Potential Formation on a Rural Unitary Group: Briefing Note for Roger Begy
1. SPARSE Rural currently undertakes various elements of work for its member authorities, most of which are predominantly rural. The establishment of predominantly rural benchmarks such as the Rural-80 and Rural-50 measures has been successful especially amongst district councils.

2. Unitary authority benchmarking has been less successful to date. This is partly due to the much wider diversity in unitaries with a smaller number of rural unitaries and many morelarge single city authorities. This diversity makes a unitary average less meaningful and surely makes the case for a rural unitary group for the purposes of benchmarking and financial analysis/comparison.
3. An exercise has been carried out to analyse the demographics of the 55 unitary authorities with the purpose of establishing a group of rural unitary authorities which share those demographics for which a rural case can be put forward in terms of the difficulties of serving more widely dispersed rural populations.
4. A number of demographic indicators have been used to consider the similarities within groups of unitaries. These include:
· The percentage of population living in rural settlements – this is the measure used by Birkbeck College in establishing the rural and urban classifications used by Defra

· The area covered by the unitary in square kilometers
· Population density

· The sparsity indicator score used in the Local Government settlement 

· Government funding per head

· The benefit in Government funding per head that were to accrue if SPARSE were to be successful in their consultation response to Government on a better recognition of sparsity in the funding formula

5. A review of the demographic suggests a group of 18 rural Unitaries might be formed. In the analysis, there are 16 authorities which are strongly connected and which differ significantly from the unitary average in many respects; these are listed in the table set out below. Two further (significantly Rural) Unitaries, Bedford (would be a £2635 subscription) and Redcar and Cleveland (would be a £2766 subscription) clearly have rural characteristics but tend to be on the fringe with some urban demographics. Neither of these are members of the CCN.  The table also sets out the annual subscription paid/would be payable if the current basis of SPARSE-Rural subscription calculation (£2095 + 1.2p for every resident living in a defined rural area) was applied. The table shows which are currently SPARSE-Rural members and which are County Council Network members. The CCN, we think, has a flat rate annual subscription of £12,200 
	UNITARY COUNCIL
	ANNUAL SUB BASED ON CURRENT SPARSE-RURAL SUBSCRIPTION SUBSCRIPTION CALCULATION
	MEMBER OF SPARSE RURAL
	MEMBER OF COUNTY COUNCIL NETWORK

	
	£
	
	

	Rutland
	2381 (should increase to £2497)
	Y
	N

	Cornwall
	7595
	Y
	Y

	Isle of Wight
	Free Trial (should be £3460)
	Y
	Y

	Northumberland
	£5441
	Y
	Y

	Durham
	£6285
	Y
	Y

	Shropshire
	£5100
	Y
	Y

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	£3487 (should be £4766)
	Y
	Y

	Wiltshire
	£5970
	Y
	Y

	Herefordshire , County of
	£2859 (should be £3490)
	Y
	Y

	North Somerset
	£3339
	N
	N

	Central Bedfordshire
	£3605
	N WITHDREW 2011
	Y

	North Lincolnshire
	£2095 (should be £3055)
	Y
	N

	Cheshire East
	£2000 0ver 18 months. Should be £4241
	Y
	Y

	Bath and North East Somerset
	£3025
	N
	N

	West Berkshire
	£2838
	N
	N

	Cheshire West and Chester
	£3395
	N
	Y



6. Each of the demographics is set out on the Appendices to this briefing Note. In most cases, there is ‘clear blue water’ between the 16 rural authorities shaded in green (and listed above) and the 37 non rural authorities which are unshaded. The demographics show that the authorities which have been selected for a possible Rural Unitary Group serve large, sparsely populated rural areas. They also show very significant differences between these authorities and other Unitaries, many of which are based around reasonably sized cities with little or no hinterlands. It is reasonably clear that the 16 authorities shaded in green (11 of which are existing SPARSE-Rural members) would share the issues which the SPARSE RSN organisation recognises and regularly brings to Government’s and members’ attention.
7. Bedford and Redcar and Cleveland clearly have a greater mix of rural and urban demographics which would tend to place them closer to the fringe between rural and urban. On balance, it would appear that they have slightly more in common with the rural authorities but the case for their inclusion within a Rural Unitary Group is weaker than for the other 16 authorities listed in paragraph 5. However, including them would mean a Group open to membership for all Predominantly and Significantly Rural Unitary Councils.
The Conundrum
We have a bit of a conundrum here:-

Presumably for the LGA Chair to deliver on his promise of rural Unitaries being represented at the regular meetings with DCLG Ministers there would have to be a properly constituted separate SIG with their own Chairman.

If such a SIG were formed SPARSE-Rural might lose its (or some of its) Unitary members. Even more likely if a lower subscription were required.

We could set up a separate SIG but operate it as a SIG within a SIG (SPARSE-Rural). SPARSE-Rural would do all the administration etc. 
The subs level would have to be the same as SPARSE-Rural but would the 5 (7 if you count in Bedford and Redcar & Cleveland be prepared to find a “new” subscription budget  (range £2635 - £3395) in these difficult times, particularly if they are CCN members.?
We feel we would have to offer an “introductory subscription” rate” to the non-SPARSE-Rural members but we would let them have access to the whole range of services provided to SPARSE-Rural members. 
RECOMMENDATION
1. That we seek to form a Rural Unitaries Group (RUG) SIG open to all (18) Predominantly Rural and Significantly Rural Unitaries with a subscription rate for the present non SPARSE-Rural authorities of £1000 a year for the first three years and then reviewed.

2. That the RUG SIG is operated as a SIG within a SIG with SPARSE-Rural providing the administration support etc and with the full range of SPARSE-Rural services provided to all members.

3. That we (you and I meeting him) discuss this with the LGA Chairman and seek his support (preferably by his agreeing to co-sign with you of the “offer letter”) and confirming his offer to have a representative of the RUG SIG and meetings with DCLG Ministers. 

APPENDICES

The percentage of the population living in rural areas

	Rutland
	100.00
	R80
	South Gloucestershire
	18.86
	LU

	Cornwall
	92.02
	R80
	Windsor and Maidenhead
	18.12
	OU

	Isle of Wight
	85.61
	R80
	Wokingham
	17.67
	LU

	Northumberland
	79.56
	R50
	York
	17.22
	OU

	Durham
	74.63
	R50
	Warrington
	17.21
	OU

	Shropshire
	74.45
	R50
	Telford and Wrekin
	15.98
	OU

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	70.87
	R50
	Torbay
	14.93
	OU

	Wiltshire
	68.62
	R50
	Stockton-on-Tees
	14.08
	LU

	Herefordshire County of
	66.53
	R50
	Thurrock
	13.85
	OU

	North Somerset
	55.04
	R50
	Swindon
	13.80
	OU

	Central Bedfordshire
	53.89
	R50
	Peterborough
	12.90
	OU

	North Lincolnshire
	52.38
	R50
	North East Lincolnshire
	12.13
	OU

	Cheshire East
	50.88
	R50
	Darlington
	12.07
	OU

	Bath and North East Somerset
	45.90
	SR
	Milton Keynes
	10.87
	OU

	Redcar and Cleveland
	44.32
	SR
	Medway
	10.41
	OU

	West Berkshire
	42.80
	SR
	Bracknell Forest
	6.51
	LU

	Cheshire West and Chester
	40.43
	SR
	Blackburn with Darwen
	5.03
	OU

	Bedford
	30.49
	SR
	Poole
	4.59
	LU

	
	
	
	Halton
	3.62
	OU

	There is clearly a significant difference between those authorities classified as either predominantly or significant rural – almost 12 percentage points difference between Bedford and South Gloucestershire and almost 22 percentage points between Cheshire West and South Gloucestershire. A rural case should therefore fit with all of those authorities which are shaded.
	
	Hartlepool
	2.85
	OU

	
	
	Brighton and Hove
	1.21
	LU

	
	
	Stoke-on-Trent
	0.39
	LU

	
	
	Reading
	0.34
	LU

	
	
	Middlesbrough
	0.31
	LU

	
	
	Slough
	0.26
	OU

	
	
	Leicester
	0.21
	LU

	
	
	Derby
	0.17
	OU

	
	
	Bournemouth
	0.14
	LU

	
	
	Blackpool
	0.00
	LU

	
	
	Bristol City of
	0.00
	LU

	
	
	Kingston upon Hull City of
	0.00
	LU

	
	
	Luton
	0.00
	OU

	
	
	Nottingham
	0.00
	LU

	
	
	Plymouth
	0.00
	OU

	
	
	Portsmouth
	0.00
	LU

	
	
	Southampton
	0.00
	LU

	
	
	Southend-on-Sea
	0.00
	LU

	
	
	
	
	
	


The area covered by the unitary in square kilometers
	Northumberland
	5013
	
	Swindon
	230

	Cornwall
	3546
	
	Stockton-on-Tees
	204

	Wiltshire
	3255
	
	Windsor and Maidenhead
	197

	Shropshire
	3197
	
	Darlington
	197

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	2408
	
	North East Lincolnshire
	192

	Durham
	2226
	
	Medway
	192

	Herefordshire, County of
	2180
	
	Warrington
	181

	Cheshire East
	1166
	
	Wokingham
	179

	Cheshire West and Chester
	917
	
	Thurrock
	163

	North Lincolnshire
	846
	
	Blackburn with Darwen
	137

	Central Bedfordshire
	716
	
	Bristol, City of
	110

	West Berkshire
	704
	
	Bracknell Forest
	109

	South Gloucestershire
	497
	
	Hartlepool
	94

	Bedford
	476
	
	Stoke-on-Trent
	93

	Rutland
	382
	
	Brighton and Hove
	83

	Isle of Wight
	380
	
	Plymouth
	80

	North Somerset
	374
	
	Halton
	79

	Bath and North East Somerset
	346
	
	Derby
	78

	Peterborough
	343
	
	Nottingham
	75

	Milton Keynes
	309
	
	Leicester
	73

	Telford and Wrekin
	290
	
	Kingston upon Hull, City of
	71

	York
	272
	
	Poole
	65

	Redcar and Cleveland
	245
	
	Torbay
	63

	
	
	
	Middlesbrough
	54

	On the whole, the selected rural authorities serve the largest areas. Certainly, it is possible to show a clear difference with the ‘one city’ unitaries and this clearly points to the potential additional difficulties and costs of serving as large more dispersed area.
	
	Southampton
	50

	
	
	Bournemouth
	46

	
	
	Luton
	43

	
	
	Southend-on-Sea
	42

	
	
	Reading
	40

	
	
	Portsmouth
	40

	
	
	Blackpool
	35

	
	
	Slough
	33

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Population density

	Northumberland
	62
	
	Windsor and Maidenhead
	739

	Herefordshire, County of
	83
	
	York
	746

	Shropshire
	92
	
	Milton Keynes
	786

	Rutland
	101
	
	North East Lincolnshire
	821

	Wiltshire
	142
	
	Swindon
	888

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	143
	
	Wokingham
	929

	Cornwall
	153
	
	Stockton-on-Tees
	945

	North Lincolnshire
	194
	
	Hartlepool
	975

	West Berkshire
	221
	
	Thurrock
	995

	Durham
	230
	
	Blackburn with Darwen
	1023

	Cheshire East
	315
	
	Bracknell Forest
	1067

	Bedford
	336
	
	Warrington
	1100

	Cheshire West and Chester
	357
	
	Medway
	1336

	Central Bedfordshire
	362
	
	Halton
	1509

	Isle of Wight
	378
	
	Torbay
	2159

	Peterborough
	510
	
	Poole
	2193

	Darlington
	516
	
	Stoke-on-Trent
	2596

	Bath and North East Somerset
	526
	
	Middlesbrough
	2616

	South Gloucestershire
	541
	
	Brighton and Hove
	3118

	Redcar and Cleveland
	562
	
	Derby
	3197

	Telford and Wrekin
	564
	
	Plymouth
	3288

	North Somerset
	579
	
	Bournemouth
	3610

	
	
	
	Kingston upon Hull, City of
	3786

	There are very significant differences in population density between the most rural and most urban unitaries with the most densely populated urban authority being significantly more sparsely populated than most of the urban unitary authorities.
	
	Reading
	3866

	
	
	Slough
	3930

	
	
	Southend-on-Sea
	3952

	
	
	Blackpool
	4006

	
	
	Bristol, City of
	4097

	
	
	Nottingham
	4139

	
	
	Leicester
	4321

	
	
	Luton
	4565

	
	
	Southampton
	4863

	
	
	Portsmouth
	5190

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


The sparsity indicator score used in the Local Government settlement 

	Herefordshire, County of
	1.3117
	
	Bracknell Forest
	0.1618

	Rutland
	1.1963
	
	Wokingham
	0.1579

	Shropshire
	1.0546
	
	Peterborough
	0.1449

	Wiltshire
	0.8101
	
	Milton Keynes
	0.1449

	Northumberland
	0.8090
	
	Swindon
	0.1337

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	0.7964
	
	Telford and Wrekin
	0.1315

	Cornwall
	0.7603
	
	Thurrock
	0.1239

	West Berkshire
	0.5542
	
	Medway
	0.1205

	North Lincolnshire
	0.5465
	
	North East Lincolnshire
	0.1172

	Durham
	0.3920
	
	Hartlepool
	0.0888

	Central Bedfordshire
	0.3778
	
	Stockton-on-Tees
	0.0694

	Bedford
	0.3637
	
	Halton
	0.0491

	Cheshire West and Chester
	0.3364
	
	Warrington
	0.0446

	Cheshire East
	0.3166
	
	Blackburn with Darwen
	0.0445

	Isle of Wight
	0.3147
	
	Bournemouth
	0

	North Somerset
	0.3062
	
	Brighton and Hove
	0

	Darlington
	0.2605
	
	Southampton
	0

	Redcar and Cleveland
	0.2591
	
	Blackpool
	0

	South Gloucestershire
	0.2220
	
	Slough
	0

	Windsor and Maidenhead
	0.2182
	
	Derby
	0

	York
	0.1850
	
	Southend-on-Sea
	0

	Bath and North East Somerset
	0.1790
	
	Stoke-on-Trent
	0

	
	
	
	Torbay
	0

	Although some urban authorities have areas which attract small amounts of sparsity funding, the 18 selected authorities all have significant sparsity scores.
	
	Reading
	0

	
	
	Plymouth
	0

	
	
	Portsmouth
	0

	
	
	Luton
	0

	
	
	Poole
	0

	
	
	Nottingham
	0

	
	
	Middlesbrough
	0

	
	
	Bristol, City of
	0

	
	
	Kingston upon Hull, City of
	0

	
	
	Leicester
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Government funding per head
	Wokingham
	124.83
	
	Stoke-on-Trent
	538.78

	Windsor and Maidenhead
	139.40
	
	Halton
	562.21

	Cheshire East
	191.50
	
	Hartlepool
	567.48

	Central Bedfordshire
	195.33
	
	Kingston upon Hull
	580.16

	Rutland
	207.65
	
	Blackburn with Darwen
	588.83

	West Berkshire
	208.91
	
	Nottingham
	595.28

	Poole
	215.70
	
	Leicester
	601.85

	Bracknell Forest
	224.48
	
	Middlesbrough
	611.37

	Wiltshire
	225.48
	
	Blackpool
	616.42

	South Gloucestershire
	230.60
	

	Bath & North East Somerset
	238.98
	

	York
	245.33
	

	North Somerset
	264.01
	

	Swindon
	264.87
	

	Warrington
	288.10
	

	Cheshire West and Chester
	294.75
	

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	297.08
	

	Shropshire
	323.60
	

	Herefordshire 
	331.89
	

	Medway 
	335.76
	

	Bedford
	342.94
	

	Reading
	361.21
	

	Milton Keynes
	364.44
	

	Bournemouth
	366.79
	

	Thurrock
	376.56
	

	North Lincolnshire
	384.61
	

	Southend-on-Sea
	385.71
	

	Stockton-on-Tees
	399.24
	

	Cornwall
	400.30
	

	Darlington
	406.25
	

	Bristol
	411.08
	

	Northumberland
	412.01
	

	Plymouth
	426.99
	

	Southampton
	431.23
	

	Telford and the Wrekin
	433.28
	

	Brighton & Hove
	434.47
	

	Portsmouth
	439.58
	

	Slough
	441.46
	

	Isle of Wight Council
	443.20
	

	Peterborough
	449.93
	

	Derby
	453.66
	

	Torbay
	458.83
	

	Durham
	458.97
	

	Luton
	464.82
	

	North East Lincolnshire
	470.32
	

	Redcar and Cleveland
	494.12
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Whilst, generally,rural unitaries receive less funding that urban unitaries, there are a few exceptions to this rule. A number of south east urban authorities receive low levels of funding and a handful of northern rural unitaries receive higher than average levels of funding.
The benefit in Government funding per head that were to accrue if SPARSE were to be successful in their consultation response to Government on a better recognition of sparsity in the funding formula

	Rutland
	11.61%
	
	Halton
	-0.30%

	Herefordshire 
	6.64%
	
	Darlington
	-0.32%

	Wiltshire
	5.70%
	
	Hartlepool
	-0.51%

	Shropshire
	5.30%
	
	Blackburn with Darwen
	-0.51%

	West Berkshire
	4.99%
	
	North East Lincolnshire
	-0.52%

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	3.40%
	
	Stockton-on-Tees
	-0.54%

	Cornwall
	3.16%
	
	Middlesbrough
	-0.66%

	Central Bedfordshire
	2.42%
	
	Stoke-on-Trent
	-0.69%

	Northumberland
	2.42%
	
	Thurrock
	-0.69%

	North Lincolnshire
	1.99%
	
	Warrington
	-0.70%

	Cheshire East 
	1.91%
	
	York
	-0.76%

	Cheshire West & Chester
	1.26%
	
	Blackpool
	-0.77%

	Isle of Wight Council
	1.09%
	
	Torbay
	-0.79%

	Bedford
	1.01%
	
	Kingston upon Hull
	-0.89%

	Durham
	0.82%
	
	Nottingham
	-1.01%

	North Somerset
	0.53%
	
	Derby
	-1.06%

	Bath & North East Somerset
	0.48%
	
	Leicester
	-1.07%

	Windsor and Maidenhead
	0.39%
	
	Swindon
	-1.08%

	Telford and the Wrekin
	0.15%
	
	Medway 
	-1.18%

	South Gloucestershire
	-0.01%
	
	Plymouth
	-1.21%

	Peterborough
	-0.04%
	
	Luton
	-1.36%

	Milton Keynes
	-0.16%
	
	Southend-on-Sea
	-1.44%

	Redcar and Cleveland
	-0.23%
	
	Slough
	-1.49%

	
	
	
	Bristol
	-1.54%

	
	
	
	Southampton
	-1.55%

	Only Redcar and Cleveland would lose out if the SPARSE rural funding campaign was successful. Otherwise, there is a clear benefit to other 17  authorities selected for a rural unitary group.
	
	Bournemouth
	-1.64%

	
	
	Poole
	-1.79%

	
	
	Reading
	-1.91%

	
	
	Wokingham
	-1.99%

	
	
	Brighton & Hove
	-2.16%

	
	
	Portsmouth
	-2.18%

	
	
	Bracknell Forest
	-2.44%

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


