bettertoo rnany e
Would ignore us/our views/would be isolated ...
Too impersonalfless local ...
Dontwantmpirubepanoi {areaﬂom} i
No local identity .... RRTHROEY. A7)
Authorities too small to copa
Too narrow/no strategic view..

General
No need to change/OK as it is...
Like/Don't like present Councillis guodfponr
Poor services .
Current services would be reduced/in danger
Bad idea generally.... o
| prefer the othersflike other optbons rnnre
Other {WF:ITE IN & CODE ‘“?"} s

58 ~wauda

-k
el R I = R N

= L 0 G2 G D

DIOMT KIIOW ©.veeeiiamirirasessrmassrssnsvasssssssmessrarsss asmera s st serasssnsnses nasess abass 7

ASK ALL
Q10  What other options, if any, would you prefer to those | have shown you?

MNone ..

| Go back o hnrw :1 used 1-0 bea’back to pre~19?4 atnmwre .................
Mo need 1o change/keep things as Ihe*,r 1= SR TR O L
Dm {WHiTE IN&{}ODE "5"}

roal8®
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ASKIF CODE "3", “4” OR *5" AT Q10 (OTHERS GO TO Q12)
11 Why do you say that?
PROBE FULLY — DO NOT PROMPT. MULTICODE OK
Base: All citing another preference (883)

&

Cost/Efficiency
More efficient/less duplication
Easnerlumanage N

Size/Area
Smaller areas better/others too EOO vt S
Bigger areas better/others too smailtoo many councils..............
More sensitive to local amafpeople
Each area different/local OO oo o ssianssamiimsimtrcmmicnsnmo s s
Want 1o join/be part of . . . (areaftown) ........cocueeereesoe
Don't want to join/be partof. .. {areaftown)... ..o
Takes account of different levels of COMMUNItY .................
Maintains strategic services

General
No need to change/OK as it e Eh
Like present Councilfis good/satisfactory 10
Don't like present GomcMspmr 2
Current services good/current councils provide good services ... 4
Would increase services/more e 4
Would improve services/services would be good quality ................ 3

6
5
8

"
= =N @moo

—

LW =g

Need strong/influential council. ......... .
Go back to how it Was: L

Goodideagenerally

Other (WRITE IN & CODE 2 (RN LY TS 1

ﬁSHiEH&;}'II.’:.':.'f.'f.'f,'ff.'f.':.'f,'Z.':.'ff_'i:.‘:f.'.':.'.'.'f:.'.'.'f.'.'.'ﬁ.'.'.'ﬁ.':.':f:.'.'.'f,'ﬁ.'ﬁf::.'.'.'.'.'f:.'ﬁ 9
ASK ALL

a1z Plau;ar_t-erl me whether you support or oppose the following proposal..,,
READ QUT

Meither/

Support Oppose Don't know

It local people want them, %% kY %
town and parish Councils
should be set up, where they

donotexist.............. 66 13 21

THANK RESPONDENT
GO TO DEMOGRAPHICS, THEN COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:

District Name:

COPY SAMPLE POINT FROM FRONT PAGE L l |
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