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CONSULTATION ON REFORMING THE LOCAL AUTHORITY BUSINESS GROWTH INCENTIVES SCHEME

THE GOVERNMENT’S RESPONSE 

[image: image2.emf]
Introduction

1. On 25 August 2008 the Government launched a public consultation on the basis of the paper Reforming the Local Authority Business Growth Incentives Scheme. It invited comments to help the Government refine its thinking before a new scheme was introduced for 2009-10 and 2010-11. This paper: 

a) sets out the Government’s decisions in the light of responses received and their subsequent clarification (see paragraph 7 below). The Summary of Responses is at Annex B.

b) sets out at Annex A the mapping of local authorities into sub‑regions which the Government now proposes to adopt for the purposes of the scheme; and the reward for 2009‑10 which, provisionally, it intends to distribute to local authorities.

2. Outlining the proposed reforms, the consultation paper explained that the purpose of the scheme continued to be to give local authorities an incentive to encourage local economic and business growth. The Government had sought preliminary views on the opportunities for reforming the original LABGI scheme in an Issues Paper of October 2007, Building better incentives for local economic growth
, responses to which the Government summarised in a paper published on 18 March 2008
. 

3. The consultation paper made it clear that, as a result of the experience of operating LABGI, responses to the Issues Paper, and recent wider policy developments, the Government had reconsidered its approach to the scheme and the parameters for reform. It declared that the reforms which the Government proposed were intended to build on LABGI and maintain its focus on incentivising economic development, but also to embrace the overall direction of policy as it had evolved since LABGI was introduced. 

4. The broad characteristics of the proposed scheme for 2009-10 and 2010‑11 were as follows:

a) local authorities would group themselves, or be grouped by the Government, in sub-regions for the purposes of the scheme.

b) performance would be based on the growth in yield of non-domestic rates in each sub-region.

c) if a sub-region qualified for reward, that reward would be distributed to the local authorities in the sub-region pro rata to their populations (on the basis of the most recent mid-year population estimates).

d) in areas with two-tier local government, two-thirds of the amount attributable to a billing authority area would be allocated to the county council and one-third to the district council.

e) the reward would be assessed by reference to the comparative performance of sub-regions, measured in terms of the growth achieved over a rolling period of three years ending in the year before that in which the reward was calculated.

f) the data on which yield would be calculated would be drawn from National Non-Domestic Rates 3 (NNDR3) returns submitted each year by billing authorities.

5. In designing the scheme along these lines, the Government was aware that it would have the effect of rewarding growth in proportion to achievement. In the interests of simplicity and transparency, the complex elements of the previous scheme which aimed to “lower the bar” for areas of traditionally lower growth were therefore being sacrificed. The Government already assists low growth areas in other ways, not least through the Formula Grant system and the Local Enterprise Growth Initiative.
6. The consultation sought respondents’ views on the proposed scheme as a whole, on particular aspects of it, and on some possible variants which were also discussed in the consultation paper.

7. After the consultation closed on 20 November 2008, the Government took stock of the views local authorities had expressed about the appropriate definition of sub-regions for the purposes of the scheme. It then invited all local authorities, including those that did not respond to the consultation, to enter into discussions with nearby authorities in an effort to reach a local consensus about the sub-regional mapping they wished the Government to consider. This document therefore reflects the results of that later exercise as well as the original consultation. 

8. In the consultation, the Government asked whether respondents preferred the Government to proceed directly to publish a final list of sub‑regions; or to publish a provisional list for comment first. The balance of opinion was that a provisional list would be helpful. Government has declared its intention to distribute LABGI reward as early as possible in 2009-10, and to give authorities as much notice as possible for the amount they can expect to receive. This document therefore sets out, at Annex A the proposed allocation of the 2009-10 reward fund of £50 million to the sub-regions as the Government has now determined them, and indicates how this will be distributed to the local authorities within them. 

9. A period of two weeks will now be available to authorities to make any final representations before the fund is distributed. Any such representations should be directed, by Friday 7 August, to:

LABGI.Consultation@communities.gsi.gov.uk

10. If you have any enquiries or require a hard copy of this paper, please contact Kenneth Cameron on 0207 944 4227.

THE LABGI SCHEME FOR 2009-10 and 2010-11

11. This chapter sets out the Government’s decisions on the parameters of the scheme. They closely resemble the proposals on which Government consulted, with two significant changes being made in the light of responses received: 

a) the sub-regional mapping now adopted differs substantially from the Government’s original proposal. 

b) the division of reward between district and county councils in two tier areas will be ½ : ½ , rather than ⅓ : ⅔.

Local authorities 

12. For the purposes of the scheme, “local authorities“ will include county councils, shire district councils, metropolitan district councils, London boroughs, the City of London, and unitary authorities and the Council of the Isles of Scilly.
Sub-regional mapping 

13. There will be 55 sub-regions, listed at Annex A. The mapping of local authorities into those sub-regions is also shown in Annex A.

14. Government has decided not to impose NUTS2 areas as a default.

15. In deciding on sub-regions, the Government has taken care to keep in mind the following considerations: 

(a) the degree of consensus between local authorities.

(b) the extent to which the Government has agreed that proposed sub-regions are viable economic areas.

(c) whether there are existing partnerships relating to the proposed sub-regions e.g. Multi-Area Agreements.

(d) an inclination not to create sub-regions from individual authorities “orphaned” by being excluded from the proposals of nearby authorities.

(e) a preference that sub-regions be formed of contiguous local authority areas (mindful, for example, of the future statutory requirement that the Economic Prosperity Boards being proposed in the Local Democracy Economic Development and Construction Bill currently before Parliament be comprised of contiguous local authorities).

(f) the options published for consultation by the Boundary Committee on 19 March for new unitary authorities in Devon, Norfolk and Suffolk.

Calculation of Reward

16. A terminology was defined in the consultation paper as follows:

	The reward fund
	· The total amount available for distribution

	NNDR contribution of an authority
	· The ’Contribution to the Pool‘ shown as Line 14
 in Part I of the 2006-07 NNDR3 form.

	NNDR contribution of a sub-region
	· The sum of all the NNDR contributions of authorities in that sub-region.

	The reward period
	· The years over which growth is being measured for the purposes of the scheme.

	Qualifying sub-region 
	· A sub-region that qualifies for reward under the rules of the scheme.

	The change in contribution from a sub-region 
	· The change in the NNDR contribution of a sub-region over the course of the reward period.

	The change in the total qualifying pool for England
	· The sum of all positive changes delivered by sub-regions over the reward period. Sub-regions where contribution has declined over the period are excluded from the calculation.


17. The Government has now determined that the methodology for calculating rewards will be as follows:

a) The Reward Fund will now be £100 million over 09-10 and 10-11, with £50m in each year. 

b) With the exception of 2009-10, LABGI rewards will be announced in time for authorities to take account of it in their budget-setting each year. This will apply for 2010-11, and it is the Government’s intention to do the same if the scheme continues in future years.

c) The Reward period will be three years. For the 2009-10 round, the period will be from the beginning of 2005-06 to the end of 2007-08.

d) The NNDR contribution for each billing authority will be calculated for (i) the year before the reward period and (ii) the final year of the reward period, using data supplied in the authority’s NNDR3 returns for those years. 

e) The NNDR contribution for each sub-region will be calculated for the start and end of the reward period by aggregating d(i) and d(ii) respectively for all the billing authorities in that sub-region.

f) The change in the NNDR contribution of each sub-region over the reward period will then be calculated.

g) The change in the national total qualifying pool for England will then be calculated.

h) The reward to be allocated to each qualifying sub-region will be calculated as:

Reward Fund x The change in contribution from the sub-region
The change in the total qualifying pool for England

i) The sub-regional reward will be distributed between the billing authorities in the sub-region (i) pro rata to their populations; and then, where appropriate, (ii) by allocating half of the amount attributable to a billing authority area to the county council, and half to the district council (see para 19). 

j) In order to announce provisional allocations in time for budget-setting, the Government will use the best information available by the end of the September following the reward period – the audited version of NNDR3, wherever possible. This will be followed, after consultation, by final allocations which will reflect any updates of the NNDR3 data received by the end of December.

18. The following paragraphs outline particular considerations to which the Government had regard when determining the parameters. Although the reasonable arguments put forward by respondents are acknowledged, the balance of responses in every case supports the Government’s conclusions.

a) In confirming a three year reward period, the Government acknowledges that it will, for 2009-10, and 2010-11 involve data from years which have already been taken into account in assessing rewards under the previous LABGI scheme. 

b) The Government has decided that a sub-region should qualify if its NNDR contribution increases over the reward period. Several respondents pointed out that the current economic downturn may have an impact on non-domestic rates yield. However, under the chosen methodology, this will not impact LABGI calculations for 2009-10, for which the underlying data is already known.

c) The Government has confirmed that sub-regional allocations should be distributed to the constituent local authorities in proportion to their populations. A sizeable minority of those who responded to the consultation – including some authorities that supported the idea of sub-regional allocation – argued that distribution of reward within sub-regions should in some way reflect business growth at local authority level. However, the Government still thinks it is right to ensure that all the people contributing, directly or indirectly, to the economic development of an area can benefit from LABGI rewards. Since one cannot readily say that people from one part of a real economic area play a greater role than those from any other part, the Government wants to distribute rewards equitably. Designing the scheme so that each person within a sub-region brings to his/her area the same amount of reward still seems to be logical and fair. The conduit for those rewards is the local authority structure in place to serve those people.

d) In the original LABGI scheme, rewards in two-tier areas were divided between district and county councils in such a way that districts received about 65 per cent of the reward for an area, with counties receiving about 35 per cent. In the consultation, county councils strongly supported the Government's proposal that the division should be one third to district councils and two thirds to county councils. District councils equally strongly opposed the proposal. The Government has carefully considered the argument and concluded that both sides of it have merit. On balance, the Government has decided to compromise on a 50:50 split. 

e) Business rates change each year by the application of a multiplier. This results in an increase in yield which is not directly related to business growth. Some respondents argued for eliminating the effect of the multiplier, on the basis that it does not reflect business growth. However, the Government has decided against this in the interests of simplicity and transparency.

f) For the purposes of calculating reward, the Government has had to consider whether to adjust the data to deal with reliefs and adjustments to the gross rates payable to local authorities when they calculate their contribution to the national non-domestic rates pool. The reliefs and adjustments in question are as follows:

i) any overall reduction in the contribution as a result of transitional arrangements in the years after a revaluation;

ii) any adjustment in the contribution as a result of the operation of small business rate relief;

iii) empty property relief;

iv) relief for partly occupied hereditaments;

v) mandatory and discretionary reliefs for charitable occupations, community amateur sports clubs, village shops and former agricultural premises.

The Government has decided that the arguments in favour of making adjustments are not sufficient to outweigh the benefit of a simpler and more transparent scheme.

g) The Government has decided on balance not to build into the calculation of reward an adjustment to neutralise the impact of the transitional relief scheme operating during the reward period to smooth the impact of the 2005 revaluation. If the scheme continues beyond 2010-11, this factor will be reconsidered.

h) The scheme will not involve adjustments to neutralise the impact of appeals against, or negotiated settlement of, rateable values after the 2005 revaluation; nor reductions reflecting material changes to properties during the currency of a rating list. 

i) For the reasons set out in the consultation paper, the Government has decided not to make any adjustments for transfers between central and local rating lists, nor for transfers of the value of cross-boundary hereditaments from one rating list to another.

19. The Government confirms that the reward will be an unringfenced grant. 

ANNEX A

PROPOSED SUB-REGIONS 

AND 

PROVISIONAL AWARDS TO LOCAL AUTHORITIES FOR 2009-10

	Ref
	Sub-region

Sub-regional total (£)

Equivalent to £ per capita
	Billing Authority
	Award (£)

	1
	Bedfordshire and Luton

543,264 

0.91 
	Bedford

Central Bedfordshire

Luton UA
	141,241

229,870

172,152

	2
	Berkshire

1,021,718

1.24 
	Bracknell Forest UA

Reading UA

Slough UA

West Berkshire UA

Windsor & Maidenhead UA

Wokingham UA
	140,461

177,835

148,629

186,498

174,494

193,800

	3
	Black Country

1,311,663

0.63
	Birmingham

Dudley

Sandwell

Walsall

Wolverhampton
	632,901

191,336

180,122

159,447

147,857

	4
	Blackpool, Fylde and Wyre

56,779

0.17
	Blackpool UA

Fylde

Wyre
	24,533

6,577

9,546

	5
	Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole

757,517

1.07
	Bournemouth UA

Christchurch

East Dorset

North Dorset

Poole UA

Purbeck

West Dorset

Weymouth & Portland
	174,589

24,284

45,894

36,159

147,738

24,498

51,938

34,822

	6
	Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes

927,167

1.29
	Aylesbury Vale

Chiltern

Milton Keynes UA

South Bucks

Wycombe
	112,253

58,544

294,527

41,458

104,065

	7
	Cheshire

809,978

0.81
	Cheshire East

Cheshire West and Chester 

Halton UA

Warrington UA
	291,192

264,801

96,445

157,541

	8
	Cornwall and Isles of Scilly 

354,916

0.67
	Cornwall

Isles of Scilly
	353,514

1,402

	9
	Coventry, Solihull and Warwickshire

730,412

0.94
	Coventry

North Warwickshire

Nuneaton & Bedworth

Rugby

Solihull

Stratford-on-Avon

Warwick
	289,540

29,360

57,210

42,954

192,209

55,605

63,535

	10
	Cumbria

220,692

0.44
	Allerdale

Barrow-in-Furness

Carlisle

Copeland

Eden

South Lakeland
	20,981

15,941

22,979

15,630

11,523

23,290

	11
	Derbyshire

623,084

0.63
	Amber Valley

Bolsover

Chesterfield

Derby UA

Derbyshire Dales

Erewash

High Peak

North East Derbyshire

South Derbyshire
	37,660

23,209

31,467

148,827

21,958

34,626

29,027

30,654

28,527

	12
	Devon

841,977

0.74
	East Devon

Exeter

Mid Devon

North Devon

Plymouth UA

South Hams

Teignbridge

Torbay UA

Torridge

West Devon
	49,072

45,400

28,152

34,161

185,977

30,971

47,032

99,554

24,109

19,325

	13
	Durham County

202,653

0.40
	Durham County
	202,653

	14
	East Kent

356,836

0.74
	Canterbury

Dover

Shepway

Thanet
	54,558

39,333

36,900

47,627

	15
	East Sussex

516,436

0.68
	Brighton and Hove

Eastbourne

Hastings

Lewes

Rother

Wealden
	171,852

32,404

29,218

32,032

29,896

48,742

	16
	Gloucestershire

438,901

0.75
	Cheltenham

Cotswold

Forest of Dean

Gloucester

Stroud

Tewkesbury
	42,308

31,608

30,855

43,137

41,705

29,838

	17
	Greater Cambridgeshire

629,597

1.05
	Cambridge

East Cambridgeshire

Fenland

Huntingdonshire

South Cambridgeshire
	63,234

42,683

48,163

88,369

72,350

	18
	Greater Manchester

2,837,632

1.11
	Bolton

Bury

Manchester

Oldham

Rochdale

Salford

Stockport

Tameside

Trafford

Wigan
	290,497

203,004

507,345

243,096

228,255

242,764

311,096

237,448

235,676

338,451

	19
	Heart of Essex

545,344

0.72
	Braintree

Brentwood

Chelmsford

Colchester

Maldon

Tendring
	50,479

25,651

58,934

62,875

22,355

52,378

	20
	Isle of Wight

93,253

0.67
	Isle of Wight UA
	93,253

	21
	Herefordshire

75,191

0.42
	Herefordshire UA
	75,191

	22
	Hertfordshire

1,207,837

1.13
	Broxbourne

Dacorum

East Hertfordshire

Hertsmere

North Hertfordshire

St Albans

Stevenage

Three Rivers

Watford

Welwyn Hatfield
	50,699

78,513

75,908

54,948

69,393

74,945

44,978

48,943

45,148

60,443

	23
	Hull and East Riding of Yorkshire

364,518

0.62
	East Riding of Yorkshire UA

Kingston upon Hull UA
	205,736

158,782

	24
	Inland Kent

619,491

1.18
	Ashford

Maidstone

Sevenoaks

Tonbridge & Malling

Tunbridge Wells
	66,430

85,148

67,493

68,319

62,355

	25
	Lancashire

507,261

0.45 
	Blackburn with Darwen UA

Burnley

Chorley

Hyndburn

Lancaster

Pendle

Preston

Ribble Valley

Rossendale

South Ribble

West Lancashire
	63,719

19,785

23,538

18,541

32,447

20,350

29,824

13,182

15,150

24,126

24,827

	26
	Leicestershire

741,693

 0.76
	Blaby

Charnwood

Harborough

Hinckley & Bosworth

Leicester UA

Melton

North West Leicestershire

Oadby & Wigston

Rutland UA
	35,451

62,889

31,406

39,840

223,317

18,775

34,497

21,675

29,307

	27
	Lincolnshire and Peterborough

846,433

0.99
	Boston

East Lindsey

Lincoln

North Kesteven

Peterborough UA

South Holland

South Kesteven

West Lindsey
	28,870

69,259

43,404

51,808

161,456

40,834

64,810

43,503

	28
	London

13,480,333

1.78
	Barking & Dagenham

Barnet

Bexley

Brent

Bromley

Camden

City of London

Croydon

Ealing

Enfield

Greenwich

Hackney

Hammersmith & Fulham

Haringey

Harrow

Havering

Hillingdon

Hounslow

Islington

Kensington & Chelsea

Kingston upon Thames

Lambeth

Lewisham

Merton

Newham

Redbridge

Richmond upon Thames

Southwark

Sutton

Tower Hamlets

Waltham Forest

Wandsworth

Westminster
	297,735

588,157

396,208

481,657

536,423

413,690

14,271

605,639

544,629

508,594

397,991

374,087

307,725

400,846

382,828

407,446

447,228

393,532

335,019

318,607

281,680

487,366

461,142

355,534

445,265

453,828

321,105

489,506

331,630

384,077

396,564

502,707

417,615

	29
	Merseyside

978,752

0.72
	Knowsley

Liverpool

Sefton

St Helens

Wirral
	109,386

315,691

200,216

128,596

224,862

	30
	Norfolk

627,030

0.75
	Breckland

Broadland

Great Yarmouth

Kings Lynn & West Norfolk

North Norfolk

Norwich

South Norfolk
	48,448

45,875

35,021

53,521

37,595

49,306

43,749

	31
	North Kent

611,541

1.07
	Dartford

Gravesham

Medway Towns UA

Swale
	48,533

52,337

270,201

69,800

	32
	North and North-East Lincolnshire

172,078

0.54
	North East Lincolnshire UA

North Lincolnshire UA
	85,768

86,310

	33
	North Yorkshire

637,193

0.81
	Craven

Hambleton

Harrogate

Richmondshire

Ryedale

Scarborough

Selby

York
	22,616

35,094

64,131

20,758

21,525

43,777

32,631

156,128

	34
	Northamptonshire

753,213

1.11
	Corby

Daventry

East Northamptonshire

Kettering

Northampton

South Northamptonshire

Wellingborough
	30,653

43,924

47,423

49,700

112,615

50,144

42,147

	35
	Northern Hampshire with Surrey Heath

660,129

 1.23
	Basingstoke & Deane

Hart

Rushmoor

Test Valley

Surrey Heath
	98,331

55,215

54,908

51,162

70,447

	36
	North Staffordshire

309,316

0.67
	Newcastle-under-Lyme

Staffordshire Moorlands

Stoke-on-Trent UA
	41,910

32,166

161,165

	37
	Northumberland

86,427

0.28
	Northumberland 
	86,427

	38
	Nottinghamshire

777,817

 0.73
	Ashfield

Bassetlaw

Broxtowe

Gedling

Mansfield

Newark & Sherwood

Nottingham City UA

Rushcliffe
	42,499

40,959

40,666

40,959

36,705

41,289

211,725

39,969

	39
	Oxfordshire

809,941

 1.27
	Cherwell

Oxford

South Oxfordshire

Vale of White Horse

West Oxfordshire
	87,671

96,209

81,810

74,546

64,734

	40
	Shropshire and Telford

245,636

0.54
	Shropshire 

Telford & Wrekin UA
	157,878

87,758

	41
	Somerset

282,790

 0.54
	Mendip

Sedgemoor

South Somerset

Taunton Deane

West Somerset
	29,513

30,351

42,686

29,269

9,576

	42
	South Yorkshire

967,399

0.74
	Barnsley

Doncaster

Rotherham

Sheffield
	167,214

216,723

188,655

394,807

	43
	South Staffordshire

493,470

0.81
	Cannock Chase

East Staffordshire

Lichfield

South Staffordshire

Stafford

Tamworth
	38,429

44,087

39,691

43,273

50,479

30,776

	44
	South-West Essex

278,367

 1.02
	Epping Forest

Harlow

Uttlesford
	62,610

39,760

36,814

	45
	Suffolk

468,259

0.66
	Babergh

Forest Heath

Ipswich

Mid Suffolk

St Edmundsbury

Suffolk Coastal

Waveney
	28,618

20,861

39,940

30,962

33,966

41,063

38,719

	46
	Surrey

1,150,252

1.13
	Elmbridge

Epsom and Ewell

Guildford

Mole Valley

Reigate & Banstead

Runnymede

Spelthorne

Tandridge

Waverley

Woking
	74,228

40,174

76,155

46,010

74,965

46,803

51,506

46,747

66,749

51,790

	47
	Tees Valley

317,478

0.48
	Darlington UA

Hartlepool UA

Middlesbrough UA

Redcar & Cleveland UA

Stockton-on-Tees UA
	48,125

43,986

66,749

67,086

91,533

	48
	Thames Gateway South Essex

641,818

 0.98
	Basildon

Castle Point

Rochford

Southend-on-Sea UA

Thurrock UA
	83,421

43,823

40,384

159,177

147,386

	49
	Tyne and Wear

1,320,901

1.21
	Gateshead

Newcastle upon Tyne

North Tyneside

South Tyneside

Sunderland
	230,982

329,316

237,651

183,088

339,865

	50
	Urban South Hampshire

1,354,540

1.08
	East Hampshire

Eastleigh

Fareham

Gosport

Havant

New Forest

Portsmouth UA

Southampton UA

Winchester
	60,065

64,989

59,253

42,857

63,257

94,534

213,960

250,215

60,227

	51
	West of England

899,598

0.85
	Bath & North East Somerset

Bristol

North Somerset UA

South Gloucestershire UA
	151,907

354,761

174,399

218,531

	52
	West Sussex

792,270

1.02
	Adur

Arun

Chichester

Crawley

Horsham

Mid Sussex

Worthing
	30,923

74,706

55,825

51,080

66,286

66,490

50,824

	53
	West Yorkshire

1,480,991

0.68
	Bradford

Calderdale

Kirklees

Leeds

Wakefield
	337,725

135,864

272,271

516,772

218,360

	54
	Wiltshire with Swindon

567,295

0.88
	Swindon UA

Wiltshire 
	167,449

399,846

	55
	Worcestershire

324,258

0.58
	Bromsgrove

Malvern Hills

Redditch

Worcester

Wychavon

Wyre Forest
	26,934

21,681

23,228

27,343

34,171

28,772


	Awards to County Councils
	County
	Award (£)

	
	Buckinghamshire

Cambridgeshire

Cumbria

Derbyshire

Devon

Dorset

East Sussex

Essex

Gloucestershire

Hampshire

Hertfordshire

Kent

Lancashire

Leicestershire

Lincolnshire

Norfolk

North Yorkshire

Northamptonshire

Nottinghamshire

Oxfordshire

Somerset

Staffordshire

Suffolk

Surrey

Warwickshire

West Sussex
	316,320

314,798

110,346

237,129

278,223

217,595

172,292

579,483

219,451

724,085

603,919

698,834

237,894

244,534

342,489

313,515

240,532

376,606

283,046

404,970

141,395

320,810

234,130

626,288

248,663

396,135


ANNEX B

CONSULTATION ON REFORM OF THE LOCAL AUTHORITY BUSINESS GROWTH INCENTIVES SCHEME

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES 

Responses received

Responses to the consultation were received from a wide range of direct recipients of LABGI funding (local authorities); and from other stakeholders – notably the Local Government Association and other bodies representing local authority interests, and various business organisations. 

There were 221 responses to the August 2008 consultation document, broken down as follows:

	192 Principal Local Authorities, i.e.
	88 District Councils 

29 County Councils 

26 Metropolitan Authorities

21 London Boroughs

28 Unitary Councils



	12 Business Organisations

15 Local Authority Representative Organisations

1 Police Authority Representative Body

1 Professional Ratings Organisation




There were responses on behalf of 219 authorities to the January 2009 letter to local authorities seeking further views on preferences for sub-regions. These were broken down as follows: 

	219 Principal Local Authorities, i.e.
	136 District Councils 

21 County Councils 

19 Metropolitan Authorities

19 London Boroughs

24 Unitary Councils


General comments received

Many respondents welcomed the fact that the Government has proposed a scheme that is simpler than its predecessor.

Many respondents expressed disappointment that the provision made for LABGI in 2009‑10 and 2010‑11 was smaller than in the period 2005-06 to 2007-08, and questioned whether the money available would act as an incentive to modify behaviour.

Many respondents also commented that, by fixing in advance the amount of money available, the scheme was more of a distribution mechanism than one incentivising business growth.

Several respondents, including the Local Government Association, made a point of praising the Government’s efforts made in the consultation to help authorities understand the financial implications of the proposals.

Responses to the consultation questions

Where the consultation questions asked for reasons, suggestions or comments, the following summary has tried to categorise the most common responses. Authorities were free to give as much detail as they wished; so an authority’s response may fall into more than one category. The implication of this, and the rounding of percentages in the analysis (to the nearest one per cent), is that total percentages may not always equal 100%. 

1) Which other local authorities, if any, do you regard as being in the same sub-region as yours for the purposes of cooperation in economic development?

Number of respondents:
197 (89% of all respondents)

The responses to this question are summarised at Appendix 1 to this Annex, along with the Government’s decisions on sub-regional mapping (those decisions being based on the full text of the responses rather than this summary). A map of England showing the sub-regions determined is also provided. In answering this question, a number of authorities provided further comments. 

Only 17 authorities stated their objection to sub-regions, leaving another 168 respondents that did not state any objection.

49 authorities would accept NUTS2 groupings as the basis for sub-regions. 68 authorities did not agree with NUTS2 groupings.

2) Do you agree that London should be regarded as a single sub-region for the purposes of the scheme?

In the consultation paper, the Government proposed that London should be treated as a single sub-region for the purposes of the reformed scheme. The way in which London is treated will have a significant impact on the distribution of reward between London boroughs. For 2009-10 and 2010-11, it would not affect the aggregate of those rewards.

Number of respondents:
111 (50% of all respondents)

	Response
	Number
	% of London authorities who answered
	% of all respondents

	London authorities 

	Yes
	9
	43%
	4%

	No
	12
	57%
	5%

	No response
	0
	-
	0%

	Response
	Number
	% of other authorities who answered
	% of all respondents

	Other local authorities and interest groups

	Yes
	50
	56%
	23%

	No 
	9
	10%
	4%

	Neutral
	31
	34%
	14%

	No response
	110
	-
	50%


The London authorities were fairly evenly divided on the question of whether to merge the London boroughs into a single sub-region. Most of the authorities that expressed a preference for a single London sub-region were those in outer London. Similarly most of the authorities that did not agree with a single London sub-region were those in inner London. There are 21 outer London authorities and only 12 inner London authorities.

Amongst non-London authorities over half preferred a single London sub-region. Around a third of non-London authorities were neutral, with only 10% opposed to the Government’s plans.

3) Do you agree that where local authorities outside London cannot agree on a sub-regional grouping which meets the above criteria, the scheme should be broadly based on NUTS2 groupings, with the possibility of variation where the case for doing so can be made?

Number of respondents:
162 (73% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of authorities who answered 
	% of all respondents

	Agree
	85
	52%
	38%

	Disagree
	66
	41%
	30%

	Neutral
	11
	7%
	5%

	No response
	59
	-
	27%


Response to this question was evenly balanced between support for and opposition to the Government’s proposal to use NUTS2 groupings as the basis for sub-regions where no agreement is found. Given that 41% of authorities were opposed to the idea, and that around 30% of authorities that did agree had concerns, the Government has decided not to impose NUTS2 groupings as the default basis for sub-regions.

4) Would you prefer the Government to proceed directly to publish a final list of sub‑regions, following discussion after this consultation; or to publish a provisional list for comment first?

Number of respondents:
188 (85% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of respondents who answered
	% of all respondents

	Proceed directly to publish a final list of sub‑regions
	61
	32%
	28%

	Publish a provisional list for comment
	121
	64%
	55%

	Neutral
	6
	3%
	3%

	No comment
	33
	-
	15%


Nearly two‑thirds of authorities were in favour of publishing a provisional list for comment. A common concern regarding the provisional list was that the delay caused would extend the period of uncertainty over grant allocations, which had implications for budget setting. However, the need to seek further views about sub-regions has anyway delayed the Government’s finalisation beyond the point at which authorities’ budgets for 2009-10 could take account of the scheme.

5) Do you agree with the calculation process as outlined above?

Number of respondents:
184 (83% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of respondents who answered
	% of all respondents

	Agreed
	95
	52%
	43%

	Agreed with concerns
	65
	35%
	29%

	Disagreed
	22
	12%
	10%

	Neutral
	2
	1%
	<1%

	No comment
	37
	-
	17%


Responses to this question showed strong support for the proposed calculation process. 74% of respondents basically supported the calculation process, although nearly a third of those in support had some concerns. By far the most common concerns were about distribution to local authorities on the basis of population; and the division of reward between shire districts and counties.

6) Do you have any comments on the calculation process?

Number of respondents:
162 (73% of all respondents) 

There were 162 respondents (73% of total) to this question, some of which provided more than one relevant comment. These comments were sorted into 19 categories. 

66 respondents commented that they liked the calculation process and 55 felt that the process was clear, transparent and understandable. 29 authorities responded that they liked the calculation process but would prefer distribution within sub-regions to be by yield, rather than population.

Amongst those that did not support the calculation process the most common reason was that they did not like the step that distributed money to authorities based on population. 60 authorities were against distribution by population, whilst 15 commented that the calculation process weakened the link between effort and reward, or did not allow for differences in growth potential.

7) Do you agree that there should be no minimum or maximum awards, at least at the outset of the scheme?

Number of respondents:
189 (86% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of respondents who answered
	% of all respondents

	Agree
	154
	81%
	70%

	Disagree
	35
	19%
	16%

	No response
	32
	-
	14%


There was strong agreement that there should be no minimum or maximum awards. A small minority (12%) of those in agreement with the Government’s position had some concerns with the proposal.

Of those in agreement, 82 authorities commented that LABGI should be based purely on performance and that minimum or maximum payments contradicted the principles of the scheme. 28 authorities argued that minimum and maximum payments were not necessary given the small pot and the way the payments were calculated.

19 authorities argued that there should be some kind of minimum or maximum payment. More authorities were concerned about the possibility of some authorities getting very high payments than were concerned about very low payments. 20 authorities argued that the issue of minimum and maximum payments should be kept under review.

8) Do you agree that the Reward Period should be set at 3 years’ growth?

9) If not, what other reward period should be adopted in the new scheme?

Number of respondents:
189 (86% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of respondents who answered
	% of all respondents

	Agree with 3 years
	172
	91%
	78%

	Do not agree
	14
	7%
	6%

	Neutral
	3
	2%
	1%

	No response
	32
	-
	14%


Again, there was strong support for the Government’s position that the reward period should be set at 3 years’ growth.

Not many authorities disagreed with the proposal, and even fewer of those provided an alternative proposal or an explanation for their disagreement. 4 authorities commented they preferred a one year reward period and 4 authorities preferred a reward period of longer than 3 years.

10) Do you agree with the proposed division of reward between district and county councils?

Number of respondents:
173 (78% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of Districts who answered
	% of all respondents

	District Councils’ views:

	Agree
	0
	0%
	0%

	Disagree
	88
	100%
	40%

	No response
	3
	-
	1%

	Response
	Frequency
	% of Counties who answered
	% of all respondents

	County Councils’ views

	Agree
	24
	96%
	11%

	Disagree
	1
	4%
	<1%

	Neutral
	0
	0%
	1%

	No response
	2
	-
	1%

	Response
	Frequency
	% of other authorities who answered
	% of all respondents

	Other respondents’ views:

	Agree
	14
	23%
	6%

	Disagree
	14
	23%
	6%

	Neutral
	33
	54%
	15%

	No response
	43
	-
	19%


Not unexpectedly there was a sharp difference in opinion between districts and counties on the appropriate division of reward. Counties strongly supported the proposal, whilst districts strongly opposed it. Amongst respondents that were neither counties nor districts opinion was split; more than half being neutral and the remainder being divided equally between support for and opposition to the proposal.

Authorities attributed their opposition to the split to three main reasons. Firstly, 70 authorities argued that districts had a greater role in economic development than counties. Secondly, 14 authorities argued that rewards should be targeted at the local level in order to create the proper incentives and to ensure that it was spent most appropriately. Lastly, 9 authorities responded that LABGI rewards would be such a small share of a county’s funding that it would have little incentive effect.

Of those arguing in favour of the proposed split, 14 stated that counties had a greater role in economic development than districts.

11) Do you agree that the scheme should be based on the Contribution to the Pool, without any adjustments for reliefs?

12) If not, which factors do you think should be reflected by adjusting the Contribution to the Pool?

Number of respondents:
180 (81% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of respondents who answered
	% of all respondents

	Agree
	140
	78%
	63%

	Disagree
	34
	19%
	15%

	Neutral
	6
	3%
	3%

	No response
	41
	-
	19%


There was strong agreement that the scheme should be based on the Contribution to the Pool, without any adjustments for reliefs.

Of those supporting the Government’s position, 99 authorities commented that making no adjustments for reliefs would keep the scheme simple, transparent and understandable.

Of those who disagreed, 8 authorities argued that the scheme would not be fair without adjustments for reliefs, whilst 12 authorities responded with suggestions for factors that should be adjusted for.

13) Do you agree that, in calculating NNDR contributions for the purposes of this scheme, we should take actual yield as shown in Line 14 of Part I of the NNDR3 form (i.e. after the application of transitional relief)?

14) If not, what would you propose?

Number of respondents:
175 (79% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of respondents who answered
	% of all respondents

	Agree
	146
	83%
	66%

	Disagree
	24
	14%
	11%

	Neutral
	5
	3%
	2%

	No response
	46
	-
	21%


There was strong agreement that actual yield should be used. Of those supporting the proposal, 58 authorities responded that it would help make the scheme simple, transparent and understandable.

Not many authorities disagreed with the proposal, and even fewer offered reasons for their disagreement. Of those proposing a different approach no clear alternative emerged.
15) Do you agree that we should not seek, for the purposes of the scheme, to neutralise the impact of appeals on local authorities’ contributions to the NNDR pool?

16) If not, what would you propose?

Number of respondents:
173 (78% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of respondents who answered 
	% of all respondents

	Agree
	158
	91%
	71%

	Disagree
	9
	5%
	4%

	Neutral
	6
	3%
	3%

	No response
	48
	-
	22%


There was strong agreement that the Government should not seek, for the purposes of the scheme, to neutralise the impact of appeals on local authorities’ contributions to the NNDR pool.

Not enough responses to question 16 were received to provide a meaningful summary of the results.

17) What are your views on the handling of revaluations?

73 authorities responded that they agreed with the Government’s position on revaluations. 25 authorities commented that decisions on how to treat revaluations could be left until later.

18) Do you agree that we should not make adjustments for cross-boundary transfers or for transfers between the central list and local lists?

19) If not, what would you propose?

Number of respondents:
166 (75% of all respondents)

	Response
	Frequency
	% of respondents who answered
	% of all respondents

	Agree
	109
	66%
	49%

	Disagree
	42
	25%
	19%

	Neutral
	15
	9%
	7%

	No response
	55
	-
	25%


There was significant support for the proposal not to make adjustments for cross-boundary transfers or for transfers between the central list and local lists.

57 authorities suggested some kind of adjustment might be necessary, either generally or in specific circumstances. However, the responses did not show any clear consensus on an alternative proposal.

20) Do you have comments on the approach we propose where an audited NNDR3 form is not available?

99 authorities agreed with the Government’s proposal to deal with the absence of audited NNDR3 forms. A further 14 agreed, but with some reservations. Only 8 authorities argued that there ought to be provision for adjustment in cases where estimated sums differed markedly from audited outcomes to prevent large errors distorting rewards.

LABGI Consultation Respondents

	Consultation Respondents:
	January Respondents:

	Arun District Council
	Adur

	Ashford BC
	Allerdale

	Association of North East Councils
	Arun District Council

	Aylesbury Vale District Council
	Aylesbury Vale District Council

	Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council
	Babergh

	Basildon DC
	Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council

	Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council
	Barrow In Furness

	Bassetlaw District Council
	Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

	Bath and North East Somerset
	Bath and North East Somerset

	Bedford BC
	Birmingham City Council

	Bedfordshire CC
	Blaby

	Birmingham City Council
	Boston

	Blackburn with Darwen
	Bradford MDC

	Blackpool Council
	Braintree

	Borough of Poole
	Bristol City Council

	Bracknell Forest
	Broadland

	Bradford MDC
	Bromsgrove DC

	Brighton and Hove City Council
	Bury

	Bristol City Council
	Calderdale

	British Property Federation
	Cambridge

	British Retail Consortium
	Cambridgeshire County Council

	Bromsgrove DC
	Cannock Chase

	Broxtowe BC
	Carlisle

	Buckinghamshire County Council 
	Central Bedfordshire

	Cambridgeshire County Council
	Charnwood

	Cannock Chase
	Chelmsford BC

	Castle Point BC
	Cheltenham BC

	CBI
	Cherwell District Council

	CEDOS/CSS
	Cheshire East

	Chamber of Commerce North West
	Cheshire West and Chester

	Chelmsford BC
	Chichester

	Cheltenham BC
	Chiltern DC

	Cherwell District Council
	Chorley

	Cheshire and Warrington Sub-region
	Christchurch

	Cheshire West and Chester
	City of London

	Chesterfield Borough Council 
	Colchester BC

	Chiltern DC
	Copeland

	City of London
	Corby BC

	Colchester BC
	Coventry City Council

	Corby BC
	Craven District Council

	Cornwall County Council
	Crawley BC

	Cotswold District Council
	Cumbria CC

	County Councils Network
	Dacorum

	Coventry City Council
	Darlington

	Craven District Council
	Daventry DC

	Crawley BC
	Derbyshire Dales

	Cumbria CC
	Doncaster MBC

	Dartford Borough Council
	Dorset CC

	Daventry DC
	Durham County

	Derby City Council
	East Cambridgeshire

	Derbyshire County Council
	East Devon

	District Sounding Board
	East Dorset

	Doncaster MBC
	East Hampshire District Council

	Dorset CC
	East Hertfordshire

	Dover District Council
	East Northamptonshire

	Dudley MBC
	East Riding of Yorkshire

	East Hampshire District Council
	East Staffordshire

	East Hertfordshire
	East Sussex County Council

	East Lindsey District Council 
	Eastleigh Borough Council

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	Essex CC

	East Sussex County Council
	Exeter

	Eastleigh Borough Council
	Fareham

	Eden DC
	Fenland

	Essex CC
	Forest Heath District Council

	Federation of Small Businesses
	Gateshead Council

	Forest Heath District Council
	Gloucestershire County Council

	Fylde Borough Council 
	Gosport

	Gateshead Council
	Great Yarmouth

	Gedling Borough Council
	Hackney

	Gloucestershire County Council
	Halton

	Gravesham BC
	Hambleton DC

	Greater Manchester Revenues & Benefits Forum (NNDR Sub Group)
	Hampshire CC

	Halton
	Harborough District Council

	Hambleton DC
	Harlow Council

	Hampshire CC
	Harrogate BC

	Harborough District Council
	Hart

	Harlow Council
	Hastings BC

	Harrogate BC
	Havant

	Hertfordshire CC
	Hinckley and Bosworth

	Hounslow LB
	Horsham

	Hull City Council
	Hull City Council

	Institute of Revenues Rating and Valuation 
	Huntingdonshire

	Institution of Economic Development 
	Ipswich

	Islington Council
	Islington Council

	Kent CC
	Kent CC

	Kettering Borough Council
	Kettering Borough Council

	Kingston Upon Thames
	King's Lynn & West Norfolk

	Knowsley MBC
	Lambeth

	Lancashire CC
	Lancaster City Council

	Lancaster City Council
	LB Barking and Dagenham

	Leeds City Council
	Leeds City Council

	Leicester City
	Leicester City

	Leicestershire CC
	Leicestershire CC

	Lewes DC
	Lewes DC

	Liverpool City Council
	Lincoln

	Local Government Association (LGA)
	Lincolnshire CC

	London Borough of Redbridge
	London Borough of Redbridge

	London Borough of Bexley
	London Borough of Brent

	London Borough of Brent
	London Borough of Bromley

	London Borough of Bromley
	London Borough of Camden

	London Borough of Camden
	London Borough of Croydon

	London Borough of Croydon
	London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham

	London Borough of Enfield
	London Borough of Haringey

	London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham
	London Borough of Havering

	London Borough of Haringey
	London Borough of Southwark

	London Borough of Havering
	London Borough of Sutton 

	London Borough of Hillingdon
	Luton

	London Borough of Merton
	Maldon DC

	London Borough of Southwark
	Malvern Hills District Council 

	London Borough of Sutton 
	Manchester City Council

	London Borough of Wandsworth
	Mansfield District Council

	London Councils
	Melton

	London First
	Mendip

	Maidstone Borough Council
	Mid Devon

	Maldon DC
	Mid Suffolk

	Malvern Hills District Council 
	Mid Sussex

	Manchester City Council
	New Forest

	Mansfield District Council
	Newark & Sherwood

	Maylands Partnership
	Newcastle City Council

	Medway
	Newham

	Middlesbrough Council
	Norfolk County Council

	Newcastle City Council
	North Dorset

	Norfolk County Council
	North Kesteven

	North Devon District Council
	North Norfolk District Council

	North Lincolnshire District Council
	North Somerset

	North Norfolk District Council
	North Warwickshire Borough Council

	North Tyneside Metropolitan Borough Council
	North West Leicestershire

	North Warwickshire Borough Council
	North Yorkshire County Council

	North Yorkshire County Council
	Northampton Borough Council

	Northampton Borough Council
	Northamptonshire County Council

	Northamptonshire County Council
	Northumberland County Council

	Northumberland County Council
	Norwich City Council

	Norwich City Council
	Nottinghamshire County Council

	Nottingham City Council
	Nuneaton & Bedworth

	Nottinghamshire County Council
	Oadby and Wigston

	Oxford City Council
	Oxford City Council

	Oxfordshire County Council
	Oxfordshire County Council

	Police Authorities Treasurers' Society
	Plymouth

	Portsmouth City Council
	Portsmouth City Council

	Preston City Council
	Purbeck

	Rating Surveyors Association
	Redditch Borough Council 

	Reading
	Richmondshire District Council

	Redditch Borough Council 
	Rochdale MBC

	Regional Economic Development Officers Society
	Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

	Ribble Valley Borough Council
	Rugby BC

	Richmondshire District Council
	Rushcliffe

	RICS - Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors
	Rushmoor BC

	Rochdale MBC
	Ryedale District Council

	Rochford District Council
	Salford City Council

	Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
	Scarborough Borough Council

	Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
	Sedgemoor

	Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead
	Selby District Council

	Rugby BC
	Sevenoaks

	Rushmoor BC
	Solihull MBC

	Ryedale District Council
	Somerset CC

	Salford City Council
	South Bucks

	Sandwell MBC
	South Cambridgeshire

	Scarborough Borough Council
	South Gloucestershire Council

	Sefton MBC
	South Hams District Council

	Selby District Council
	South Holland District Council

	Shropshire County Council
	South Kesteven

	SIGOMA
	South Lakeland

	Slough
	South Norfolk

	Society of County Treasurers
	South Northamptonshire District Council

	Society of District Council Treasurers
	South Oxfordshire District Council

	Solihull MBC
	South Somerset District Council

	Somerset CC
	South Staffordshire

	South East County Leaders
	South Tyneside Council

	South East District Councils’ Steering Group
	Southampton City Council

	South Gloucestershire Council
	Southend

	South Hams District Council
	Southern Staffordshire Partnership / Lichfield

	South Holland District Council
	St Edmundsbury Borough Council 

	South Northamptonshire District Council
	Stafford

	South Oxfordshire District Council
	Stockport MBC

	South Somerset District Council
	Stockton-on-Tees Council

	South Tyneside Council
	Stoke on Trent

	Southampton City Council
	Stratford-on-Avon

	Southern Staffordshire Partnership / Lichfield
	Stroud

	St Edmundsbury Borough Council 
	Suffolk Coastal District Council

	St. Albans
	Suffolk County Council

	Staffordshire County Council
	Sunderland

	Staffordshire Moorlands District Council
	Surrey Heath Borough Council

	Stockport MBC
	Swindon

	Stockton-on-Tees Council
	Tameside MBC

	Suffolk Coastal District Council
	Tamworth

	Suffolk County Council
	Tandridge

	Surrey County Council
	Taunton Deane

	Surrey Heath Borough Council
	Teignbridge District Council

	Tameside MBC
	Tendring District Council

	Teignbridge District Council
	Test Valley

	Telford and Wrekin Council
	Thurrock

	Tendring District Council
	Torridge

	Thanet District Council
	Tower Hamlets

	The British Chambers of Commerce
	Trafford Council

	Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council
	Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 

	Torbay Council
	Vale of White Horse District Council

	Trafford Council
	Warrington

	Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 
	Warwick District Council

	Vale of White Horse District Council
	Warwickshire County Council

	Wakefield Council
	Watford

	Walsall Metropolitan Borough Council
	Waverley Borough Council

	Warwick District Council
	Wellingborough Borough Council

	Warwickshire County Council
	West Devon Borough Council

	Waverley Borough Council
	West Dorset

	Wellingborough Borough Council
	West Lancashire District Council

	West Berkshire
	West Lindsey District Council

	West Devon Borough Council
	West Oxfordshire District Council 

	West Kent Partnership
	West Somerset

	West Lancashire District Council
	West Sussex County Council

	West Lindsey District Council
	Westminster City Council

	West Oxfordshire District Council 
	Weymouth and Portland

	West Sussex County Council
	Wiltshire

	Westminster City Council
	Winchester City Council

	Winchester City Council
	Worcester City Council

	Wirral Council
	Worcestershire County Council

	Wokingham
	Worthing

	Wolverhampton City Council
	Wychavon District Council

	Worcestershire County Council
	Wyre Forest District Council

	Wychavon District Council
	York

	Wycombe District Council
	

	Wyre Forest District Council
	


APPENDIX 1

SUB-REGIONAL MAPPING 
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Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire

Bedfordshire County Council (which will be abolished from 1 April) preferred a sub-region of Bedfordshire, Luton and Hertfordshire. 

Bedford (to become Bedford unitary on 1 April) preferred to be treated as its own sub-region for LABGI purposes, with a second preference to be included in a sub-region with other members of the Milton Keynes/South Midlands emerging MAA (involving Aylesbury Vale, Bedford and Central Bedforshire, Luton & South Bedfordshire, Milton Keynes, North Northamptonshire and West Northamptonshire).

Central Bedfordshire and Luton regarded the area of Bedford unitary, Central Bedfordshire UA and Luton as a sub-region for the purposes of cooperation in economic development. 

Hertfordshire

St Albans was content for the time being with the Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire grouping.

In Hertfordshire, the authorities include Broxbourne, Dacorum, East Hertfordshire, Hertsmere, North Hertfordshire, St Albans, Stevenage, Three Rivers, Watford, and Welwyn Hatfield. There was broad agreement that the county should form a separate sub-region.

Watford agreed, but also commented that, as the only council within the M25 that was not part of Greater London, it could make a case for inclusion within London.

	Government decisions:

Two sub-regions:– 

1) Bedfordshire and Luton (Bedford, Central Bedfordshire, Luton); 

2) Hertfordshire (Broxbourne, Dacorum, East Hertfordshire, Hertsmere, North Hertfordshire, St Albans, Stevenage, Three Rivers, Watford, and Welwyn Hatfield).


Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire

Berkshire

The Berkshire unitary authorities - Bracknell Forest, Reading, Slough, West Berkshire, Windsor & Maidenhead and Wokingham all favoured Berkshire county as their sub-region.

Buckinghamshire

There were mixed views among the local authorities in Buckinghamshire. 

Aylesbury Vale favoured a sub-region consisting of the emerging Milton Keynes / South Midland Sub-Region (MAA) (Aylesbury Vale, Bedford and Central Bedfordshire, Luton & South Bedfordshire, Milton Keynes, North Northamptonshire and West Northamptonshire). It favoured the NUTS 2 area as a fallback. 

Buckinghamshire County Council and South Buckinghamshire favoured a sub-region based on the whole county excluding Milton Keynes i.e. Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Buckinghamshire, Wycombe.

Wycombe and Chiltern both favoured the NUTS2 sub-region. However, Chiltern said that an option worth considering was the Milton Keynes, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire (MKOB) unit which still had a considerable degree of internal connectivity and perhaps represented the closest to a common position. It did not feel the county area could be regarded as a proper economic sub-region given its size, shape and openness to surrounding economic areas. 

Milton Keynes gave no response. 

Oxfordshire

Opinion was divided.

Cherwell, South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse favoured NUTS 2.

Oxford City Council, Oxfordshire County Council and West Oxfordshire favoured a sub-region based on the county.

	Government decisions:

Separate sub-regions as follows:- 

1) Berkshire (Bracknell Forest, Reading, Slough, West Berkshire, Windsor & Maidenhead and Wokingham);

2) Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes (Aylesbury Vale, South Buckinghamshire, Wycombe and Chiltern) plus Milton Keynes;
3) Oxfordshire (Cherwell, Oxford City Council, South Oxfordshire, Vale of White Horse and West Oxfordshire).


Cambridgeshire

There was a strong consensus that there is a natural grouping of all the districts in Cambridgeshire - Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Fenland, Huntingdonshire, South Cambridgeshire.

Two issues needed to be considered:

· what to do about Peterborough (a unitary, which did not respond to the consultation or follow up);

· the desire of two Suffolk districts – St Edmundsbury, and Forest Heath - to join the Cambridgeshire grouping. 

Peterborough would best sit with Lincolnshire: Lincolnshire County Council noted that the south of the County shares an economic area with Peterborough. 

Objections to letting the two Suffolk districts join the Cambridgeshire sub-region were (a) from Suffolk County Council, which wished to maintain the integrity of Suffolk; and (b) from the Cambridgeshire Partnership, which argued that some of the reward attributable to these two districts would leak off to Suffolk County Council. In fact, a longer term problem with the idea has become apparent. The Boundary Commission is consulting on a unitary Suffolk, with the alternative of a two‑unitary scenario comprising “Ipswich and Felixstowe” and “Rural Suffolk”. In both of these scenarios, St. Edmundsbury and Forest Heath would be subsumed into a larger unitary, and could not be separated out for LABGI purposes. The change might take effect from 1 April.2010, although 2011 is more likely: but it would not be sensible to allocate these two districts in a way that is inevitably inconsistent with the Boundary Commission’s conclusions.

	Government decision:

A Greater Cambridgeshire sub-region (Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Fenland, Huntingdonshire, South Cambridgeshire).


Cheshire

The new and existing authorities in the restructured county of Cheshire i.e. Cheshire East, Cheshire West and Chester, Halton, and Warrington formally agreed that they wished to form a sub-region for LABGI purposes. However, the Merseyside authorities (and to a degree Halton itself) recognised Halton as a natural member of the Merseyside group of authorities.

	Government Decisions:

Recognise a Cheshire sub-region (Cheshire East, Cheshire West and Chester, Halton and Warrington). 

Review the position of Halton if the new scheme persists beyond 2010‑11.


Cornwall and Isles of Scilly

Cornwall County Council wanted the county of Cornwall to be treated as a single sub-region. 

None of the existing Cornish districts, nor, responded to the consultation. They were all due to be replaced by the unitary Cornwall from 1 April 2009. 

There were no proposals from Devon authorities to form a sub-region crossing the border with Cornwall.

	Government decision:

Cornwall and Isles of Scilly should be a sub-region.


Cumbria

All Cumbria authorities except Eden were happy to have a sub-region based on the whole county of Cumbria. Eden, in its reply to the main consultation, argued that each authority’s LABGI reward should be calculated on an individual basis; otherwise there was little incentive to improve. Allerdale would ideally have welcomed a West Cumbria grouping, based on the Energy Coast Masterplan which was providing the economic direction for the area, resulting from the decommissioning of Sellafield. 

	Government Decision:

A Cumbria sub-region comprising all districts in the county (Allerdale, Barrow-in-Furness, Carlisle, Copeland, Eden and South Lakeland).


Derbyshire & Nottinghamshire

Only 4 out of 19 local authorities responded to the second consultation. 

Derbyshire Dales proposed a sub-region based on Derbyshire’s constituent districts with Derby.

Nottinghamshire proposed a sub-region based on its constituent districts with Nottingham, and Mansfield also took this view.

Newark proposed that it should be grouped only with Ashfield, Bassetlaw and Mansfield, although it did identify other options, amongst them a Nottinghamshire sub-region including Nottingham unitary. 

9 out of 19 local authorities responded to the original consultation. There was not much consensus.

	Government Decisions:

Two separate sub-regions:

Derbyshire (Amber Valley, Bolsover, Chesterfield, Derbyshire Dales, Erewash, High Peak, North East Derbyshire, South Derbyshire and Derby unitary); and 

Nottinghamshire (Ashfield, Bassetlaw, Broxtowe, Gedling, Mansfield, Newark and Sherwood, Rushcliffe and Nottingham City unitary).


Devon

There was little consensus in Devon. 

Torridge, in the second round of consultation, suggested a north Devon sub-region of Torridge and North Devon. In the first round, North Devon suggested it, including Mid Devon. However Mid Devon preferred to be part of an Exeter and the Heart of Devon sub-region. The North Devon Peninsula, consisting of Torridge and North Devon, is a priority place for investment in the economy, recognised by the SW RDA. They have an agreed list of priorities for investments. 

Plymouth suggested an area including Plymouth, South Hams, parts of West Devon, parts of Caradon – known as the Plymouth Sub-Regional Economic Partnership, which may become an MAA. However, South Hams, and West Devon suggested all Devon districts in both the first and second round. The option therefore lacked consensus (and it included parts of districts, not whole districts).

Torbay, in the second round, suggested a grouping of South Hams, Torbay, and Teignbridge. Torbay argued that this is a ‘natural economic partnership’, recognised as a south Devon sub-region. However, South Hams suggested all Devon districts, with second choice of Plymouth area, with parts of South Hams, West Devon and Caradon districts; and Teignbridge suggested the East Devon group. Again, the option lacked consensus, with only 1 of 3 local authorities supporting. 
In the first round East Devon, Exeter, Mid-Devon, and Teignbridge suggested an East Devon sub-region, and Teignbridge reinforced this in the second round. This is the existing Exeter and Heart of Devon Partnership, which also includes private sector and other organisations. It is a strong, viable option – an existing partnership with unanimous support from all constituent local authorities.

There was support for an all-Devon sub-region, including all Devon districts together with Plymouth and Torbay. It was the second choice of North Devon in the first round, and second choice of Torridge in the second round; and the first choice of South Hams and West Devon.

The Boundary Committee’s current draft proposals are:

· a single unitary Devon comprising the existing county of Devon, with no change to the boundaries of current unitaries Plymouth and Torbay i.e. three unitaries
· a two unitary pattern comprising a unitary Exeter and Exmouth and a unitary covering the remainder of the county of Devon, with no change to the boundaries of Plymouth or Torbay i.e. four unitaries.
This would not affect the LABGI sub-region which the Government has decided.
	Government Decision:

Treat Devon (East Devon, Exeter, Mid Devon, North Devon, South Hams, Teignbridge, Torridge, West Devon) together with Plymouth and Torbay, as a single sub-region..


Dorset and Somerset

Following the second round of consultation there appeared to be complete consensus about the sub-regional split. 

Somerset will include all the districts in Somerset: West Somerset, Taunton Deane, Sedgemoor, Mendip, and South Somerset. 

All the 9 members of the Bournemouth, Dorset & Poole MAA responded jointly to support the creation of a sub-region based on the MAA (which includes all Dorset’s districts (Christchurch, East Dorset, North Dorset, Purbeck, West Dorset, and Weymouth & Portland), and the Bournemouth and Poole unitary authorities. 
The only issue arising was that South Somerset had initially wanted to align itself with West Dorset, but this was later resolved. 

	Government Decisions:

Two sub-regions:- 

(1) Somerset (Mendip, Sedgemoor, South Somerset, Taunton Deane, West Somerset and West Somerset) Taunton Deane; 

(2) Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole (Bournemouth unitary, Christchurch, East Dorset, North Dorset, Poole unitary, Purbeck, West Dorset, Weymouth & Portland). 


East Anglia

Norfolk

There were conflicting views in Norfolk.

Kings Lynn and North Norfolk supported the view of Norfolk County Council, that the whole of Norfolk was a sub-region, embracing Breckland, Broadland, Great Yarmouth, Kings Lynn & West Norfolk, North Norfolk, Norwich, South Norfolk.

Norwich City, Broadland and South Norfolk, however, nominated the Greater Norwich Development Partnership of which they are the members. 
Great Yarmouth supported a cross-county boundary coupling of Great Yarmouth and Waveney, which is an existing partnership. (NB: Waveney is in Suffolk).

Breckland did not respond.

In fact, a longer term problem with the idea has become apparent. The Boundary Commission is consulting on a unitary Norfolk, with the alternative of a two unitary scenario comprising “Greater Norwich” and “Rural Norfolk”. The change might take effect from 1 April 2010, although 2011 is more likely: but it would not be sensible to allocate districts currently within the area covered by these options in a way that is inevitably inconsistent with the Boundary Commission’s conclusions. 

	Government Decisions:

In light of the current uncertainties, all the districts within the current county of Norfolk should be treated as a sub-region (Breckland, Broadland, Great Yarmouth, Kings Lynn & West Norfolk, North Norfolk, Norwich, South Norfolk).


Suffolk 

Most of the constituent councils agreed on the Haven Gateway as a sub-region. It is an area straddling the Suffolk/Essex border, working towards an MAA (Ipswich, Mid Suffolk; Babergh; Suffolk Coastal; Colchester and Tendring). 

Babergh, Ipswich, Tendring, Suffolk Coastal, and Colchester agreed with this grouping. Mid Suffolk was silent. Essex County Council took a different view.

In fact, a longer term problem with the idea has become apparent. The Boundary Commission is consulting on a unitary Suffolk, with the alternative of a two unitary scenario comprising “Ipswich and Felixtowe” and “Rural Suffolk”. In both of these scenarios, some of the Haven Gateway districts would be subsumed into a larger unitary, and could not then be separated out for LABGI purposes. The change might take effect from 1 April 2010, although 2011 is more likely. It would not be sensible to allocate Suffolk districts in a way that is inevitably inconsistent with the Boundary Commission’s conclusions.
	Government Decisions:

In light of the current uncertainties, all the districts within the current county of Suffolk should be treated as a sub-region (.Babergh, Forest Heath, Ipswich, Mid Suffolk,; St. Edmundsbury, Suffolk Coastal, and Waveney).


East Riding and North Lincolnshire, and Lincolnshire

There is a bilateral agreement that Hull and the East Riding of Yorkshire should together comprise a sub-region. 

Lincoln, North Kesteven and West Lindsey proposed a sub-region consisting of those three authorities – the Central Lincolnshire Housing Market Area. Recognising that the picture is complicated, Lincolnshire County Council commented as follows: 

‘We have recently undertaken a study into sub-county economic development in Lincolnshire and have identified that there are around 15 "sub economies" in the county (as opposed to the 7 districts that we have in the county). Those that are adjacent to the county's borders are indeed cross border sub economies. For example, parts of the north of the county share sub economies with North and with North East Lincolnshire. Similarly in the south of the county we share a sub economy with Peterborough, and the three New Growth Point areas in the county share characteristics and potentially delivery strategies with the town of Newark in Nottinghamshire.’

However, in its consultation response, North Lincolnshire argued cogently that it formed an economic sub-and region with North East Lincolnshire, both unitaries. The latter responded neither to the consultation, nor the follow-up. 

South Holland commented ‘South Holland District Council work closely with all of the Lincolnshire authorities including Lincolnshire County Council. Currently in line with the government's sub-national review of economic development we consider ourselves to be part of the Lincolnshire sub-region.’ 

South Kesteven said that it worked most closely with South Holland and North Kesteven, but neither of those authorities really supported the view that such a small sub-region should be recognized.

	Government Decisions:

Three sub-regions in this area:- 

(1) Hull and East Riding of Yorkshire; 

(2) North and North-East Lincolnshire (the two unitary authorities);
(3) Lincolnshire and Peterborough (Boston, East Lindsey, Lincoln, North Kesteven, South Holland, South Kesteven, and West Lindsey), together with North Lincolnshire unitary, North East Lincolnshire unitary, and Peterborough unitary.


Essex

This includes the districts covered by Essex County Council - Basildon, Braintree, Brentwood, Castle Point, Chelmsford, Colchester, Epping Forest, Harlow, Maldon, Rochford, Tendring, Uttlesford - and the unitary authorities of Southend-on-Sea, and Thurrock.

Colchester and Tendring are part of the Haven Gateway Partnership and wished to form a sub-region with other member authorities of the partnership in Suffolk. However, the Boundary Committee proposals for a unitary Suffolk or a two-unitary Suffolk make that impossible. (See discussion above under East Anglia.)

Chelmsford believed that recognition of the Heart of Essex sub-region, consisting of the districts of Chelmsford, Braintree, Maldon and Brentwood, would be congruent with the Regional Economic Strategy and regional economic development initiatives as led by the RDA (EEDA). Maldon agreed. However Braintree supported Essex County Council in wanting Greater Essex recognized as the LABGI sub-region; and Brentwood did not respond at any stage.

Southend commented that Southend and Thurrock unitary authorities were in the Thames Gateway South Essex (TGSE) sub-region and worked closely with Essex County Council, Castle Point Borough Council, Basildon District Council and Rochford District Council through a sub-regional partnership - Thames Gateway South Essex Partnership. Thurrock supported this view (although would ideally have preferred to be considered separately), saying that a TGSE approach was preferred, as long as the partnership had the discretion to determine how the funding was spent, or it was allocated direct to authorities based on business growth yield, certainly not on population.

Harlow proposed two options: Harlow, Epping Forest and Uttlesford: or those three plus East Hertfordshire and Broxbourne. However, this conflicts with the consensus for a single Hertfordshire sub-region (which was East Herts’ preference). Broxbourne did not respond. 

No local authority called for Harlow, Epping Forest or Uttlesford to be part of a Heart of Essex sub-region. A South-West Essex sub-region comprising these three authorities therefore seems reasonable.

	Government decisions:

Three areas in Essex should be recognised as sub-regions:- 

(1) the Heart of Essex sub-region, comprising Braintree, Brentwood, Chelmsford, Colchester, Maldon and; Tendring;

(2) the Thames Gateway South Essex sub-region, comprising Southend-on-Sea unitary, Thurrock unitary, Castle Point, Basildon and Rochford; 

(3) the South-West Essex sub-region, comprising Epping Forest, Harlow and Uttlesford 


Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and North Somerset

All the local authorities responded, except Forest of Dean, Tewkesbury and Gloucester. Gloucestershire County Council responded on their behalf. 

There was widespread agreement that Gloucester, Stroud, Cheltenham, Cotswold, Forest of Dean and Tewkesbury should form a single Gloucestershire sub-region. Cotswold had reservations about the whole concept of sub-regional grouping, but preferred the NUTS 2 area if there were to be any sub-region.

Bath and North East Somerset, Bristol, North Somerset and South Gloucestershire wished to form a West of England sub-region which corresponded to the West of England partnership (MAA).

Wiltshire and Swindon were the only other authorities in the NUTS2 sub-region. There was no agreement as to which sub-region they should be in. 

Swindon stated that it would prefer either to be considered as a sub-region in its own right, or to be included with the Thames Valley or Berkshire authorities with which it considered itself to be more ‘economically interdependent’. 

Wiltshire was willing to accept either the NUTS2 sub-region or to be included with the West of England; Swindon was also willing to compromise despite their stated preferences. Whilst Gloucestershire seemed unwilling to be aligned with Wiltshire, the West of England partnership had not made that clear as yet. It was suggested that CLG would need to make this decision. 

Based on the responses it seems sensible to separate Gloucestershire and the West of England into separate sub-regions, since authorities in both were concerned that the NUTS2 grouping was too large for successful cooperation. 

Placing Wiltshire and Swindon is more difficult. None of the authorities in Oxfordshire or Berkshire appear to have considered Swindon as an option and consequently it seems inevitable that they will be grouped with Wiltshire.

In order to leave the West of England partnership and Gloucestershire as separate sub-regions Wiltshire and Swindon should also become a sub-region. 

	Government Decisions:

Establish three sub-regions: 

(1) Gloucestershire (Gloucester, Stroud, Cheltenham, Cotswold, Forest of Dean and Tewkesbury); 

(2) West of England (Bath and North East Somerset, Bristol, North Somerset and South Gloucestershire); 

(3) Wiltshire with Swindon.


Greater Manchester

6 of the 10 Greater Manchester authorities – Bury, Rochdale, Salford, Stockport, Tameside, Trafford – proposed that all 10 authorities should form one sub-region. Bury only responded in the second round, the other 5 in both rounds. Trafford noted that the Greater Manchester authorities were working together, and had formed an MAA.

Manchester preferred its area to be treated separately. It argued that it earned 40% of the region’s growth, but would only receive 17% of LABGI money. It was only prepared to be part of a sub-region if an Economic Prosperity Board was formed.

3 authorities – Bolton, Oldham and Wigan – did not respond. 

Recognising Manchester as a separate sub-region would tend to undermine the whole LABGI approach to rewarding sub-regional performance. Greater Manchester authorities have a long history of sub-regional working as the AGMA; so the grouping reflects the existing sub-regional arrangements.
	Government Decision:

A single Greater Manchester sub-region including all 10 Manchester authority areas (Bolton, Bury, Manchester, Oldham, Rochdale, Salford, Stockport, Tameside, Trafford and Wigan.


Hampshire and Isle Of Wight

Hampshire

Basingstoke & Deane, Hart and Rushmoor all saw themselves as forming a sub-region along with Surrey Heath and Test Valley. This is the Basingstoke, area. It crosses the Hants / Surrey boundary.

Test Valley would prefer to be alone. If not, it could be part of one of three sub-regions:

· Basingstoke MAA group (as above); or

· Central Hampshire and New Forest group: East Hampshire, Winchester and New Forest (though these are not adjacent);

· Partnership for Urban South Hampshire: Havant, Gosport, Portsmouth, Fareham, Eastleigh, Southampton. 

East Hampshire said that EH (and its constituent parts) lies within at least 3 sub-regions:

i) It is part of the Hampshire community of 14 councils (including Hampshire County Council) with most of the District being part of the “rest of Hampshire” (or Central Hampshire) in the South East Plan, which includes Test Valley, Winchester, New Forest and the “Deane” of Basingstoke.

ii) 7% of the District, around Horndean, is part of the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) although TTWA extends as far as Petersfield.

iii) The northern part of the District, around Alton and Whitehill-Bordon, has a close economic relationship with North Hampshire (Blackwater Valley) and the Western Corridor (M3/M4).

Economic development for practical purposes sits within the county of Hampshire with strong strategic links with Portsmouth and Southampton. The rural agenda, market towns etc is for practical purposes focused on Central Hampshire.

Fareham, Gosport, Havant, New Forest, Portsmouth, Southampton favoured a sub-region based on the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) MAA area – Portsmouth, Southampton, Eastleigh, Fareham, Gosport, Havant, Test Valley (part), East Hampshire (part), New Forest (part) and Winchester City Council (part). 

Eastleigh, Hampshire County Council and the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire favoured the NUTS2 area.

Winchester’s marginal preference would have been to form part of a grouping around the PUSH area. However, they had been in further discussions with Test Valley and East Hampshire, and felt there was an equally good rationale for being part of a ‘rural’ or ‘central’ Hampshire grouping. As a third choice Winchester would have considered a rural Hampshire cluster with Test Valley, East Hampshire and New Forest.

The Isle of Wight made no response to either consultation. It was not strongly “claimed” by any other grouping, and may reasonably be regarded as economically fairly distinct from the areas on the other side of the Solent.

Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) recommended the NUTS2 area.
	Government Decisions:

Three sub-regions:- 

1)an Urban South Hampshire sub-region covering authorities in the PUSH area ( East Hampshire, Eastleigh, Fareham, Gosport, Havant, New Forest, Portsmouth, Southampton, and Winchester City Council); 

2) a Northern Hampshire and Surrey Heath sub-region comprising the rest of Hampshire (Basingstoke & Deane, Hart, Rushmoor and Test Valley) plus Surrey Heath; 

3) Isle of Wight. 


Herefordshire, Worcestershire and Warwickshire

Worcestershire 

Worcestershire County Council, Malvern Hills, Redditch, Wychavon and Wyre Forest considered that the county of Worcestershire should comprise a sub-region for the purposes of LABGI.

Bromsgrove agreed that the areas defined in NUTS2 - Herefordshire, Worcestershire and Warwickshire were appropriate as a sub-region. Within Worcestershire county it regarded the adjacent districts of Redditch and Wyre Forest as being the most relevant within an economic development context.

Herefordshire 

Herefordshire - no response.

Warwickshire

There was complete agreement among Warwickshire authorities for a Coventry, Solihull and whole of Warwickshire sub-region also including Coventry and Solihull from outside the county. The Government noted in passing that Coventry joined with Birmingham and the Black Country in the recent bid for Forerunner City status; but it was content to respect the consensus established for LABGI’s purposes.

	Government Decisions:

Three LABGI sub-regions:- 

(1) Worcestershire (Bromsgrove, Malvern Hills, Redditch, Worcester, Wychavon and Wyre Forest); 

(2) Herefordshire; 

(2) Coventry, Solihull and Warwickshire (North Warwickshire, Nuneaton and Bedworth, Rugby, Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick, with Coventry and Solihull unitaries).


Kent

North Kent

A group including Dartford, Gravesham, Medway unitary and Swale. Dartford, Gravesham, Medway favoured this as the emerging North Kent MAA, but Swale did not respond.

Mid-Kent

Ashford, Maidstone, Swale and Tunbridge Wells – suggested by Ashford. Ashford argued Kent should be sub-divided because it is complex and varied. These four local authorities form the mid-Kent Improvement Partnership. Also, Ashford is a designated Growth Area, which has built up economic partnerships with the three other local authorities. Maidstone suggested Maidstone alone. Swale did not respond; and Tunbridge Wells suggested a different group in the first round of consultation and all Kent districts in the second round.

Ashford puts a good case for this sub-region, but there is no support from other local authorities. Also, Swale overlaps with the North Kent MAA. 

South-West Kent

A group including Sevenoaks, Tonbridge & Malling and Tunbridge Wells was suggested by Tunbridge Wells in the first round: but they later switched to favouring a sub-region comprising the whole of Kent. Tonbridge & Malling and Tunbridge Wells form a Regional Hub, but are also economically linked to East Sussex. They believed an all-Kent sub-region could disadvantage the Kent border areas. 

Tonbridge & Malling suggested all Kent districts in the first round, and Sevenoaks, which did not respond in the first round, suggested all Kent districts in second round. 

Some economic synergy identified, but weak support.
East Kent

Dover, Canterbury, Shepway and Thanet suggested by Dover in the first round. These four form the East Kent Local Strategic Partnership, with the East Kent Joint Arrangements Committee for joint provision of services. 

Neither Canterbury nor Shepway responded. Thanet preferred to be treated separately but would be content with East Kent LSP if sub-regions were required.

Strong case for this sub-region: existing partnership, with some support. Better for Thanet to be in a group than alone.

	Government Decisions:

Three sub-regions:- 

(1) North Kent: (Dartford, Gravesham, Medway unitary and Swale); 

(2) East Kent: (Dover, Canterbury, Shepway and Thanet); 

(3) Inland Kent (i.e. Sevenoaks, Tonbridge & Malling, Tunbridge Wells, Ashford, and Maidstone).


Lancashire

In its response to the second consultation, Chorley proposed a single sub-region comprising all of Lancashire County Council’s districts and Lancaster unitary.

In their response to the second consultation, Lancaster and West Lancashire both proposed single authority sub-regions.
In their response to the first consultation, Blackburn with Darwen unitary, Blackpool, Chorley, South Ribble, West Lancashire and Lancashire proposed a single sub-region comprising all of Lancashire County Council’s districts and Lancaster unitary. Preston proposed to be grouped with Chorley and South Ribble.

Fylde proposed to be grouped with Wyre and Blackpool which is an emerging MAA. Wyre did not respond.

	Government Decisions:

Two sub-regions: – 

1) Lancashire: (Blackburn with Darwen unitary, Burnley, Chorley, Hyndburn, Lancaster, Pendle, Preston, Ribble Valley, Rossendale, South Ribble, and West Lancashire); 

2) Blackpool, Fylde and Wyre (Blackpool unitary, Fylde and Wyre).


Leicestershire, Rutland and Northamptonshire

Northamptonshire councils (the seven district/borough councils and the county council) responded jointly to suggest themselves as a sub-region. 

Leicestershire councils (Leicester City unitary, the districts and county) also responded jointly to suggest themselves as a suitable sub-region. The existence of an MAA covering the sub-region supports this.

Rutland unitary authority offered no response. Rutland is not a viable sub-region on its own.
Northamptonshire did not consider itself to be suitably aligned to Rutland stating ’the NUTS2 grouping with Leicestershire and Rutland does not represent a partnership within which we work’.
Leicestershire attempted to contact Rutland, but on receiving no response suggested Leicestershire sub-region.

	Government Decisions:

Two sub-regions:- 

(1) Northamptonshire (Corby, Daventry, East Northamptonshire, Kettering, Northampton, South Northamptonshire, Wellingborough;

 (2) Leicestershire (Blaby, Charnwood, Harborough, Hinckley and Bosworth, Leicester, Melton, North West Leicestershire, Oadby and Wigston) with Leicester and Rutland unitaries.


London

Of the 33 London authorities, 26 have responded at some stage, 19 of them in the second round. Although certain groups agreed on the way London should be divided there was no overall consensus. There were three main proposals in direct opposition with one another: 

· Inner London and Outer London;

· a single London sub-region;

· an approach built around North, Central, West, South and Thames gateway sub-regions.

A single London sub-region

8 authorities had the single London sub-region as their preference. These were; Croydon, Enfield, Bromley, Havering, Barking and Dagenham, Redbridge, Sutton and Hounslow. Bexley and Brent stated a single London sub-region as their second preference. Hammersmith & Fulham proposed a scheme whereby London was treated as a single sub-region but the Inner London authorities also received a top-up. 

Other groupings

Central London Forward (CLF) is a collective of 6 London Boroughs proposing a different set of 5 sub-regions as an alternative to the NUTS2 categorisation. They are Camden, City of London, Islington, Kensington and Chelsea, Southwark and Westminster. Their proposed sub-regions were: 

· Central London Forward: as above with Lambeth.

· West London Alliance: Brent, Ealing, Hammersmith & Fulham, Harrow, Hillingdon and Hounslow.

· South London Partnership: Bromley, Croydon, Kingston, Merton, Richmond, Lambeth, Sutton and Wandsworth. 

· Thames Gateway London Partnership: Barking & Dagenham, Bexley, Enfield, Greenwich, Hackney, Havering, Lewisham, Newham, Redbridge, Tower Hamlets and Waltham Forest. 

· North London Strategic Alliance: Barnet, Enfield and Haringey. 

· Note: Enfield and Lambeth are both included in two of these proposed sub-regions. This is as they were found in Camden’s response and it is unclear whether or not this was intentional. 
Haringey, Hillingdon, Merton, Bexley, Tower Hamlets and Wandsworth have all proposed different sub-regional groupings that are broadly similar to those proposed by CLF ie involving boroughs in their area of London. For example, Tower Hamlets indicates that the five councils where the Olympics are to be held (Greenwich, Hackney, Newham, Tower Hamlets, Waltham Forest) should, at least for a short period, be considered a sub-region. Wandsworth associate themselves with South West London councils Lambeth, Kingston, Merton, Richmond, Sutton and Croydon. 
Redbridge, Barking & Dagenham, Havering and Enfield all show some interest in sub-regions similar to the above, should their first choice (a single London sub-region) be rejected. 
Brent wants a hybrid of individual local authorities and wider sub-regional partnerships which in their case would be the West London Alliance. 

Hackney and Newham prefer the 2 sub-region split of Inner London and Outer London.

All London authorities are included in one or other of the above proposals. 

The two tier approach involving Inner London and Outer London has received the least support, and is widely considered to be inappropriate, since the Outer London authorities are spread so widely that they often have little interaction reducing the likelihood that they will cooperate effectively. 

The single London sub-region would be widely accepted by the majority of the outer London boroughs - unsurprisingly, as the majority of business rates growth emerges in central London and it is in their self interest to be grouped with the central London boroughs. The justification for this approach is that London boroughs are interdependent and since many central London employees travel from these boroughs to work, the LABGI grant should be distributed to them as well. Croydon went further and provided the following statement: 

“In arriving at our views we used UK travel flows from the 2001 census. This showed that approximately 32% of the working population in outer London boroughs work in central London – i.e. nearly a third of the working population living in outer London boroughs contribute to the economic wealth generated in inner London boroughs… These statistics strongly imply that London should be treated as a single labour market because, as people live and work in different boroughs, it is pointless to attempt to break London down into groups of boroughs or sub-regions.”

Opposition to this comes from the central London boroughs. Clearly, they stand to lose out in a single London sub-region. The typical response is that the incentive for boroughs in outer London to encourage the growth of business will not be there, and there will be a tendency to free ride. 

The interconnectedness of boroughs within the smaller sub-regional groups (broadly North, Central, West, South and Thames Gateway) does appeal to many as a viable alternative, since there are already various partnerships and alliances along those lines, although most of the outer London boroughs recognise they would lose some of their entitlement in such a system. 

	Government Decision:

A single London sub-region reflects the interdependency between London boroughs.


Merseyside

Merseyside comprises the unitary authorities of Knowsley, Liverpool, Sefton, St Helens, and Wirral.

None of these authorities responded to the second (clarification) exercise. In their response to the consultation itself, Knowsley said that they are already positioned within the Merseyside sub-region, known as the Liverpool City Region, for the purposes of cooperation in economic development. The other local authorities they considered to be in the same sub-region were Liverpool, Halton, St Helens, Sefton, and Wirral. Liverpool, Sefton and Wirral said the same. St Helens did not respond.

The position of Halton is ambiguous. It is recognised as part of the Liverpool City Region, but it signed up to being grouped with the Cheshire authorities for the purposes of LABGI (responding in the clarification exercise via a joint letter with the Cheshire authorities). In its original response Halton said:

For the purpose of allocating LABGI we accept the placing of Halton within the Cheshire NUTS2 grouping in the short-term. However, in recent years, whilst wishing to remain ‘a good neighbour’ to the Cheshire Local Authorities, we have also developed strong social, economic and political ties with the Merseyside authorities of Knowsley, Liverpool, Sefton, St.Helens and Wirral. 

Subsequently, in the longer-term we would wish to see Halton’s economic position calculated independently of Warrington, Cheshire East, Cheshire West and Chester, and linked more closely to the Merseyside Authorities given that its economy is more consistent with the economy of the emerging Liverpool City Region.

We also believe that in the future, Halton’s inclusion in the Cheshire NUTS2 grouping will need to be reviewed. This is because Cheshire’s relative economic prosperity statistically masks Halton’s economic problems such as low skills, low levels of qualifications and high levels of worklessness.

	Government Decision:

1. Recognise a Merseyside sub-region, (Knowsley, Liverpool, Sefton, St.Helens and Wirral). 

Review in due course 2. Group the decision to group Halton with the Cheshire sub-region rather than Merseyside, but review in due course.


North Yorkshire

All 8 districts plus the county council propose that all 8 districts together should be a sub-region. 

	Government Decision:

A single North Yorkshire sub-region including the 8 districts (Craven, Hambleton, Harrogate, Richmondshire, Ryedale, Scarborough, Selby and York unitary). 


Northumberland and Tyne and Wear

Newcastle upon Tyne, Gateshead, North Tyneside, South Tyneside and Sunderland all favoured a sub-region consisting of their areas without Northumberland. 

However, both Northumberland County Council and Durham County unitary considered that the Northumberland and Durham county areas respectively should be included in the same sub-region as the Tyne and Wear authorities. (See Tees Valley and Durham section below.)

	Government Decisions:

Two sub-regions:- 

(1) Tyne and Wear (Gateshead, Newcastle upon Tyne, North Tyneside, South Tyneside, Sunderland); and 

(2) Northumberland (– the new Northumberland unitary). 


Shropshire and Staffordshire

Shropshire

Shropshire suggested Shropshire in a sub-region with Herefordshire and Worcestershire. No one else included Shropshire. 
Telford & Wrekin (unitary) wished to be considered part of a Birmingham, Coventry, Dudley, Sandwell, Solihull, Walsall, Wolverhampton and Telford &and Wrekin group. See West Midlands section.

Staffordshire

Staffordshire County Council strongly supported the whole of Staffordshire being together, stating there were ‘considerable’ economic links between Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent, but ‘much lower’ links between Staffordshire and Shropshire. There is also a joint Staffordshire LAA. But Southern Staffordshire Partnership argued that there were two distinct economies: in the north, and in the south with strong links to the West Midlands. Stafford sits between the North and Southern Partnerships.

There was a strong consensus around the Southern Staffordshire Partnership - Cannock Chase, East Staffordshire, Lichfield, South Staffordshire, Stafford and Tamworth. East Staffordshire is also building links with South Derbyshire. This was suggested by all members except Stafford.

Stoke-on-Trent and Stafford suggested adding Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire Moorlands (comprising the ‘North Staffordshire Partnership’) to the South Staffordshire Partnership. Stoke-on-Trent argued there were ‘considerable’ links between Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent.

Newcastle-under-Lyme saw itself, Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire Moorlands as an economic grouping.

	Government Decisions:

1) The unitaries of Shropshire unitary and Telford and Wrekin to form a Shropshire and Telford and Wrekin sub-region. 

2) A North Staffordshire sub-region consisting of Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire Moorlands.

3) A Southern Staffordshire sub-region - Cannock Chase, East Staffordshire, Lichfield, South Staffordshire, Stafford and Tamworth).


South Yorkshire

All metropolitan districts in South Yorkshire could accept with some reservations a sub-region covering all their areas.

The position for Barnsley was complex. On the one hand they would have been content, administratively, for LABGI purposes, to work within the NUTS2 definition.

However, on the other hand, Barnsley was actively cooperating with other authorities within both the Leeds City Region and the Sheffield City Region groups of authorities. For example, they had housing growth point allocations for both LCR and SCR, MAA propositions for both and were part of both Forerunner City Region bids. The original Northern Way initiative identified Barnsley, uniquely, as being within the two city regions and, indeed, Barnsley agreed that their local economy was significantly influenced by both Leeds and Sheffield.

Barnsley said that this was not an issue of not being able to agree with others with whom they should collaborate. Rather it was a reflection of the economic reality, which did not respect local authority boundaries, that they needed to work, and were working, with authorities in both the Leeds and Sheffield groupings. The reality was that the ’economic watershed’ between the two ran through the middle of the Borough.

Doncaster did not believe that sub-regional LABGI allocations were appropriate. If, however, it was decided that such groupings should be used, Doncaster regarded the South Yorkshire grouping proposed in the consultation paper as being the most appropriate for the purposes of LABGI allocation. 

	Government Decision: 

A South Yorkshire sub-region (Barnsley, Doncaster, Rotherham, Sheffield).


Surrey, East and West Sussex

This area, comprising East and West Sussex, Surrey, and the northern-most districts in Hampshire, present a complicated picture. The authorities in this area are:

· in East Sussex: Eastbourne, Hastings, Lewes, Rother, Wealden; and the unitary Brighton and Hove

· in West Sussex: Adur, Arun, Chichester, Crawley, Horsham, Mid Sussex, and Worthing

· in Surrey: Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell, Guildford, Mole Valley, Reigate & Banstead, Runnymede, Spelthorne, Surrey Heath, Tandridge, Waverley, Woking

Only two of these authorities – Hastings and Lewes – argued that the sub-region should be taken to be the whole NUTS2 area.

Adur, Arun, Chichester, Crawley, Horsham, Mid Sussex and Worthing argued for a sub-region based on their county – West Sussex.

East Sussex County Council also argued for a county based mapping (therefore omitting the unitary Brighton and Hove) i.e. Eastbourne, Hastings, Lewes, Rother, and Wealden. This therefore conflicts with the views of Hastings and Lewes (above). None of the other districts responded.

Waverley alone argued for a sub-region consisting of Surrey’s districts.

Surrey Heath can form a sub-region with the North Hampshire authorities (see Hampshire and Isle of Wight).

	Government Decisions:

Three sub‑regions: 

(1) West Sussex (Adur, Arun, Chichester, Crawley, Horsham, Mid Sussex and Worthing); 

(2) East Sussex (Eastbourne, Hastings, Lewes, Rother, Wealden) together with Brighton & Hove unitary; 

(3) Surrey (Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell, Guildford, Mole Valley, Reigate & Banstead, Runnymede, Spelthorne, Tandridge, Waverley, Woking) 


Tees Valley and Durham

Durham County, Darlington and Stockton-on-Tees all responded to the second round of consultation, Middlesbrough responded in the first round. (Durham County will become Durham County unitary from April 2009).

According to Stockton-on-Tees council, all the Tees Valley councils (Stockton-on-Tees, Darlington, Hartlepool, Middlesbrough, and Redcar &and Cleveland) wanted to form a sub-region to the exclusion of Durham County. Middlesbrough’s initial response supported this. Durham County did not wish to be a part of the Tees Valley sub-region preferring instead to join the Tyne and Wear sub-region. 

The Tyne and Wear city region (Sunderland, Newcastle, Gateshead, South Tyneside and North Tyneside) wished to form a separate sub-region to the exclusion of Northumberland. Their responses made no mention of Durham County, but they seemed to be fairly set on keeping the sub-region within the city region, emphasising the economic links between the authorities there. This was emphasised to an extent by Durham County’s response which acknowledged that they would gain and Tyne and Wear could lose out from their inclusion in this sub-region. 

None of the districts in Durham county responded.

	Government Decisions

Two sub-regions:

1) Durham County (Durham County unitary);

2) Tees Valley (Darlington, Hartlepool, Middlesbrough, and Redcar & Cleveland, Stockton-on-Tees).


West Midlands

Birmingham proposed two sub-regions: 

· Birmingham, Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall, Wolverhampton;

· Coventry, Solihull and Warwickshire.

Coventry and Solihull supported the Coventry, Solihull and Warwickshire sub-region (see section above on Herefordshire, Worcestershire and Warwickshire).

Sandwell favoured the Birmingham, Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall, Wolverhampton sub-region.

Walsall favoured a sub-region of Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall and Wolverhampton.

Wolverhampton favoured a sub-region of the whole of the West Midlands.

Dudley would have preferred it if, in the longer term, individual authority regeneration were the basis for LABGI reward.

Telford and Wrekin would also have liked to be part of the first sub-region proposed by Birmingham. There is an economic case for that. However, the authorities in the first sub-region (without Telford and Wrekin) are candidates for Forerunner City status and a non-contiguous authority (like Telford and Wrekin) cannot form part of such a group. It therefore makes sense to exclude Telford and Wrekin.
	Government Decisions:

Two sub-regions: 

(1) Black Country (Birmingham, Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall, Wolverhampton); and 

(2) Coventry, Solihull and Warwickshire.


West Yorkshire

The Leeds city region MAA includes all the West Yorkshire (NUTS2 classification) councils. 

Leeds suggested that the MAA region be considered, but that in the light of other suggestions NUTS2 was probably the most appropriate. 

Bradford and Calderdale also suggested NUTS2. Kirklees did not respond. 

Overall, NUTS2 has the most support.

	Government Decision:

West Yorkshire sub-region (Bradford, Calderdale, Kirklees, Leeds, Wakefield).
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� http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/localgovernment/labgischemereforms


� http://www.local.communities.gov.uk/finance/labgi/summissuepaprep.pdf


� The NNDR 3 form has since changed. The equivalent line in the most recent version of the form is Line 13.
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