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1.

THE MAKING OF HUMBERSIDE

1.1
The Local Government Act of 1972 provided for a new County
of Humberside, made up of:
- the county boroughs of Grimsby and Kingston upon
Hull;
- the administrative county of the East Riding of
Yorkshire (except the areas to be placed in North
Yorkshire);
- the borough of Goole and the rural district of Goole
in the West Riding of Yorkshire;
- the boroughs of Cleethorpes and Scunthorpe in the
Parts of Lindsey in the county of Lincoln; and
- the urban districts of Barton-upon-Humber and Brigg,
and the rural districts of Glanford Brigg, Grimsby
and the Isle of Axholme, also in the Parts of Lindsey
in the county of Lincoln.
1 .2 The expectation at the time was that the population of
Humberside would increase substantially in the 1970s and that the
Humber Bridge, then in prospect, would radically alter the
pattern of economic and social life, and would bring together the
separate communities on the north and south banks of the estuary.
In the event, this expectation was not realised.

2.
2.1

THE PROGRESS OF THE HUMBERSIDE REVIEWS
The Commission's Initial Review

2.1.1
As part of the mandatory cycle of reviews of county
boundaries under Section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972,
we commenced, in July 1985, a review of the County of Humberside
and its boundaries with Lincolnshire, North Yorkshire and
Nottinghamshire.
This review had regard to the guidelines
contained in Department of Environment Circular 12/84, a copy of
which is at Annex 1.
2.1.2
In our Report No. 563, issued in July 1988, we referred
to paragraphs 11 and 12 of this circular, which state that the
abolition or creation of a principal area will only be
appropriate where present arrangements clearly fail to provide
effective and convenient local government. We concluded that
Humberside County Council could not be shown to have failed to
provide effective and convenient local government. Nor at that
stage had any more satisfactory alternative pattern of county
boundaries been identified, which would be both consistent with
the guidelines and avoid such far-reaching consequences that the
pattern of local government would be profoundly disturbed over
a very wide area.
We therefore made no proposal for radical
change to Humberside.
2.1.3
However, in our report we noted with concern the extent
and intensity of local feelings against the continued existence
of the County of Humberside. We expressed the view that there
must come a point at which long-standing and strongly-held
feelings of alienation towards an authority on the part of large
numbers of its residents must, in themselves, call for a reexamination of the justification for its existence - although we
suggested that that stage had not yet been reached in the case
of Humberside.

2.2

The Secretary of State's Direction

2.2.1
In his letter of response of 17 March 1989 (Annex 2)
the then Secretary of State expressed his concern that, 15 years
after its creation, Humberside still attracted a degree of

unhappiness amongst its residents, the strength of which called
for a re-consideration of the justification for its existence.
He directed us, under section 49(1) of the Local Government Act
1972, to conduct a further review of Humberside. He said that
the Commission should reconsider its proposal of no radical
change to the county. He gave us guidance about the options he
wished us to examine on the basis of a radical proposal of
dissolving the present County of Humberside, and in doing so he
set aside paragraphs 11 and 12 of Circular 12/84 referred to in
paragraph 2.1.1 above. He stressed the need for the Commission
to take account of the costs and benefits of possible alternative
arrangements as compared with maintaining the status quo, and the
sense of identity and loyalty that such alternatives might
engender.
2.3

The Commission's Further Review

2.3.1
Accordingly, in a letter dated 12 April 1989 (Annex 3)
we launched a further review of Humberside and, after
consultation with the Principal Parties (listed in Annex 4),
decided that the options for study should be:(i) Option 1

the maintenance
Humberside;

of

the

County

of

(ii) Option 2

the enlargement of the administrative
Counties
of North
Yorkshire
and
Lincolnshire to include the present
Humberside, north and south of the
Humber respectively;

(iii) Option 3

the creation of a new administrative
County of East Yorkshire to the north
of the Humber and a new administrative
County of Lincolnshire to the south;
and

(iv) Option 4

the
creation
of
both
a
new
administrative County of East Yorkshire
to the north of the Humber and a new
administrative
County
of
North
Lincolnshire to the south.

The options involving a new administrative County of East
Yorkshire were expressed as either excluding or including the
district of Selby, currently in North Yorkshire. If Humberside
were to be dissolved, it was then assumed that the borough of
Boothferry would be divided by adding the Isle of Axholme to the
county authority serving the south bank, and the remainder of the
borough to the county serving the north bank.
2.3.2
We appointed Arup Economic Consultants (Arup) to
undertake a study of the costs and benefits of all the options.
We also engaged Research Surveys of Great Britain (RSGB) to
conduct a study of attitudes and preferences amongst the people
of Humberside and the neighbouring district of Selby. Summaries
of the conclusions of the two studies are at Annexes C and D of
Annex 5 to this Report.

2.4

The Commission's Interim Decision

2.4.1
In response to our letter of 1 2 April 1989 we received
representations from all the Principal Parties; from other local
authorities concerned; from Members of Parliament; and from
interested bodies and organisations. We also received over 2,500
representations from members of the public and 37 petitions
signed by more than 20,000 people.
2.4.2
We considered all the submissions and representations
made to us.
We investigated whether the present pattern of
county boundaries was conducive to effective and convenient local
government and we considered, in the light of the Secretary of
State's direction, whether any better alternative existed.
2.4.3
Our interim conclusions were that the County of
Humberside provided a suitable framework for effective and
convenient local government and that there was a high level of
satisfaction on the part of residents of Humberside with the
services provided by the County Council.
2.4.4
We also noted that there were deep feelings of
traditional loyalty, which led to calls for a restoration of pre1974 authorities, although some loyalty to the present county
already existed which could be expected to grow with time.

However, while the RSGB study suggested that a majority of
res idents favoured some form of radical change, there was no
clear consensus for any one alternative.
2.4.5
We recognised that any radical change would involve
both transitional and extra running costs which would not, as
estimated, be large enough to rule out change if other factors
pointed strongly to a better alternative. The only realistic
alternative to the present county would be a new East Yorkshire
(excluding Selby) and an enlarged Lincolnshire.
2.4.6
On the basis of all the evidence at that time, we
concluded that the interests of effective and convenient local
government would be better served by the retention of the County
of Humberside than by its abolition and replacement by the only
realistic alternative.
There remained, however, a number of
detailed boundary issues which should be addressed in future
boundary reviews.
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2.4.7
Our
interim decision
letter,
setting out
conclusions, was published on 7 March 1990 (Annex 5).
2.5

our

The Commission's Draft Proposal

2.5.1
In response to our interim decision letter, we again
received representations from all the Principal Parties; from
other local authorities concerned; from Members of Parliament;
and from various interested bodies and organisations. We also
received over 3,400 representations from members of the public,
together with 28 petitions, signed by over 81,500 people. The
largest was from the North Lincolnshire Association bearing over
41,000 signatures.
2.5.2
We considered all the representations, together with
the earlier information upon which we had based our interim
decision, and looked again at the case for change. Having done
so, we felt compelled to take a different view of the future of
Humberside.
2.5.3
We concluded that opposition to Humberside had hardened
and was so widespread and deep-seated as to make it very unlikely
that it could command a sufficient degree of loyalty and support
for many years to come.
Accordingly, local government in the

present county was less effective than it could be because it did
not engage the loyalty and support of its electorate.
2.5.4
We took the view that, in this case, the wishes of the
people must be accorded special importance and we noted that a
consensus, hitherto lacking, had now emerged on a preferred
alternative to Humberside. This, taken with our view that there
were separate patterns of community life on each bank of the
Humber Estuary, led to the conclusion that it would be in the
interests of effective and convenient local government for
Humberside to be divided along the estuary.
2.5.5
We
therefore
proposed
that
the districts of
Cleethorpes, Glanford, Great Grimsby and Scunthorpe should be
transferred to the existing County of Lincolnshire, and that the
remaining districts, including the whole of Boothferry, should
constitute a reduced County of Humberside. We considered that
Boothferry should be left intact. The River Trent provided a
good natural boundary and residents of the Isle of Axholme had
expressed more support for Humberside than had residents of other
areas in South Humberside. The removal of the Isle of Axholme
would also leave Boothferry as a very small district.
2.5.6
As this proposal was for an alteration to principal
authorities under section 47 (1)(a) of the Local Government Act
1972, it did not give us authority to change the name of
Humberside as many people wished. We therefore drew attention to
the power of Humberside County Council to change its name to East
Yorkshire if it saw fit.
We also explained the need for
consequential changes to electoral arrangements, in particular,
to a likely need to reduce the number of county councillors
representing the present Lincolnshire.
2.5.7
Accordingly, we published a draft proposal letter on
27 November 1990 (Annex 6) and invited comments.

2.6

The Response to the Commission's Draft Proposal

2.6.1
We received representations about our draft proposal
from the Principal Parties (except Selby);
from other local
authorities concerned;
from Members of Parliament; and .from
interested bodies and organisations.
In addition, we received

nearly 14,000 letters from individuals, of which some 7,200 were
either cyclostyled or contained stereotyped texts.
Further,
there were 17,600 coupons and 136 petitions bearing over 42,800
signatures.
2.6.2
The Principal Parties reiterated many of the points
they had made in earlier submissions. Humberside County Council
maintained that change would be costly and disruptive, and
considered that we had no justification for changing our mind
after the interim decision letter. It contended that the County
Council's service provision bore favourable comparison with
Lincolnshire's, and that the Humber Estuary should be treated as
an economic whole.
Lincolnshire County Council endorsed the
draft proposal, pointing to the deep-seated opposition to
Humberside and the major barrier represented by the estuary. It
saw benefits and savings from the enlargement of Lincolnshire.

i
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2.6.3
While most of the district councils in Humberside
expressed support for the continuance of Humberside County
Council, Glanford argued for an enlarged Lincolnshire and
Kingston upon Hull for metropolitan status for itself. Support
for Humberside was qualified, however, by calls from most
district councils for unitary status; and, if Humberside was
retained, for a change of name to recognise the traditional
counties. The three Action Groups supported the draft proposal
and advocated new counties following traditional areas.
Twothirds of the 89 Humberside parish councils which responded also
supported the draft proposal.
However, most of the responses
from bodies and organisations sought the retention of Humberside.
We received many closely argued letters from MPs, councillors and
individual members of the public. Although a range of views were
expressed, about twice as many wrote opposing change to
Humberside as wrote in favour of the draft proposal.
2.6.4
A summary of
included in Annex 7.

all

the

representations

received

is

3.
THE COMMISSION'S APPROACH TO THE FURTHER REVIEW AND ITS
CONSIDERATION OF THE CASE FOR AND AGAINST CHANGE
3.1

The Criteria for Boundary Changes

3.1.1
In conducting the further review of Humberside we have
sought to discharge our statutory duty under part IV of the Local
Government Act 1972, namely, to make proposals for boundary
changes which we consider to be desirable in the interests of
effective and convenient local government. This duty has been
interpreted with the aid of guidelines issued by your Department
which we have followed in our work since they were first issued
in DOE Circular 33/78, and most recently updated in Circular
12/84 (Annex 1).
3.1.2
The review of Humberside has become a unique case
because the then Secretary of State, in directing us to carry out
a further review, set aside paragraphs 11 and 12 of Circular
12/84. He asked us to examine the possibility of dissolving the
present County of Humberside, or of proposing other alterations
to the present arrangements for county administration.
3.1.3
The guidelines suggest that there are three strands to
any consideration of boundary changes:(i) whether the boundary accords with the wishes of the
local inhabitants;
(ii) whether it reflects the pattern of community life; and
(iii) whether it is conducive to the effective operation of
local government and associated services.
We do not, as a matter of principle, seek to give greater weight
to any one of these strands above the others; we treat each case
on its merits, but any one of the strands may in particular cases
assume more importance than the other two.
3.1.4
We have carefully considered all the representations
received since the start of this review and have analysed them
within the context of these three strands of effective and
convenient local government.

3.2

The Wishes of the People

3.2.1
It is our view that people's loyalty to, and sense of
identity with, the local authority in whose area they reside is
important to local democracy. This is true everywhere but it
has special importance for Humberside which, as a new county, has
to be judged largely on its success or otherwise in attracting
the loyalty of its citizens and overcoming the initial sense of
alienation from it. As the review progressed this factor was
seen increasingly by the Commission as being of crucial
importance.
Our draft proposal letter of 27 November 1990
expressed our view that "the wishes of the people must be
accorded special importance".

i
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3.2.2
In the case of our first review of Humberside, we took
very careful account of the views of local people as expressed
through representations and petitions. In Report No. 563 we
remarked upon the intensity of feeling against the county and
took the view that there must come a point at which strongly held
feelings of alienation towards an authority on the part of large
numbers of its residents must in themselves call for a reexamination of the justification for its existence. However, at
that time we did not wish to suggest that the time for this reexamination had been reached.
3.2.3
Throughout this review there has been an impressive
response by members of the public to the letters issued by us.
Our original launch letter of 12 April 1989 attracted a response
of over 2,500 representations and 37 petitions signed by in
excess of 20,000 people.
In response to our interim decision
letter of 7 March 1990 we received over 3,400 representations and
28 petitions signed by over 81,500 people.
As outlined in
paragraph 2.6.1, our draft proposal letter of 27 November 1990
attracted nearly 14,000 letters and 136 petitions with nearly
43,000 signatures.
3.2.4
We have looked upon the petitions as broad indicators
of the way in which members of the public feel. The majority of
petitions have been in favour of change and we have interpreted
these as indicating a persistent feeling against the retention
of Humberside in its present form.

3.2.5
The letters we have received from members of the public
following each stage of the review have indicated an intense
interest in the issue of Humberside.
Many were keenly and
carefully argued and the Commission is grateful for them. In
contrast to the petitions, the balance of the letters, at
different stages of the review, fluctuated between those in
favour of, and those against, change.
3.2.6
In response to our launch letter of April 1989, there
were over twice as many individually written letters in favour
of change as against it. Following our interim decision letter
of March 1990, there were twenty four times as many letters in
favour of change as against, both individually written and
cyclostyled. Finally, in response to our draft proposal letter
there were nearly twice as many against change as there were for
it.
We had anticipated this pattern of response, as our
experience of other reviews has been that a draft proposal for
significant change is nearly always met with more letters against
than for it. What is noteworthy about the Humberside review is
the strong and persistent feeling amongst the public in favour
of change at all stages of the review.
3.2.7
In the light of the views expressed in the letters and
petitions, we have looked again at the study carried out by RSGB.
This study indicated that for nearly two-thirds (62%) of
residents substantive change was their first preference, even
though there was no consensus amongst them as to what that change
should be.
3.2.8
While all parties to the discussion on the future of
Humberside have quoted extensively from the RSGB study, there
have also been references to a range of other polls conducted
since the initial launch of this review. The Commission is still
of the opinion that its own study, carried out by RSGB, is the
only one to provide a county-wide, independent and statistically
reliable measure of people's opinions on the future of the County
of Humberside. However, as part of the consideration of all the
evidence submitted to the Commission, we have considered the
information from other polls conducted by market research
organisations, newspapers and other media groups.
3.2.9
Polls asking people to telephone to register their
opinion have resulted in very high votes for change (over 90%).
10

Responses to other polls have yielded about 60% to 70% in favour
of change and this figure can be compared to the nearly twothirds in the RSGB study who were against the present County of
Humberside.
3.2.10
In assessing the wishes of the people it is important
to consider the intensity with which these views are held as well
as their scale.
The RSGB study investigated the strength of
feeling of identity with the traditional counties. The findings
show that those who identified with either Yorkshire or
Lincolnshire felt more strongly about it than those who
identified with Humberside.
RSGB also looked at people's
perception of links between areas.
Despite the evidence of
travel patterns which shows little travel out of the county, most
residents of North Humberside said they had most in common with
North Yorkshire (35%) or Yorkshire generally (34%), and most
South Humbersiders said they had most in common with Lincolnshire
(75%).
These attachments are evidence of the loyalty to
traditional counties which endures seventeen years after local
government re-organisation.

i
i
i
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3.2.11
The RSGB study suggested that younger residents
(defined as those aged between 18 and 24) were more likely to
favour Humbers ide than older people.
However, these younger
residents were found to be less interested and to have less
knowledge of the issues involved. The study did not include
young people under 18. A poll carried out by the Grimsby Evening
Telegraph suggested that a positive view of Humberside existed
amongst sixth-formers in South Humberside, but there have been
a number of letters criticising this poll.
In our interim
decision letter, we took the view that support for Humberside
might increase over time but, inevitably, this is an area of
considerable uncertainty and we acknowledge the risk that loyalty
to the county may not develop as we had originally hoped it
would.
3.2.12
The RSGB study did not show a clear consensus for any
one of the four options suggested as alternatives to Humberside.
However, the response to our interim decision letter of 7 March
1990 showed that Option 3, the division of the present Humberside
along the Humber Estuary, was by far the most favoured option
among those responding.

11

3.2.13
The persistent strength of feeling against Humberside
expressed in the correspondence we have received, combined with
the results of the RSGB study, and to a lesser extent the other
polls, has convinced us that Humberside County Council has not
overcome the sense of alienation to which we refer in paragraph
2.1.3.
3.3

The Pattern of Community Life

3.3.1
in examining the pattern of community life we have
considered the extent to which Humberside forms a coherent
community. The RSGB study established that, whilst there were
some local journeys that cross the Lincolnshire/Humberside
boundary, by and large the south bank area of Humberside, like
the north bank area, is self contained. In essence, North and
South Humberside do not form a single natural community.
3.3.2
In our draft proposal letter (paragraph 92) we stated
that "the Humber estuary is a barrier crossed only by the Humber
Bridge....".
We do not consider that the Humber Bridge has
successfully united the communities on the north and south banks
of the estuary. Many of the people who wrote to us were critical
of the high cost of tolls on the bridge and saw this as a
disincentive to travel between the two parts of the county.
However, we doubt very much whether reduced bridge tolls could
overcome the stark geographical fact of a major estuary which has
for centuries been a natural - and perhaps also a psychological barrier.
3.3.3
Nor is there any evidence of strong links between the
community
life on North and South Humberside.
Many
correspondents living in South Humberside have commented on what
they consider to be the unfair division of resources between
these two parts of the county.
They consider that North
Humberside receives a greater share of the resources available
to the county as a whole and believe themselves to be the "poor
relations" when it comes to the provision of services. We found
no evidence that this was so. Nevertheless, the persistence of
this perception amongst people living on the south bank is
indicative of their feeling of separation.
3.3.4
sporting

We have also noted the representations from voluntary,
and community groups which use the county name of
12

Humberside and have worked to build up a community spirit based
on Humberside. On the other hand there are many similar groups
which have retained their links to Yorkshire and Lincolnshire
since the formation of Humberside.
In our opinion this
continuing affinity with the old counties demonstrates the deep
feelings of loyalty to traditional counties which Humberside has
failed to displace.
3.3.5
The pattern of community life as described above led
us to take the view that a separate authority for North
Humberside would reflect appropriately its relative selfcontainment. We considered whether South Humberside should also
be a separate authority to reflect its own relative selfcontainment. However, under the present two-tier structure of
local government North Lincolnshire would be a very small county
and, as indicated in the Arup report, transitional and running
costs would both be high. Moreover, the RSGB study demonstrated
that only a small percentage (17%) of south bank residents
favoured this option.
3.4 The Effective Operation of Local Government and Associated
Services

i
i
i
i
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3.4.1
At each stage in the review we have been presented with
representations about the quality of Humberside County Council's
services. While some correspondents have written in critical
terms about the services and expenditure of the Council, we have
been impressed by the account that Humberside has given of its
service provision, and the support expressed for those services.
3.4.2
Nevertheless, the desire to maintain particular
services at particular levels is not in itself a reason to resist
change in the pattern of authorities, if other factors point to
change on other grounds.
The new councils which would replace
the present ones would determine their own policies and set their
own levels of expenditure as the outcome of electoral choice.
We are confident that they would discharge their duties no less
competently than did Humberside County Council
following
reorganisation in 1974. One of the strengths of British local
authorities has always been their adaptability to change, whether
as a consequence of national policies or structural reform.
3.4.3

We recognise that in the event of change there would
13

be some transitional and on-going costs to the new authorities
and others and a period of disruption, which we do not underrate.
At an early stage in the current review we commissioned the study
of costs and benefits of change from Arup. In both our interim
decision and draft proposal letters we took the view that Arup's
estimate of costs of Option 3 - £10.7m non-recurring transitional
costs and £2.3m on-going annual costs - should not rule out
change if other factors should point to a better alternative.
This remains our view.
3.4.4
Humberside County Council's services are to a large
extent at present organised to reflect the geographical division
of the estuary.
In our view this should help to limit
transitional costs. Running costs will inevitably depend on the
level of services set by the new local authorities. However, we
expect that these costs would be contained by, and other benefits
could flow from, the removal of the need to provide services
across the significant barrier of the Humber Estuary, and as a
consequence of the improved county boundary between a new north
bank authority and Lincolnshire which the estuary would provide.
3.4.5
We fully accept that the effectiveness of emergency
services on both sides of the estuary must be preserved. This
will call for the co-operation of separate authorities. Such cooperation has elsewhere been frequently and successfully achieved
across other county boundaries, including estuarial divides, and
we do not believe that, in the case of Humberside, there is an
overriding argument for an authority which covers both banks to
maintain effective emergency services.
3.4.6
We have also considered the possible implications for
the police of radical change on Humberside. The Humberside force
would be split north and south of the Humber. The southern part
could readily be absorbed within an enlarged County of
Lincolnshire.
We are satisfied that the area north of the
Humber, in size and population, would be comparable to counties
elsewhere which have their own police force.
3.4.7
We have received a large and varied response on the
issue of economic development. Humberside County Council has
claimed that it has furthered the development of the estuary and
it has been supported in representations from commerce and
industry, including local chambers of commerce. Other Principal
14

Parties, however, have disputed this claim and maintain that a
county council straddling both banks is not necessary to achieve
successful economic development.
3.4.8
We have considered all the representations made on
economic development at successive stages of the review.
We
believe that the activities of the present authorities must be
kept in perspective.
The foundations for development of the
south bank were laid well before Humberside was created and
national programmes have also been important. We doubt if the
role of either the former or the present local authorities has
been as clear cut as some of the Principal Parties suggest.
Developments have taken place before and since the creation of
Humberside in 1974 irrespective of the initiatives of individual
authorities.
3.4.9
There is a general recognition that Humberside is part
of a wider region of opportunity embracing both banks and looking
inland to the Yorkshire conurbations; considerable efforts are
now being made to market the estuary as a whole, and regional
development organisations have been formed on that basis.
However, this does not mean that a single authority is needed to
cover the whole estuary. We are confident that separate counties
responsible
for each bank would be able to
co-operate
effectively, as they do elsewhere, in promoting the interests of
the estuary with the support of central government and the
district councils concerned in collaboration with commercial
interests.
3.4.10
Nor does there seem any reason why
estuarial
organisations should not continue to serve the interests of the
estuary as a whole, as they do now.
Provided that any new
authorities ensure continued liaison with the industrial
conurbations inland, the promotion of the region would continue,
thereby maintaining its strength to meet.European competition
after 1992.
3.4.11
A central issue in this review has been whether a
trans-estuarial authority on the lines of the existing County of
Humberside is needed for the effective provision of services and
the promotion of economic development. After taking full account
of the representations made about the quality and range of
services provided by Humberside County Council we have concluded

i
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that it is not: and that the local population could be as
effectively served by a different pattern of local government
hinging on new counties north and south of the estuary.
4.
4.1

THE COMMISSION'S CONCLUSIONS AND FINAL PROPOSAL
The Commission's Conclusions

4.1.1
We were directed by the then Secretary of State to
carry out a further review of Humberside because of his concern
that, fifteen years after its creation, it had still not been
accepted by its residents. In doing so he set aside the usual
stricture against radical change, namely that the abolition or
creation of an authority would only be appropriate where present
arrangements clearly fail to provide effective and convenient
local government.
4.1.2
We do not believe, on the evidence we have seen, that
Humberside has failed to provide effective services; on the
contrary we have been impressed throughout these reviews by the
many
expressions of satisfaction with the high standard of
Humberside County Council's services.
The principal issue in
this review, however, is not the efficiency of those services but
whether or not the authority which provides them succeeds in
attracting the loyalty of its citizens.
4.1.3
Local authorities are not merely
administrative
organisations:
they also provide the foundations upon which
local democracy is built.
We believe that, in the area of
Humberside, these foundations go very deep. During the course
of this review, we have been made acutely aware of the enduring
strength of allegiance to the historic counties of Yorkshire and
Lincolnshire. We can understand this because, as revealed in the
RSGB study, a large majority of the inhabitants of Humberside
were born within the area, with the consequence that local
attachments appear to be even more deep-seated than in some other
areas where mobility is greater.
4.1.4
Humberside County Council has vigorously sought to
promote its own distinctive image, both for the purpose of
economic development and with the aim of establishing and
supporting a netv/ork of voluntary and other bodies with an
allegiance to the new county. That the County Council should
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have striven to establish a distinctive identity in this way is
both understandable and commendable. However, in striving to
develop a new loyalty, it risks alienating those whose loyalty
to traditional counties is undiminished. The majority of our
respondents appear to feel that a sense of identity with
Humberside cannot be reconciled with loyalty to the former
counties. The prospect of this feeling of alienation persisting
amongst a significant proportion of Humberside's residents has
caused us particular concern.
4.1.5
that:-

Against

this background,

our main conclusions are

(i)

the representations by members of the public at
all stages of this and the initial review, taken
together with the result of the RSGB study of
attitudes and preferences, reveal a strong and
persistent
feeling
against
the County
of
Humberside and in favour of change.
At every
stage, deep feelings of
loyalty to the
traditional counties have been expressed;

(ii)

loyalty and a sense of local identity are
important ingredients in local democracy. Local
government in Humberside is less effective than
it could be because it does not sufficiently
engage the loyalty and support of its citizens;

(iii)

while at the time of the interim decision letter
there was no clear consensus for any one of the
options examined as alternatives to Humberside,
public reaction since then has shown a preference
for change to a separate authority on the north
bank and an enlarged County of Lincolnshire;

(iv)

North and South Humberside are relatively selfcontained areas and do not form a single, natural
community; the Humber Bridge has not, as earlier
expected, succeeded in uniting the communities
north and south of the estuary;

(v)

a separate county for North Humberside and the
absorption of South Humberside into an enlarged
Lincolnshire would reflect traditional county
loyalties and both would be within the normal
range of county size;

(vi)

comparisons between the current policies and
levels of service of Humberside and Lincolnshire
are not directly relevant to this review. Under
radical change, new county councils would be
elected and they would decide afresh what their
17

policies were to be. We see no reason why the
provision of services to the residents of the
present Humberside should not be at least as
effective as it is at present;

4.2

(vii)

we do not believe that an authority spanning the
Humber Estuary is essential for the effective
provision of services.
Separate counties
responsible for each bank would be able
to
cooperate as necessary, for example, to provide
emergency services and to promote the economic
interests of the estuary, as occurs elsewhere;

(viii)

changing the pattern of authorities would
inevitably involve additional costs and a period
of disruption.
We take the view that the
estimated costs are not so great as to rule out
change to a feasible alternative; and

(ix)

in the case of the Isle of Axholme, we believe
that, on balance, the interests of effective and
convenient local government would best be served
by making no change to the boundaries of the
Borough of Boothferry.

The Commission's Final Proposal

4.2.1
We therefore propose, in the interests of effective and
convenient local government, the division of the present County
of Humberside by the transfer of the districts of Cleethorpes,
Glanford, Great Grimsby and Scunthorpe to Lincolnshire, retaining
the remaining districts, namely Boothferry, East Yorkshire,
Holderness, Kingston upon Hull and the East Yorkshire Borough of
Beverley, in a reduced County of Humberside. For the purpose of
this proposal, we propose that the new county boundary should
follow existing district boundaries. This proposal is shown in
the map at Annex 8.
4.2.2
During the course of the review, we considered whether
the division of Humberside should be achieved by abolition of the
County, or by alteration to its area. As we said in our draft
proposal letter, alteration would be more satisfactory because
it is likely to be less disruptive and less costly. However, one
minor limitation of proceeding by way of alteration is that we
cannot then propose a change of name for Humberside. We are well
aware of the very strong feeling against that name and in favour
of East Yorkshire. However, this is a change which is entirely
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within the power of the County Council itself; we have no doubt
that the people of the county, within its new boundaries, will
make their views known through their elected county councillors.
4.3

Electoral Consequences

4.3.1
We are required to propose such consequential changes
to the electoral arrangements as follow from changes to
administrative boundaries, within the rules set out in the Local
Government Act 1972.
Should you decide to implement our
proposal, Lincolnshire County Council will be invited to supply
figures of the electorates for the enlarged county area, as well
as for five years ahead, since we are required to take expected
demographic changes into account.
4.3.2
It is clear to us that substantial change will need to
be made to Lincolnshire's electoral arrangements following the
addition of South Humberside. As we said in our draft proposal
letter (Annex 6), the existing county is generously endowed with
county councillors for its electorate in comparison with South
Humberside. At present, Lincolnshire has 76 county councillors
and South Humberside 26. It would not be equitable simply to add
the present South Humberside county councillors to the existing
Lincolnshire County Council, because there would then be a
serious imbalance between the number of electors per county
councillor in the old and new parts of the enlarged county. We
would also need to consider the appropriate size of the council.
The normal range for counties is from 60 - 100 councillors. It
would not be feasible just to create additional county
councillors for South Humberside, to equalise the standard of
representation, because that would produce a council well over
the normal maximum of 100. We would therefore need to consider
fresh electoral arrangements for the whole of the enlarged
Lincolnshire. This could result in a reduction in the number of
county councillors representing the present Lincolnshire. In
both the existing Lincolnshire and South Humberside, therefore,
it is likely that the number and size of most electoral divisions
will need to be changed.
4.3.3
We do not see an equivalent need to review the
electoral arrangements for the reduced Humberside, even though
the county would have only 49 councillors (below the recommended
minimum
of
60),
because
no
significant
imbalances
in
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representation would be created. We consider that, subject to
any views put forward by Humberside County Council and others,
a council of 49 should suffice until the next cycle of mandatory
electoral reviews, due to begin in 1996.
4.4

Second Order Boundary Issues

4.4.1
During the course of this review, a number of boundary
issues have been raised by districts within the present county
of Humberside. We are aware that, should our draft proposal be
implemented, the present Humberside/Lincolnshire boundary would
not be an issue at county level. However, problems would remain
at district level, and we intend to return to these in due
course, as resources allow. We also accept the need to consider
further, at a later stage, the precise boundary between
Humberside and Lincolnshire in the estuary.
4.5

Unitary Authorities

4.5.1
It needs to be emphasised that we have conducted this
review under the existing legislation of the Local Government Act
1972 and have considered only options based on the present twotier
structure of local government. The question of unitary
status for any authority has therefore not formed part of our
consideration even though a number of district councils in their
representations to us have stated their overriding wish to
acquire such status.
4.6

Publication

4.6.1
A separate letter, enclosing copies of this report, is
being sent to the County Councils of Humberside and Lincolnshire
asking them to deposit copies of the report at their main offices
for inspection for six months and to put notices to this effect
on public notice-boards. Arrangements have.been made for similar
notices to appear in the local press. The text of the notice
will explain that we have fulfilled our statutory role in this
matter and that it now falls to you to make an Order implementing
the proposal, if you think fit, though not before six weeks from
the date it is submitted to you. Copies of this report are also
being sent to those who are listed in Annex 9 and to those who
received our earlier consultation letters.
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Implications of the
Government's
Proposals for
Greater London
and Metropolitan
Counties

ANNEX 1

Circular 12/84

Circular from the

Department of the Environment
2 Marsham Street. London SW1P 3EB

30 May J 984

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England:
Reviews of Principal Areas
1. Under section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972, the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England have a duty to carry out
periodic reviews of local government areas in England. These reviews are to
cover all counties, metropolitan districts, and London boroughs. The first
review under this section is to be carried out between ten and fifteen years
after local government reorganisation on 1 April 1974—in the period April
1984 to March 1989.
2. In the White Paper "Streamlining the Cities" (Cmnd. 9063)? the
Government announced proposals for the abolition of the Greater London
Council and the metropolitan county councils, and for the reallocation of
their functions. Legislation will be introduced in the 1984/85 Session, and
it is intended that the new arrangements should come into effect on 1 April
1986. This re-structuring of local government in London and the
metropolitan counties will inevitably affect the Commission's review.
3. This circular provides the policy background to the review. It deals both
with the implications of the proposals in Cmnd. 9063, and with the general
approach to the review of local government areas outside Greater London
and the metropolitan counties.
4. This circular does not affect the Commission's power (under section
48(9) of the 1972 Act) to propose to the Secretary of State changes in parish
arrangements, as recommended by a district council (under section 48(8) of
the 1972 Act) or with modifications.
5. As stated in paragraph 7.6 of the White Paper, the Government do not
consider it appropriate that changes in the areas of the London boroughs and
metropolitan districts should be considered during the period when the
abolition of the GLC and the metropolitan county councils is in progress. At
this lime, the borough and district councils will be fully engaged in the major
task of considering the implications for them of the abolition of the top-tier
councils, and in preparatory work for, and detailed implementation of, the
changes in functions which abolition will involve. Changes in the areas of
borough and district councils could also make much more complex the
transfers of staff and property which will need to take place on 1 April 1986.

6. The Government have therefore decided that it would be more timely
for the Commission to review the areas of the boroughs and districts
(including their boundaries with adjoining non-metropolitan counties) after
the process of abolition and transfers of functions has been completed, and
when consideration of areas can take account of the new functions which
the councils concerned will acquire under the proposed legislation. The
Secretary of State, in exercise of his powers under section 49(5) of the 1972
Act, has therefore directed the Commission not to review any of these areas
or boundaries, including the boundaries shared with non-metropolitan
counties, during the period up to 1 April 1987.
7. Deferring the review of London boroughs and metropolitan districts
must inevitably relate to all the boundaries of these authorities, including
those which they share with the adjoining non-metropolitan counties, and
the Secretary of State's direction under section 49(5) specifically refers to
these boundaries. However, this exclusion need not preclude the
Commission from starting work on reviews of counties which share
boundaries with Greater London and the metropolitan counties. Such work
could lead to their reporting on that part of the review which they can
undertake before 1 April 1987—leaving completion of the review until after
examination of the shared boundaries from 1 April 1987 onwards.
8. Although the Commission will be able to proceed with their work in
many areas, and to reach conclusions in some, the deferment of work on
areas affected by the proposals in the White Paper means that the
Commission will not now be able to complete the whole of their review in
the period prescribed in section 48—i.e. by 31 March 1989. The Secretary
of State has therefore decided to extend the period for the completion of the
review by three years, in line with the three-year postponement of work on
the London boroughs and metropolitan districts. He has accordingly given
a further direction to the Commission, under section 48(2), deferring the
date for completion of the review, to 31 March 1992. Appendix A
reproduces the text of the two directions which the Secretary of State has
given.
Approach to Reviews
of Non-metropolitan
Counties

9. Paragraph 1.5 of the White Paper stated that the Government do not
believe that a case for structural change can be made out in the shire (i.e.
non-metropolitan) counties. The Government have no proposals to alter
the present arrangements there; and, apart from the question of shared
boundaries which is considered above, the White Paper does not, in itself,
have any implications for the Commission's review.
10. However, in considering the kinds of changes which it is open to them
to propose, as set out in section 47(1) of the 1972 Act (and reproduced at
Appendix B), the Commission will wish to be aware that the Secretary of
State has it in mind to include in the abolition legislation provision to repeal
section 47( 1 ){d). This specifies that such changes can include the conversion
of metropolitan into non-metropolitan counties, and vice versa. The
abolition of the GLC and the metropolitan county councils will create a
new local government structure for metropolitan areas; and the Secretary of
State considers that, in future, any change of the kind envisaged in section
47(1 )(d) should be a matter for primary legislation.
11. It will be for the Commission to consider whether to propose other
changes of the kind set out in section 47(1); and the Secretary of State will
consider any proposals that they may make accordingly. In relation to the
present review, however, it is the Secretary of State's view that more radical

changes, such as the abolition or creation of a principal area, will be
appropriate only in very exceptional circumstances, where present arrangements clearly fail to provide effective and convenient local government.
12. The boundaries adopted in 1972, when the present pattern of counties
was established, were for the most part set by reference to pre-existing
county and county borough boundaries, some of them of considerable
antiquity. Changes in the pattern of development—at different rates in
different areas—may well require the revision of some of these boundaries;
and the Secretary of State takes the view that the primary purpose of the
present review should be to consider the need for such alterations with the
aim of achieving more effective and convenient local government.
13. In this connection it is not the Secretary of State's intention to propose
minimum or maximum populations against which the Commission should
compare those of existing areas. In proposing boundary alterations, the
Commission will, however, wish to have in mind the need for authorities to
have an adequate population base for the proper discharge of their
functions.
Application of
Criteria

14. The Commission are enjoined by section 47 of the 1972 Act to make
proposals to the Secretary of State for "effecting changes appearing to
[them] desirable in the interests of effective and convenient local
government." The Commission have indicated to the Secretary of State
that, in carrying out their review, they will have in mind the considerations
set out in paragraph 14 of, and Annex B to, DOE circular 33/78 (as
reproduced at Appendix C).

Consultations

15. In their conduct of a review the Commission are obliged, by the
provisions of section 60 of the Act, to consult and inform local authorities,
and other persons and bodies. Other provisions of the section relate to
publicity for draft and final proposals. The terms of the section are set out
at Appendix D to this circular. The Secretary of State wishes to leave the
Commission as much flexibility in their arrangements as possible; and he
does not therefore intend to make regulations under section 60(6)
prescribing the Commission's procedure in more detail.
I am, Sir, your obedient Servant,
D 0 McCREADIE, Assistant Secretary

The Chief Executive
County Councils \ • r--«i-,n^
District Councils {'"England
London Borough Councils
The Town Clerk, City of London
The Director-General, Greater London Council
[DOE LG2/734/33J

ANNEX 2
Department of the Environment

Room
PI/139
2 Marsham Street London SW1 P 3EB
Telex 22221

The .Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission
for England
20 Albert Embankment
LONDON SE1 7TJ

Telephone Direct Line
Switchboard

01*512276 4091
01-2*2:3)134276 30

GTN212
your Ref: LGBC/J/20
Our Ref
LGR49'/J/t)13
1.7 March 1989

Dear Sir
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION REPORT NO.563:
THE COUNTY OF HUMBERSIDE
1.
I am directed by the Secretary of State for the Environment
to refer to the Commission's Report No. 563 in which 'they
conclude that major changes to the County of Kumberside are
not justified in the light of the guidelines in DOE Circular
12/84 but propose minor changes to the boundaries of Humberside
with Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire and North Yorkshire.
2.
The Secretary of State has given very.careful consideration
to the Report, which in its turn refers to substantial numbers
of comments and submissions and a petition with 45,000 names,
and to the representations on the Report sent to him since
the Report was published in July 1988, numbering nearly 7,000
in total.
3.
He notes"~that the Commission became aware, when considering
the first round of submissions in response to the announcement
of their review, of the extent and intensity of local feelings
expressed against the continued existence of the County of
Humberside and that they did not gain the impression that
the toll bridge had as yet succeeded in binding, the two sides
of the county together. The Commission accordingly examined
alternative- proposals but were not persuaded that any one
of the alternatives put forward would bring about an overall
improvement in effective and convenient local government.
The Secretary of State notes that the Commission reached
this provisional conclusion with some reluctance in view
of the intensity of feeling against the county expressed
to them. They observed that the test in the Secretary of
State's guidelines (Circular 12/84 - 'abolition or creation
of a principal area will be appropriate only in very exceptional
circumstances, where present arrangements clearly fail to
provide effective and convenient local government 1 ) was a
formidable one but nevertheless expressed the view that .there
must come a point at which longstanding and strongly held
feelings of alienation towards an authority on the part of
large numbers of its residents must in themselves call for
a re-examination of the justification for its existence.

4.
The Commission accordingly made a number of proposals
for minor change on which views were invited as well as on
their interim decision that, in the light of the guidelines,
the case for more radical change had not been established.
Having considered further representations they concluded
that they had received no new evidence to dissuade them from
their earlier judgement, namely that Humberside.could not
be shown to have failed to provide effective and convenient
local government. They suggested that in the circumstances
the County Council should be given an undisturbed opportunity
to build up the necessary long-term loyalty to the new county,
on both sides of the Humber.
5.
Following publication of the Commission's Report with
these conclusions and certain recommendations for minor change
the Secretary of State was open to receive representations
on it for a period of six weeks which he agreed to extend
to the end of 1988 in the light of requests for additional
time to present further evidence.
6.
As already mentioned the Secretary of State has, since
the Report was published received nearly ^000 representations,
of which about 2,000 were completed coupons taken from a
local newspaper and nearly ^000-were-letters- expressed*in
identical terms. Both of these standard forms of representation
argued against the continuance of Humberside. Of the remainder
two supported the Commission's principal conclusion,. They
were from the County Council and the Humberside Association
of Parish and Town Councils. One referred to a minor proposal.
All the others objected either to the name of Humberside
or its use as a postal address or were requests for it to

be dismantled and for the pre-1974 arrangements to be restored
in some form.

There was a general view that the River Humber

is effectively the boundary and that the bridge has done
nothing to bring the residents of the two banks together.
7.
The most substantive and detailed submission came from
the East Yorkshire .Action Group. They point out that when
they instance the strength of local feeling against Humberside
they are told that radical change would be expensive but
that no quantified information is available about how expensive"
any different arrangement would be, or whether there might
be savings as well as costs. The Secretary of State considers
that there is considerable force in this argument. He also
accepts that in the light of the guidelines in Circular 12/84
it was reasonable for the Commission to conclude that it
could not be shown that Humberside had clearly failed to
provide effective and convenient local government.
8.
Nevertheless^the Secretary of State is concerned.at
the degree of unhappiness at the concept of Humberside which
evidently persists among many of its residents some 15 years
after its creation. On the evidence he has received no other

principal area established in 1974 has provoked such widespread
and sustained opposition from its residents. He considers
that it must at least be open to doubt whether a further
period of time will enable the County Council to build up
the necessary long-term loyalty., as the Commission hope,
or whether the point has been reached at which longstanding
and strongly held feelings of alienation on the part of residents
call for a re-examination of the justification for its existence.
9.
Under the terms of the Local Government Act 1972 the
Secretary of State can only accept, modify or reject proposals
from the Commission. He cannot substitute proposals of his
own. He does^however^have power to direct the Commission

to conduct a review of one or more local government areas
for the purpose of considering whether or not to make proposals
in relation to that area.
10. For this purpose he has accordingly decided to ask the
Commission to carry out a further review and hereby directs
them to do so. In order to reduce the period of uncertainty
to the minimum, he wishes them to carry out the review as
rapidly as practicable, completing it by the end of January
1990 if possible. In view of the unique situation of Humberside
as already described^he sets aside paragraphs 11 and 12of
the text"of his general guidance' in Circular 12/84 cited
earlier in this letter. Furthermore he gives to the Commission
the guidance that in carrying out their further review they
should study the radical option of dissolving the County
of Humberside in the light of possible alternative
arrangements, taking particular account of the costs and
benefits of the alternatives as compared with maintaining
the present position and the sense of identity and loyalty
which they might engender.
11. The Secretary of State is not able to prescribe the
alternatives to be studied by the Commission but believes
that any cost/benefit study should concentrate on no more
than 2 or 3 main options and that as far as possible the
terms of reference should be agreed .amongst the principal
parties affected. It appears to the Secretary of State that,
in addition to the option of maintaining the present position,
the two alternative options which, prima facie, are most
deserving of examination are either (a) to add the areas
north of the Humber to North Yorkshire and the areas south
of the Humber to Lincolnshire or (b) to make the areas north
of the Humber into a separate county of East Yorkshire {with
or without some adjacent parts of North Yorkshire) and to
add the areas south-of the Humber to Lincolnshire. Nevertheless it is for the Commission to determine the options and
to assess their merits.

12.

In the light of his direction the Secretary of State

believes that it would be premature to take decisions on
any of the minor proposals for change made by the Commission.

He will consider such issues in the light of his conclusions
on the main question now to be reviewed further by the Commission

Yours faithfully

A J C SIMCOCK
Local Government Division 1
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Copies to:
Humberside County Council

Lincolnshire County Council
Nottinghamshire County Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough Council
The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council

Holderness Borough Council
Kingston Upon Hull City Council
Scunthorpe Borough Council
Doncaster Borough Council
Bassetlaw District Council
Ryedale District Council
Selby District Council
Scarborough Borough Council
West Lindsey District Council

.

-

The Humberside Parish Councils directly affected by Report 563
Buttercrambe with Bossall)
Gate Hejmsley
)
Haxey
)
Hibaldstow
)

Kexby

)

Misson
North Kelsey
Redbourne
South Kelsey
Stamford Bridge
Wroot

)
)
)
)
)
)

Parish Councils

Cottam and Cowlam Parish Meeting (in the light
of their representations)
All other parish councils in Humberside, via Humberside
Association' of Parish and Town Councils
The Members of Parliament for constituencies in Humberside
The Headquarters of the main political parties
The editors of local newspapers circulating in the area
The Local Government Press
Local radio stations serving the area
The East Yorkshire Action Group (Mr T J Pearson)
East Yorkshire Newspapers (Mr T Ashcroft-Hawley, Editor)

Local Government Boundary Commission
for England

ANNEX 3

20 Albert Embankment
London SE1 7TJ
Telephone Direci Lino 01-X«X
238 5024
Switchboard 01-XWXM50C238 5000

Our R e f :
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LGBC/J/20

The Chief Executive
Humberside County.council
County Hall
Beverley

2.

North Humberside

HU17 9BA

The Chief Executive
County Councils of
Lincolnshire, North Yorkshire
Nottinghamshire and
Metropolitan Borough of
Doncaster

12 April 1989

Dear Sirs.,
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972
FURTHER REVIEW OF THE COUNTY OF HUMBERSIDE

I

1. You will have received a copy of the letter sent to me on 17 March conveying
the Secretary of State for the Environment's direction to the Commission to
carry out a further review of Humberside and to make proposals to him by
1 January 1990, if possible.

2. The Secretary of State, for the purpose of the review of Humberside alone.,
has set aside paragraphs 11 and 12 of the text of his general guidance in DoE
Circular 12/84. This has the effect of removing the guideline that the
abolition or creation of a principal area will only be appropriate in very
exceptional circumstances where present arrangements clearly fail to provide
effective and convenient local government. Furthermore, he has given to the
Commission the guidance that, in carrying-out -its further review, it should
study the radical option of dissolving the County of Humberside in the light of
possible alternative arrangements, taking particular account of the costs and
benefits of the alternatives as compared with maintaining the present position
and of the sense of identity and loyalty which they might engender. Whilst
not able to prescribe the alternatives to be studied by the Commission, the
Secretary of State believes that any cost/benefit study : should concentrate on
no more than 2 or 3 main options and that, as far as possible, the terms of
reference should be agreed amongst the principal parties affected, it appears
to the Secretary of State that, in addition to the option of maintaining the
present position, the two alternative options which, prima facie, are most
deserving of examination, are either (a) to add the areas north of the Humber
to North Yorkshire and the areas south of the Humber to Lincolnshire, or (b)
to make the areas north of the Humber into a separate county of East Yorkshire
(with or without some adjacent parts of North Yorkshire) and to add the areas
south of the Humber to Lincolnshire. The guidance recognises, however, that
it is for the Commission to determine the options and to assess their merits.
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3.
The purpose of this letter is to announce the start of a further review and,
as a first step, to invite your Councils, as well as the Councils "of other
local authorities concerned, and any interested body or person, to let the
Commission have Cheir views, in the light of the Secretary of State's direction,
on the possible dissolution of the County of Humberside and on alternative

I

patterns of counties which might be desirable in the interests of effective and
convenient local government. I should be grateful if any submissions in
response to this letter could reach the Commission by 31 May 1989. In view of
•
the short lapse of time since the last review of Humberside, the Commission
•
will also take account of representations made to it by members of the public
during th«£review, and direct to the Secretary of State thereafter, though if/
•
in the light of the direction, people want to add to the views they expressed
then, or to change them, the Commission would like to hear from them. Views
need not, of .course, be confined to the particular options identified by the
Secretary of State in his direction.

4. It is the Commission's early intention, as suggested in the direction, to
consult the principal .parties affected (as listed in Appendix A) to agree, as
far as possible, the terms, of reference for a study of the costs and benefits
of change. The Commission intends to take account, as appropriate, of the
results of such a study in framing any draft proposals, along with other
evidence, including representations made to it following the issue of this
letter. The Commission wili consider how best it can obtain views on the
sense of identity and loyalty which alternative patterns of counties might
engender. There will be a further opportunity to submit views after the
Commission has published draft proposals or an interim decision to make no
proposals. At that stage the Commission will also publish a summary of the
findings of the study which people might then find helpful in framing their
comments.
PUBLICITY AND CONSULTATION

5. The Commission intends to make every effort to complete its review within
the time set by the Secretary of State, subject to the requirements of Section
60 of the Local Government Act 1972, and seeks the assistance of your Councils.
in doing so.
6. Section 60(1) of the Local Government Act 1972 requires the Commission to
ensure that persons who may be interested in the review be informed of the
proposal to conduct it. Section 60(2) requires the Commission to consult the
Councils of any local government area affected, such other local authorities
and public bodies as appear to.it to be concerned and such other persons as it
thinks fit. The Commission must also consult any staff associations who ask
to be consulted. Copies of this letter and of the Secretary of State's letter
of 17 March are accordingly being sent to the bodies and persons listed in
Appendix B. Copies will be supplied on request to any body representative of
staff employed by your authority and to any other interested body or person.
7. The Commission requests the assistance of your Councils in giving publicity
to the start of this further review. It asks Councils to arrange for
publication, as soon as practicable, of a notice in the form of Appendix C
attached, for two successive weeks in appropriate local newspapers. The cost
of the insertions wiil be reimbursed by the Commission on receipt of your
invoices.
8. Each Council's submission should, in accordance with paragraph 6 of Report
No. 281, be publicised at the time it is sent to the Commission, and be placed
on deposit at its main office. In order to allow interested parties as much
opportunity as possible to comment, the Commission would be grateful if copies
could also be sent to the other addressees of this letter for deposit at their
main offices also. The bodies listed in Appendix B are similarly requested to
send copies of any submissions they make to the addressees of this letter who
are asked to make them also available for public inspection. Twelve copies of
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the submissions and of all accompanying material, including maps, should be
addressed to the Secretary, Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
Room 122, 20 Albert Embankment, London SEl 7TJ.
SUBSEQUENT PROCEDURE

9. As explained above, once the Commission has considered your Councils'
submissions, together with, other evidence, the representations it receives,
and the results of the study, it will publish draft proposals or an interim
decision to make no proposals. The local authorities involved, and those who
make representations to the Commission, will be informed. Announcements will
be made in the local press and by public notice. Your Councils will be asked
to make copies of the documents available for public inspection at your
offices. There will be a further period of six weeks for comments before the
Commission proceeds to its final conclusions.
10. The Commission's final proposals, or final decision to make no proposals,
will be embodied in a Report to the Secretary of State, which will be
published. Publication will be announced in the local press and by public
notice. Copies will be sent to the local authorities involved and to all who
submit comments.
Yours faithfully

S T GARRISH

Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission for England

3F

APPENDIX A

The Chief Executives of:-

Humbsrside County Council
Lincolnshire County Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough Council

The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council
Holderness Borough Council
Kingston-upon-Hull

City Council

Scunthorpe Borough Council

Selby District Council

The North Lincolnshire Association
The East Yorkshire Action Group
The Yorkshire Ridings Society

APPENDIX B

The Chief Executives of:-

Humberside County Council
Lincolnshire County Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Nottinghamshire County Council
Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough Council
The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council
Holderness Borough

Council

Kingston-upon-Hull City

Council

Scunthorpe Borough Council
Bassetlaw District Council
Doncaster Metropolitan :Bprough Council
Ryedale District Council
Selby District Council
Scarborough

Borough Council

East Lindsey District Council
West Lindsey District Council

The Clerk of the parish or Town Council, or Chairman of the Parish Meeting - all
parishes in Humberside.

The Rt. Hon. Michael

Alison M.P.

{Selby)

Joe Asht.on Esq.,

M.P.

(Bassetlaw)

Michael Brown Esq.,

M.P.

(Brigg and Cleethorpes)

James .Cran Esq.,

M.P.

(Beverley)

'David Davis Esq.,

M.P.

(Boothferry)

John Greenway Esq.,

M.P.

(Ryedale)

Edward Leigh Esq.,

M.P.

(Gainsborough and Horncastle)

Kevin HcNamara Esq.,

M.P.

(Kingston-upon-Hull North)

Austin Mitchell Esq.,

M.P.

(Great Grimsby)

Elliot Morley Esq.,

M.P.

(Glanford and Scunthorpe)

John L. Prescott Esq.,

M.P.

(Kingston-upon-Hull East)

Stuart Randall Esq.,

M.P.

(Kingston-upon-Hull West)

Sir Michael Shaw J.P., D.L.,

M.P,

(Scarborough)

APPENDIX B (Cont'd

Sir Peter Tapsell

M.P,

(Lindsey East)

John Townend

M.P,

(Bridlington)

The Rt. Hon. Harold Walker

H.P,

(Doncaster Central)

Mick Welsh

M.P.

(Doncaster North)

Esq.,

Esq.,

Headquarters of the Conservative Party
Headquarters of the Labour Party
Headquarters of the Social Democrat Party
Headquarters of the Social and Liberal Democrat

Party

Department of Education and Science
The East Midlands Regional Office, Departments of Environment and Transport

The Yorkshire and Humberside Regional Office, Departments of Environment and
Transport
Department of Health and Social security
Senior Principal Medical Officer
Regional Administrator, Trent Regional Health Authority
Regional Administrator, Yorkshire Regional Health Authority
Headquarters, British Telecom
The Secretary, Eastern, East Midlands, North Eastern, North Western,
Yorkshire Electricity Board/s
The Secretary, East Midlands, Northern, North Eastern, North Western Gas
Board/s

The Chief Executive, Anglian, Northumbrian, North West, Severn, Trent,
Yorkshire, York Water Company Water Authority/ies
English Tourist Board
Port Authorities .
Editors, Municipal Journal and Local Government Chronicle
Local TV and radio stations serving the areas
The editors of local newspapers circulating in the area
The Secret ary. National Association of Local Councils
The Secretary, County Associations of Local Councils
The Secretary, Association of Chief Police Officers for England and Wales
The Secretary, Police Superintendents' Association for England and Wales
The Secretary, Police Federation for England and Wales
The North Lincolnshire Association
The Yorkshire Ridings Society
The East Yorkshire Action Group

APPENDIX C
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
NOTICE OP COMMENCEMENT OF A REVIEW OP THE ADMINISTRATIVE COUNTY OF HDMBERSIDE
ONDER SECTION 49(1) OF TBE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972

NOTICE IS GIVEN that, following a direction of the Secretary of State made on
17th March 1989, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England has
started a further review of the County of Humberside.
A copy of the letter issued by the Commission, which sets out the background
to the review and the procedure to be followed, and a copy of the Secretary of
State's letter containing the direction, can be inspected at the offices of the
Humberside County Council, at those of the Councils of adjoining counties and
Doncaster, and at the main offices of the district councils in those counties.
A copy of the letter has also been sent to every parish council in Humberside.
Further copies are available from the Commission's office, address below.
Comments, in the light of the Secretary of State's direction, on the possible
dissolution of the County of Humberside and on the alternative patterns of
counties should be made in writing to the following address:The Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Room 113
20 Albert Embankment
London SEl 7TJ
no later than 31 May 1989.
The Commission may by way of consultation with the local authorities concerned
send to them for information, or comment, any material submitted to the
Commission during the course of the review.

When it publishes draft proposals

or an interim decision to make no proposals the Commission may at that stage
place on deposit with its conclusions any representations received which appear
to it to be particularly
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relevant.

S T GARRISH
Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission for England

ANNEX 4

THE PRINCIPAL PARTIES

Humberside County Council
Lincolnshire County Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council
Holderness Borough Council
Kingston upon Hull City Council
Scunthorpe Borough Council
Selby District Council
The East Yorkshire Action Group
The North Lincolnshire Association
The Yorkshire Ridings Society

ANNEX 5

Local Government Boundary Commission
for England
20 Albert Embankment
London SE1 7TJ
Telephone Direct Line 01-211
Switchboard 01-211 3000

238
238

5013
5000

FAX: 01 238 5216

Our ref:
1.

3.

LGBC/J/20

The Chief Executive
Humberside County Council
County Hall

The Chief Executive

Beverley

Newland

North Humberside
HU17 9BA

Lincoln

Lincolnshire County Council

County Offices
LN1 1YL

The Chief Executive
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall
Northallerton
North Yorkshire
DL7 BAD
7

March 1990

Dear Sirs
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972
FURTHER REVIEW OF THE COUNTY OF HUMBERSIDE
COMMISSION'S INTERIM DECISION
INTRODUCTION
1. On 12 April 1989 the Commission announced the start of a further
review of the County of Humberside.
The Commission's letter
explained that the review had arisen from a direction issued on
17 March 1989 by the Secretary of State for the Environment,
following his consideration of the Commission's Report No. 563
published in July 1988. That report had concluded that the present
arrangements in Humberside could not be shown to be failing .to
provide effective and convenient local government and the Commission
had therefore proposed no radical change in Humberside. The report
had
also noted, however, that the continuing level of local
opposition to the county must give cause for concern.
2. The Secretary of State had, in the light of the report, directed
the Commission to reconsider its proposal of no radical change to the
county.
The Secretary of State had also given the Commission

guidance about the options he wished to be examined on the basis of
a radical proposal of dissolving the present County of Humberside.
In doing so he had set aside paragraphs 11 and 12 of the text of the
general guidance to the Commission in DOE Circular 12/84, which
removed the guideline that abolition or creation of a principal area
will only be appropriate where present arrangements clearly fail to
provide effective and convenient local government. He had stressed
the need for the Commission to take account of the costs and benefits
of possible alternative arrangements as compared with maintaining the
status quo, and the sense of identity and loyalty that such
•alternatives might engender.
3. The Secretary of State had suggested two alternative options for
study. The first would be to add the areas north of the Humber to
North Yorkshire and the areas south of the number to Lincolnshire,
and the second would be to make the areas north of the Humber into
a separate county of East Yorkshire (with or without some adjacent
parts of North Yorkshire) and to add the areas south of the number
to Lincolnshire. In addition to these alternatives the Commission
saw the need for a further option, based on evidence received during
the first review of Humberside, to include a new County of North
Lincolnshire.
As suggested in the direction, the Commission
•discussed the terms of reference for the study of costs and benefits
with the principal parties at a meeting in York on 21 April 1989.
The Commission identified the principal parties as those bodies
listed at Annex A to this letter.
4. The Commission decided that the options for the study should be
specified as follows:(i)

Option 1 Humberside;

the

maintenance

of

the

county

of

(ii)

Option 2 - the enlargement of the administrative
counties of North Yorkshire and Lincolnshire to
include the present Humberside, north and south of the
Humber respectively;

(iii)

Option 3 - the creation of a new administrative
county of East Yorkshire to the north of the Humber
and enlargement of the administrative county of
Lincolnshire to the south, and;

(iv)

Option 4 - the creation of both a new administrative
county of East Yorkshire to the north of the Humber
and a new administrative county of North Lincolnshire
to the south.

The options involving a new administrative county of East Yorkshire
were expressed as either excluding or including the district of
Selby, currently in North Yorkshire.

5. It was assumed for the purpose of the studies that the Borough
of Boothferry would be divided, if Humberside was dissolved, by
adding the Isle of Axholme to the county authority serving the south
bank, and the remainder of the borough to the county serving the
north bank. The Isle of Axholme part was assumed to become part of
the Borough of Glanford, while the remainder would continue as
Boothferry.
6. Arup Economic Consultants (Arup) were appointed in July 1989 to
undertake the study of the costs and benefits of alternative options
and reported to the Commission in November 1989.
The Secretary of
State's direction also indicated a need to obtain views on the sense
of identity and loyalty which alternative patterns of counties might
engender.
The Commission decided that this would be best achieved
by conducting a study of attitudes and preferences in Humberside and
in the neighbouring district of Selby.
It therefore appointed
Research Surveys of Great Britain (RSGB) in September 1989 to carry
out the study, and they subsequently reported to the Commission in
January 1990.
The terras of reference for the two studies are
attached at Annex B.
7.
In response to its letter of 12 April 1989 the Commission
received submissions and representations from all the principal
parties; from other local authorities concerned; from Mr Michael
Alison MP, Mr Michael Brown MP, Mr David Davis MP, Mr John Greenway
MP, Mr Austin Mitchell MP, Mr Elliot Morley MP, and Sir Michael Shaw
MP, various councillors, the Earl of Halifax, the Lord Lieutenant
of Humberside, and from various interested bodies and organisations.
The Commission has also received to date over 2,500 representations
from members of the public.
In addition, the Commission has
received 37 petitions, signed by in excess of 20,000 people. The
largest was from the East Yorkshire Action Group bearing 11,151
signatures.
SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
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8. The Commission has carefully considered all the submissions and
representations made to it. It has investigated in more detail than
it was able to do before whether the present pattern of county
boundaries is conducive to effective and convenient local government,
and it has considered, in the light of the Secretary of State's
direction, whether any better alternative exists.
Its interim
conclusions are:-

(i)

that the County of Humberside provides a suitable
framework for effective and convenient local
government;

(ii)

that there is a high level of satisfaction on the part
of residents of Humberside with the services provided
by the County Council;

(iii)

that there are deep feelings of traditional loyalty,
which have led to calls for a restoration of pre-1974
authorities;

(iv)

that it has at the same time been shown that some
loyalty to the present county already exists which can
be expected to grow with time;

Cv)

that any radical change would involve both
transitional and extra running costs which would not
however be large enough to rule out change if other
factors pointed strongly to a better alternative;

(vi)

that while a majority of residents favour some form
of radical change, there is no clear consensus for
any one alternative;

(vii)

that the only realistic alternative to the present
county is a new East Yorkshire (excluding Selby) and
an enlarged Lincolnshire;

(viii)

that on the basis of all the present evidence,
however, the interests of effective and convenient
local
government
would be better served by the
retention of the County of Humberside than by its
abolition and replacement by the only realistic
alternative;

(iv)

that, consequently, there is no case to seek change
to the Borough of Boothferry by the transfer of the
Isle of Axholme to Glanford, and

(x)

that there are several more detailed boundary issues
which should be addressed in future boundary reviews.

SUBMISSIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
The principal parties
9. Humberside County Council forwarded a detailed and comprehensive
case for maintaining the County of Humberside as an administrative
unit.
It stressed that the creation of Humberside had been very
expensive in both time and money.
It concluded that because it has
taken many years to unify standards of service provision across the
county, and to provide the necessary central infrastructures, there
would need to be a very good case against the status quo to justify
a repetition of the expense and dislocation of 1974, and that the
burden of proof must lie with those who seek to justify abolition.

i
i
i
i

10. In making the case for Humberside, the County Council provided
evidence to demonstrate how the county is a self-contained unit in
terms of travel to work, shopping and leisure, and how there is a
clear separation from its surrounding areas.
It referred to the
enormous industrial development potential along both sides of the
Humber which, it emphasised, can only be realised by considering the
estuary as a whole.
It explained that effective delivery of
services depends on creating good relationships and co-operation
with external agencies which Humberside has done whereas a new county
would have to start again. Humberside County Council referred to its
own survey on the quality of county services in which over 80% of
those questioned expressed satisfaction.
Whilst Humberside County
Council recognised that throughout its existence the county has
aroused intermittent hostility, it felt that the strength of
opposition to the authority as an administrative unit rather than to
the name alone has not been established. The Humber Bridge was seen
by Humberside County Council as uniting the north and south banks but
with high tolls, which discouraged its use. The County Council was
of the view that the two banks would be more closely linked if the
bridge tolls were abolished and that public feeling towards the
county would be likely to change as a consequence.
11. Humberside County Council concluded that there was no case for
disturbing the county as an administrative unit but stated that it
would be prepared to give further consideration to changing the
county's name in the light of continued resistance.
12. Lincolnshire County Council/s submission enclosed a copy of its
document "The Case for Unity". The Council supported in principle
the transfer of South Humberside to Lincolnshire and considered that
the Humber is a barrier which should form the county boundary. It
provided figures to illustrate traffic flow and travel-to-work
patterns between the two counties to support this view. The County
Council also cited instances of the ways in which the existing
boundary between Humberside and Lincolnshire is disregarded. In

addition, it provided a list of organisations and bodies which it
understands operate as if no boundary existed between the two
counties.
The County Council disagreed, among other things, with
Humberside's argument that the north and south banks are very like
each other and unlike their immediate neighbours.
It maintained
that Humberside's record on economic development was not as
impressive as claimed, because many of the large industrial users
on the south bank of the Huraber had been in existence prior to 1974.
13. The County Council subsequently forwarded a detailed response
to Humberside's own submission, together with the results of a public
opinion poll, conducted in South Humberside by the Harris Research
Centre in July 1989, which it considered reinforced its view about
the north and south banks, and showed that the people of South
Humberside object to Humberside County Council as a local government
administrative unit and not merely to the name. Lincolnshire's
submission also stressed the effectiveness of its service delivery
in relation to the level of rates. The County Council, therefore,
requested the Commission to create an enlarged county of Lincolnshire
by the addition of South Humberside.
14. North Yorkshire County Council's submission strongly opposed
-the suggestion of joining North Huraberside to North Yorkshire on the
grounds that it would create a disproportionately large county; and
added that, if a new county of East Yorkshire was to be included on
-the north bank, it would not want any part of North Yorkshire to be
included.
15. The East Yorkshire Action Group favoured forming a separate
county of East Yorkshire from those areas north of the Humber, with
or without some adjacent parts of North Yorkshire, based possibly on
the boundaries of the former East Riding of Yorkshire. They produced
a large cross-section of various local press cuttings to illustrate
"a continuing massive grassroots loyalty to East Yorkshire" and "the
intensity of people's feelings on the issue of Humberside".
16. The submission from the Yorkshire Ridings Society emphasized the
desirability of recreating all the Yorkshire Ridings with appropriate
provision for the cities and boroughs. Within the constraints of the
present structure, however, they recommended the abolition of
Humberside and the creation of a new county of East Yorkshire on the
north bank. The Society stated that they would not object to a new
county of North Lincolnshire on the south bank. They cited the
Humber as a significant barrier between the two banks and claimed
that the majority of people favour the abolition of Humberside.
17. The North Lincolnshire Association favoured the creation of a
new county of North Lincolnshire but did not rule out the possibility
of an enlarged Lincolnshire. Their arguments were based on what they
saw
as
Humberside's
continued
unpopularity,
geographical
difficulties, political domination of the north bank and the
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incompatibility of Yorkshire and Lincolnshire people.

18. Boothferry Borough Council put forward a case for the retention
of Humberside Council and for the retention of Boothferry if
Humberside were to be dissolved. It provided evidence to show that
Boothferry could continue as a separate and viable borough council.
It also made a case for the Isle of Axholme to remain in Boothferry.
The Borough Council saw little evidence against Humberside as an
administrative unit and emphasised the enormous cost and other
implications of radical change. It believed that a change in postal
address, which had been rejected by the Post Office ten years ago,
would satisfy the majority of people.
For similar reasons the
Borough Council asked the Commission to consider the possibility of
recommending re-naming the county.
19.
East Yorkshire Borough Council recommended that Humberside
County Council change its name in accordance with the Local
Government Act 1972 to include within it a reference to East
Yorkshire.
It reserved comment on the options until further
information was available and favoured the replacement of county
councils by a system of unitary authorities.
20.
The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverlev Borough Council
considered that the existing boundaries of the administrative county
of Humberside should be retained but that its name should be changed
to the East Yorkshire and North Lincolnshire County Council.
21. Holderness Borough Council strongly supported the retention of
the present administrative boundary of Humberside but suggested that
the county change its name.
22. Kingston upon Hull Citv Council requested that Hull be granted
the status of a metropolitan district.
23. Cleethorpes Borough Council recommended that a new county of
North Lincolnshire be created from the districts on the south bank,
including the Isle of Axholme.
24.
Glanford Borough Council opposed the continued existence of
Humberside and favoured the transfer of the four south bank local
authorities, together with the Isle of Axholme, to Lincolnshire.
It drew attention to the practical difficulties of the present
Humberside/Lincolnshire boundary.
In response to Humberside County
Council's submission, it highlighted, among other things, the
economic and social problem caused by the Humber Bridge tolls and
also reproduced the results of its opinion poll conducted by the
Harris Research Centre.

25.
Great Grimsby Borough Council supported the
Humberside on administrative and economic grounds.

retention of

26. Scunthoroe Borough Council expressed the view that any proposal
to change county boundaries is irrelevant to the main issue of how
±>est to achieve effective and responsive local government in the
area, and believed that Humberside County Council should be left
alone to get on with the job. It also supported the Association of
District Council's policy of a single tier system of district
authorities. The Borough Council asked the Commission to note its
intention to request an extension of its territory into Glanford.
27.
Selby District Council expressed its wish to remain wholly
within North Yorkshire and not to be sub-divided in any way.

Parish Councils in Humberside
•28. The Commission received submissions from 96 parish councils in
Humberside - 58 from the north bank and 38 from the south bank.
The majority were in favour of the abolition of the county but not
a majority of all parish councils on the north bank. While fewer
than half of the parish councils in Humberside had responded to the
announcement of the Commission's further review, some parish clerks
and councillors had written in their personal capacity. Their views
were considered together with comments from individual members of the
public.
29. Of those comments received from parish councils on the north
bank, 31 favoured retaining Humberside, 15 favoured a new county of
East Yorkshire and ten wished to see the restoration of the East
Riding.
Of the remainder, one parish council wanted to retain
Boothferry in a county of Yorkshire and one stated that members of
its parish council would write individually. The parish councils in
favour of retaining Humberside viewed the county as an effective
working unit which had done much to establish unity across the
number. Many commended Humberside on the high standard of services
it provided and viewed the options for change as costly and
unworkable.
30.
Those parish councils in favour of a new county of East
Yorkshire viewed Humberside as a large and unwieldy county which
ignored the natural boundary of the Humber.
Their letters
demonstrated a degree of animosity towards Humberside, while some
parish councils regarded the two parts of the County as separate and
different communities.
The parish councils which supported the
restoration of the East Riding pointed to the inordinate influence
exerted by Hull over the rest of the county.
There appeared to be
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support for a more rural county free from the urban dominance of
Hull.
Many parish councils claimed that numberside was a high
spending and profligate authority.

31. Goole Town Council made a detailed representation to the
Commission in support of the continued existence of the Borough of
Boothferry and the County of Humberside. It claimed that Humberside
had been very successful in promoting the area and developing an
integrated economic development programme for the Humber estuary.
It considered that these achievements would be jeopardized by any
change, adding that Humberside provided good services and was an
effective and well-run county. The Town Council, in anticipation of
a decision to create a new county of East Yorkshire, recommended the
exclusion of Selby and suggested that the existing Borough of
Boothferry, excluding the area south of the M180, should become the
District of Goole. It argued that the new district's population of
50,980 would be comparable with other district councils and that it.
would be an economically and administratively viable unit.
32. Of those comments received from parish councils on the south
bank, 11 favoured the retention of Huroberside and 20 expressed a
wish for an enlarged Lincolnshire. Of the remainder, two favoured
a new county of North Lincolnshire; two expressed their opposition
to Humberside and did not express support for any particular option;
one explained that its members were equally divided on the issue;
one felt that the Commission should undertake a referendum of its
parishioners before making a decision; and one said that it did not
have a view on the matter.
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33. The arguments for the retention of Humberside were based on the
economic integrity of the county and the County Council's successful
exploitation of the industrial potential of the area. Boothferry was
thought by many parish councils to be an efficient local authority,
which should not be split. Humberside was similarly seen as having
achieved much in its short existence and many felt that it should be
allowed more time to engender loyalty amongst its residents.
Some
considered that weight should be given to the opinions of the younger
generations who would grow up to be the champions of Humberside.

34. The arguments from the south bank for an enlarged Lincolnshire
stressed the role of the Humber as a natural barrier.
Hull was
perceived to be an over-dominant influence and there was said to be
a widespread belief that Humberside gave preferential treatment to
the north at the expense of the south. Several parish councils said
that administration from Lincoln would be more acceptable than from
Beverley. These sentiments were echoed by those parishes favouring
a new county of North Lincolnshire.

Local authorities in surrounding counties
35. Nottinghamshire County Council expressed its support for the
continued existence of the County of Humberside and considered that
there were no grounds for radical changes to its boundaries.
36. Rvedale District Council and Scarborough Borough Council were
both strongly opposed to the inclusion of any parts of their
districts in a newly formed East Yorkshire County Council and wished
to remain as part of North Yorkshire.
Boston Borough Counci1
favoured maintaining the status quo whilst the District Councils of
East Lindseyr South Holland. South Kesteven and West Lindsev would
all welcome the transfer of the areas south of the Humber to
Lincolnshire.

37.
Comments were received from 17 parish councils in North
Yorkshire, 13 from the District of Selby and four from the Borough
of Scarborough. Nearly all expressed a wish for no change to North
Yorkshire's boundary with Humberside. Letters were also received
from 43 parish councils in Lincolnshire, all of which advocated the
transfer of South Humberside to Lincolnshire. Most had responded in
support of Lincolnshire County Council's document "The Case for
Unity".
Bodies and organisations
38. The Commission received a total of 121 submissions from various
bodies and organisations in and around Huroberside. The majority (80)
vere in favour of retaining the county.
The main arguments put
forward were that Humberside County Council provided good quality
services, particularly in the areas of education, trade and commerce,
the voluntary and emergency services, and sport and leisure. Those
bodies representing industrial and development interests referred to
a growing common identity between the north and south banks which has
become evident largely because of the common economic activity around
the Humber, particularly
its ports, fishing
and
processing
industries. It was believed that the dissolution of the county would
have a negative impact on economic development in the region and
would nullify the opportunities afforded by the Single European
Market in 1992.
Any change was viewed as being costly and
disruptive and would destroy the successful links that had been
forged within the county.
39. The Yorkshire and Humberside Development Association maintained
that dismemberment of Humberside would be a major disincentive to
overseas firms looking for locations on either side of the Humber
who would need to approach two regions and two local authorities
separately for information and assistance. The Association also made
10
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the point that if South Humberside were to become part of
Lincolnshire, it would move from the Yorkshire and Humberside Region
and would consequently cease to benefit from overseas promotion
within the Association; no comparable facility existed in the East
Midlands Region to which it would adhere. Similarly, the Association
emphasised that the ports of Imminghara and Griiasby, the regional
airport near Brigg, and the south bank of the Humber estuary, could
no longer be promoted as key features of the region. The Association
concluded that the strength of the region is the sum of the
individual strengths of each part and that the loss of South
Humberside would seriously weaken the effective promotion of the
region as a whole.
40. Twenty-nine submissions were received in favour of abolishing
the county, many of them from bodies covering Lincolnshire and South
Humberside.
They contended that the area between the current
boundary and the Humber looked more to Lincolnshire. Some referred
to the practical problems caused by the Humberside/Lincolnshire
boundary, particularly to farming interests where land holdings and
local community ties are split.
of Parliament, councillors and others
41. Representations were received from seven Members of Parliament.
Mr Michael Alison HP (Selby) was concerned about the future of Selby
and wished it to remain wholly in North Yorkshire. Mr Michael Brown
MP (Brigg and Cleethorpes) wished the south bank to be transferred
to Lincolnshire. Mr David Davis MP (Boothferry) and Mr Elliot Morley
MP (Glanford and Scunthorpe) believed that a change of county name
and/or postal address to include references to Yorkshire and
Lincolnshire would satisfy those calling for change. Mr Morley also
forwarded correspondence from eight borough councillors who expressed
the same view.
Mr Austin Mitchell MP (Great Grimsby) asked the
Commission to consider the creation of a separate county on the south
bank.
Failing that, Humberside should be retained.
He also
expressed doubts about the validity of the opinion poll carried out
by Glanford Borough Council and considered that the results of the
Commission's costs and benefits study should have been published
prior to the study of attitudes and preferences. Mr John Greenway MP
(Ryedale) and Sir Michael Shaw MP (Scarborough) believed that the
review should be restricted to the area within Humberside and were
therefore strongly opposed to any proposal to change North
Yorkshire's boundaries with Humberside.
42. The Lord Lieutenant of Humberside, Mr R A Bethell, wished to
see the county retained but believed that a change of name and the
removal of the bridge tolls would satisfy most people. The Earl of
Halifax favoured the abolition of Humberside. Representations were
also received from several councillors who expressed support for a
variety of options.
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Individuals
43. Since the announcement of its further review, in excess of 2,500
representations from individuals have been received by the
Commission. A number of representations received prior to the start
of the review had been made in response to the Secretary of State's
direction letter of 17 March 1989.
Some letters contain detailed
arguments for or against Humberside, but others consist of pro-forma

. or duplicated letters. The Commission has considered all these
representations and has taken account of them in framing its draft
conclusions on the future of Humberside.
44. There was no overwhelming majority of comments from individuals
in favour of either the retention or the abolition of Humberside.
Of the options for change, (as set out in paragraph 4 above) Option
3 - a new county of East Yorkshire and an enlarged Lincolnshire - was
the most popular, whilst Options 2 and 4 commanded little support.
There were significant levels of support for options other than those
outlined by the Commission, including the possibility of a change of
name for Humberside, and the restoration of the old East Riding. It
was often unclear from the letters whether respondents wished for the
restoration of the old East Riding with its former boundaries intact
(i.e. without Kingston upon Hull), or whether they envisaged a county
covering the whole of the North Huraberside. It was also unclear
whether some of those who wished for a change of county name also
wanted a change of administrative arrangements or whether they would
be satisfied with the status quo provided that the name was changed.
Many letters were supportive of Humberside County Council, at the
same time calling for a change of name.
45.
Of those wanting change many saw the Humber as a natural
boundary which should be respected, whilst others felt alienated from
Humberside and regarded the county as an unnatural and unwieldy unit
which did not reflect the two different communities on either side'
of the estuary. Most of the representations were based on loyalty
and identity; however many letters from the south bank complained
that Humberside concentrated its expenditure on schemes in the north
at the expense of rate-payers in the south, whilst others perceived
Hull to be a dominant influence in the county.
46. Those supporting the retention of Humberside expressed a high
level of satisfaction with the services provided by the County
Council. Many said that the education, health and social services
were well-run and managed; the training and employment opportunities
afforded by the County Council were also singled out for praise.
Many regarded Humberside as an important economic entity and the
Humber as a magnet for industry. The Council's role in fostering
development in and attracting investment to the estuary was also
commended.
Some saw Humberside as an authority which had worked
hard to promote unity and identity, and the Single European Market
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of 1992 as the key which will unlock Humberside's economic potential.
Many believed that it would be wrong to destroy Humberside just at
the moment when it is set to flourish and that it should be allowed
an opportunity to develop its own identity and to engender loyalty
in the future, especially from the younger generations. •

THE COMMISSIONS APPROACH TO THE FURTHER REVIEW

47. The Commission's statutory duty, under part IV of the Local
Government Act 1972, is to make proposals for changes appearing to
it desirable in the interests of effective and convenient local
government. This duty is interpreted with the aid of guidelines from
the Secretary of State for the Environment. These guidelines, which
have been followed by the Commission in its work since they were
first issued in DOE Circular 33 of 1978, suggest that there are three
strands to any consideration of boundaries:(i)

whether the boundary accords with the wishes of the local
inhabitants;

(ii)

whether it reflects the pattern of community life; and

(iii)

whether it is conducive to the effective operation of
local government and associated services.

48.
The Commission has never sought to place any one of these
criteria above the others in principle. It treats each case on its
merits, taking all three strands into account. Any one of them may,
in particular cases, be more important than the other two as
justification for change, bearing in mind that it is the Commission's
duty to consider the case for change. The Commission is aware that
many people do not like change. As it reported in its general report
No. 550, "People and Places", there have been campaigns for a return
to the pre-1974 boundaries which can be viewed as resistance to the
reorganisation of local government in 1970's. As the Commission also
reported in Report No. 563, it was aware that these feelings were
very strong in Humberside.

i
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49. In the case of the first review of Humberside, therefore, the
Commission took very careful account of the views of local people
as expressed through representations and petitions. In its Report
No. 563, it remarked on the intensity of feeling against the county,
and took the view that there must come a point at which longstanding
and strongly held feelings of alienation towards an authority on the
part of large numbers of its residents must in themselves call for
a re-examination of the justification for its existence.
However,
the Commission explicitly did not suggest that that point had been
reached in the case of Humberside, and proposed to the Secretary of
State that the County Council should be given an undisturbed
opportunity to build up the necessary long-term loyalty to the new
county on both sides of the Huraber.
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50. Following the publication of Report No. 563, the Secretary of
State received a large number of representations from individuals and
organisations in Humberside. As explained in paragraph 1 above, on
17 March 1989 he issued a direction to the Commission in which he
commented that he was concerned at the degree of unhappiness at the
concept of Humberside which persisted among many of its residents
some 15 years after its creation.
He doubted whether a further
period of time would enable the County Council to build up the
necessary long-term loyalty, as the Commission hoped, and wondered
whether the point had in fact been reached at which long-standing and
strongly held feelings of alienation on the part of residents called
for a re-examination of the justification for its existence.
51. The Secretary of State therefore directed the Commission to
carry out a further review, arid - for the particular case of
Humberside alone - set aside that part of his guidance to the
Commission which suggests that "the abolition or creation of a
principal area will be appropriate only in very exceptional
circumstances, where present arrangements clearly fail to provide
effective and convenient local government". The further guidance
.given by the Secretary of State has been noted in paragraph 2.
52. Although the Secretary of State's guidance is not binding on the
Commission, it takes careful account of it when reaching its own
judgement about the interests of effective and convenient local
government, as it is required to do by the Act. The Commission has
therefore proceeded to investigate the possibility of the abolition
of the present County of Humberside, and to develop the alternative
options for the purposes of study, with particular reference to the
costs and benefits of change and the opinions of the inhabitants of
Humberside (and the District of Selby). In doing so it has followed
the three main strands of consideration mentioned in paragraph 47
above. These broad criteria must apply to Humberside as to all other
boundary issues.
53. The Commission has sought only to investigate the replacement
of one shire county, Humberside, by other shire counties. This would
leave the basic structure of counties and districts unchanged. The
current review cannot encompass consideration of other types of
authority such as metropolitan district status for Hull, nor of the
general pattern recommended by the Royal Commission on Local
Government in 1969.
THE CONSULTANTS*

STUDIES

54. In order to provide information on the costs and benefits of
alternative county arrangements, and on the attitudes and preferences
towards the existing and possible counties, two studies were
commissioned from external consultants.
Reference is made to the
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results of the two studies in the following paragraphs where the
different options are discussed. Their terms of reference are at
Annex B.
The Commission considers that it has obtained helpful
information from both studies. It is grateful to the officers of the
local authorities which provided information to the consultants for
the costs and benefits study.
It is also grateful to those
individuals who gave up their time to respond to the guestionnaire
for the attitudes and preferences study.
The study of costs and benefits
55. Arup Economic Consultants (Arup) were asked to assess the likely
costs and benefits of changes to the pattern of local government
administration in Humberside, in relation to the options. A summary
of Arup's report is attached at Annex C.
The work involved
establishing the current patterns of service delivery in the area,
and setting out hypothetical service delivery systems under each
option. The cost differences of the hypothetical new arrangements
from the existing arrangements were then analyzed under two headings
- transitional costs (the costs of moving toward the new option and
implementing the necessary changes) and running costs (the costs of
running the new organisations).
56. The Commission requested the consultants to ensure that the
delivery of services at the point of receipt was held constant so
that standards of service to present recipients would not change
whichever option was chosen.
In practice, any new or successor
authority would decide on its own method of provision and level of
services as a matter of political choice. It was no part of the
study, nor of this review, to judge the merits of different levels
of service, and it would have been inappropriate to ask the
consultants to judge whether the new or successor authorities would
have sought to change existing levels of service and, if so, how.
57. In a study of this kind, certain assumptions need to be made to
obtain the results. Arup show how far adopting assumptions other
than those they chose would lead to differences in the costs of
options. The Commission considers that the central assumptions which
have been taken are reasonable, even though a range of possibilities
exists either side of the central assumptions. The consultants also
draw attention to several unquantified items which cannot be included
directly in the analysis, for example, the comprehensive approach
which Humberside County Council can adopt towards economic promotion
and development of the Humber Estuary.
58.
The consultants have also had to assume no consequential
electoral effects, other than the cost of further electoral reviews,
if Humberside is abolished and a different pattern adopted. It is
at least possible that the numbers of councillors in the new or
successor authorities would not be the same as those arrived at by
simply transferring councillors from present electoral divisions to
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their new authorities. No calculations have been carried out on the
implications of differently sized councils, which in turn would
change the costs of running each authority.
The study of attitudes and preferences
59. Research Surveys of Great Britain Ltd (RSGB) were commissioned
to carry out a survey in Humberside and the District of Selby, to
identify the attitudes and preferences of local residents aged 18 and
over towards the existing pattern and alternative patterns of local
government administration in Humberside. Their summary is attached
at Annex D.
60. The Commission noted that a number of opinion surveys have been
carried out in Humberside on this issue. These ranged from small
scale informal studies, through telephone polls, to interview
surveys. The Commission was not, however, aware of any large scale
representative survey. It therefore felt it necessary to conduct its
own independent and representative survey in order to ensure that
opinions on the various options were fully explored.
61. The first stage of the work consisted of discussion groups and
was used to define items for the main questionnaire. The main survey
involved personal interviews with nearly 3000 residents of Humberside
and the District of Selby. The sample was structured to reflect the
demographic characteristics of the area and also to allow analysis
of the data in seven separate zones:(i)

The Borough of Boothferry

(ii)

The Isle of Axholme

(iii)

The City of Kingston upon Hull

(iv)

The Boroughs of East Yorkshire, Beverley and Holderness

(v)

The Borough of Great Grimsby and the urban areas of
Cleethorpes, Immingham and Scunthorpe

(vi)
(vii)

The remainder of the Boroughs of Glanford and Cleethorpes
The District of Selby

62. Each interview lasted about 30 minutes and took place at the
resident's home. The interviews covered existing links and sense
of identity with Humberside as well as the issue of possible changes
to the county. The possibilities for the future of Humberside were
presented in the form of the options; but in addition to the
retention of Humberside an additional choice was added of retaining
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Humberside but changing its name. Questions were also included to
elicit any alteration to residents' views on the options if the
District of Selby was, or was not, included in a new county of East
Yorkshire.

ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTIVE AND CONVENIENT
CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS

LOCAL

GOVERNMENT

AND

63. The Commission has considered the results of both studies as
well as all the submissions and representations which it has
received.
It has considered both whether the present shape of
Humberside could be shown as not conducive to providing effective and
convenient local government, and whether any alternative pattern
could be shown to be significantly more conducive. The Commission
considered it important that both these propositions should be
tested.

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

64. The Commission has begun by reassessing the present county as
an effective geographical unit of administration. There is little
unusual in the size or shape of Humberside as a county apart from the
estuary. With the benefit of the bridge, the furthest point from
Beverley is only 44 miles away, which does not seem excessive in
relation to the geography of other counties in
England.
Historically, however, there was always a degree of rivalry between
the towns on the two banks, reinforced by the fact that both Hull and
Grimsby were county boroughs before 1974. Hull is the largest city,
and as such is likely to reinforce its role as the effective subregional centre irrespective of the administrative arrangements made
at county level.
65. Any separation which the Humber creates cannot be said to apply
to the whole of Humberside, for the Borough of Boothferry stretches
over both sides of the River Ouse. That river is crossed by two
(free) road bridges and a rail bridge, while the Isle of Axholme,
which would be detached if Humberside were to be abolished, has in
the past felt an affinity with Humberside and, in the RSGB study,
is the area with the strongest attachment to the present county.
66. Although the Humber is often cited as a barrier - and its
physical presence cannot be ignored - there is one group of
activities for which a case has long been made that it is more of a
unifying force.
The Commission received representations from
commercial and port organisations claiming that trade and industry
need to be viewed as one, that there are clear marketing advantages
in the promotion of the area as a whole; and that the inclusion of
the south bank in both a different county and a different region from
the north would be detrimental to both. The Commission notes that
commercial organisations are increasingly organised over the whole
of Humberside, and observes that the promotion of economic
development has been an important activity of the present county.
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Enlarged North Yorkshire

67. Option 2 of the Commission's studies included the suggestion
that North Yorkshire be enlarged. North Yorkshire County Council did
not favour any change to the status quo, arguing that the resulting
county would be too big. The study by RSGB showed that only 7% of
those living in North Humberside chose Option 2 (the two enlarged
counties) as their first choice, although 27%.of those living in
South Humberside chose that option - a higher proportion than for
.Option 3 (enlarged Lincolnshire and East Yorkshire). Overall, only
14% favoured Option 2.
68.
The study by Arup reveals that there are substantial
transitional costs involved in this option. The geographical extent
of an enlarged North Yorkshire might require the retention of
buildings and staff in North Humberside, and there are other cost
penalties, including computing costs. Running costs for a large
county should be reduced in theory but, in practice, the study shows
that staff savings are outweighed by the high costs of travelling
within such a large geographical area. The study therefore suggested
that Option 2 had the highest running cost of all the options.
69.
The Commission agrees with the general findings of the
consultants, and appreciates the points made by North Yorkshire
County Council. It concludes that it would be difficult to envisage
how an enlarged North Yorkshire could provide more effective and
convenient local government on the north bank of the Humber than the
existing Humberside. In addition, the Commission considers that
there would be practical disadvantages. There might be problems in
grafting a populous county with a large urban area (Hull) onto a
predominantly rural area, where the centre of administration would
be at Northallerton, far away from the main area of high population
density.
New North Lincolnshire

70. Option 4 postulates a new county of North Lincolnshire as well
as a new county of East Yorkshire. North Lincolnshire would be small
- containing the smallest population in England outside the Isle of
Wight. The North Lincolnshire Association advocates such a county
on the grounds that it would be geographically compact and contain
a balance of rural and urban areas. The consultants' studies have
investigated the implications of such a new county. Surprisingly,
in view of the petition signed by 45,000 south bank residents
considered in the first review, the option did not engender much
support in South Humberside - only 17% favoured it (less than half
the proportion which favoured retention of Humberside). Overall, 13%
of people in Humberside favoured Option 4.
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71. The study by Arup noted that the setting up of a new county
would be costly. There would be a need to establish a new county
hall. The transitional costs of Option 4 are the highest of all the
options investigated, and the running costs are the second highest.
The creation of two new counties (East Yorkshire and North
Lincolnshire) in place of the present county would require the
duplication of senior management - and two separate councils and
sets of committees would need to be served. While there would be
savings from the ease of administering a small county, these are
outweighed by the increased staffing costs.
72. The Commission notes that several individual representations
from the south bank put forward arguments for a new North
Lincolnshire, including the fact that it would have a good mixture
of urban and rural areas and would be able to take a close interest
in the redevelopment of dockland areas. The view was also expressed
that there were advantages in sraallness, including a greater degree
of democracy.
The Commission notes that the relative selfcontainment of the north Lincolnshire area might be a reason, other
things being equal, for a separate authority.
However, the
Commission considers that its small size might be a disadvantage,,
while the cost of setting it up would seem to be disproportionately
large. In addition, as a new county North Lincolnshire would contain
only four districts, all of which are likely to be subject to some
review of boundaries in the future, which does not augur well for
stability.
73.
The Commission therefore considers that, under the present
structure of local government, there is insufficient case to justify
the additional cost and other disbenefits of a new county of North
Lincolnshire.
Enlarged Lincolnshire
74.
Options 2 and 3 include the proposition that an enlarged
Lincolnshire be created, to absorb the south bank of the present
Humberside and the Isle of Axholme part of the Borough of Boothferry.
The case has been proposed by Lincolnshire County Council, and is
supported by Glanford Borough Council and by several parish councils
in the area.
An enlarged Lincolnshire is supported by several
organisations and in a majority of letters received from residents
of the south bank. 42% of the adult residents of the south bank were
shown by RSGB to favour an option that would include it, against 38%
who wished to retain the present county.

i
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75.
The study by Arup shows that this option would involve
transitional costs, because certain facilities would
have to be
provided in Lincolnshire, and there would be costs arising from
disruption.
The consultants suggest that on its own an enlarged
Lincolnshire would incur extra costs, because additional staffing
would be required in Lincolnshire, assuming the level of delivery of
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services to Numberside residents were to remain constant. There
would also be some additional computing and accessibility costs,
although these are less significant. The Commission considered that
the possibility of an enlarged Lincolnshire needed to be evaluated
carefully - together with the most desirable option for the north
bank - in deciding on the future of Humberside. This is discussed
later in this letter.
76. The Commission received some letters complaining about aspects
of service delivery in Humberside, mainly from those in the south who
feel that the lion's .share of investment goes to the north. The
building of an ice rink at Hull was cited as an example - made worse
by the high cost of the bridge toll. Again, there was claimed to be
some confusion about the location of places south of the Humber in
the minds of county council employees in Beverley, which was said to
cause problems when dealing with emergency services. However, other
letters from the south bank commented favourably on the services
provided by Humberside County Council.
77.
In making representations, Lincolnshire County Council and
others drew attention to problems associated with the present
.Lincolnshire/Humberside boundary, arguing that this was a reason to
abolish Humberside. Insofar as the the present boundary is seen by
some as not conducive to effective and convenient local government,
that is an argument for considering some boundary change,
even
though the problems were not raised by the authorities during the
first review. The Commission notes what has now been said and
considers that there may be a case for some limited change to deal
with the specific anomalies cited in the representations.
These
include difficulties over school catchments and the management of
rural land.
The Commission does not consider, however, that
elimination of the boundary (as a county boundary) is a necessary
solution and notes that even were the county boundary to be removed
by the abolition of Humberside, problems would still remain with the
district boundaries, which follow the same line.
New East Yorkshire
78. Options 3 and 4 suggest that north of the Humber Estuary there
should be a new East Yorkshire, which would incorporate the Borough
of Boothferry, apart from the Isle of Axholme. Some form of East
Yorkshire is desired by both the East Yorkshire Action Group and the
Yorkshire Ridings Society. Both wish to see the creation or recreation of a Yorkshire unit of administration, and both have been
concerned to describe the sense of disunity caused by the Humber.
Early submissions from the East Yorkshire Action Group included a
collection of papers, some of which suggested to the Commission that
the group was advocating the restoration of the East Riding. The
more recent submissions from the Group advocated a separate county
of East Yorkshire, with or without some adjacent parts of North
Yorkshire. The Yorkshire Ridings Society, in its submission, was
more forthright in its advocacy of the East Riding and wished to
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see a return of the Ridings if possible, with appropriate provision
for the cities and boroughs. However, realising that this nay not
be possible at the present time, it supported a new East Yorkshire,
with the boundary dividing Boothferry to follow the line of the old
boundary of the Isle of Axholrae, except where that would mean
splitting properties.
79.
The Commission is impressed by the depth of feeling for a
"Yorkshire" solution. It notes however that the district councils
in North Humberside do not favour change, except for Kingston upon
Hull's desire for metropolitan district status, which is beyond the
Commission's power to propose.
The Borough of Boothferry argued
forcefully for the continuation of its whole district in Humberside.
The parish councils which responded were more evenly divided, while
most bodies and organisations responding did not seek change.
80. The letters received from individuals suggest some uncertainty
on the desired outcome. Responses are divided between retaining
Humberside (with or without a change of name) or creating a new East
Yorkshire or the old East Riding. Many of the letters received from
residents arguing for the abolition of Humberside and the creation
of an East Yorkshire contain little supporting argument: some simply
renounce the present county or its name, without demonstrating what
benefits might be expected from a change. There is a very strong
feeling that the creation of Humberside took away part of their
heritage, especially amongst Yorkshire people who were born in
Yorkshire and expressed a wish to be buried "in Yorkshire soil".
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81. Overall, it appears to the Commission that a majority of those
writing from the north bank favour the retention of Humberside, of
whom over half request a change of name. The simple numbers are, of
course, greatly outweighed by the number of signatures on petitions
for change from the East Yorkshire Action Group and others. The
survey by RSGB found that the East Yorkshire solution gained a clear
majority of support - 57% for residents of the north bank, against
34% who wished to see Humberside continue.
82.
The study by Arup shows that the creation of a new East
Yorkshire would cause transitional costs, through the need to adapt
the present Humberside County Council organisation to a smaller
county. Running costs show savings when viewing East Yorkshire on
its own, but, as the consultants point out, this cannot be seen in
isolation without regard to the costs created - or savings made - in
South Humberside. The findings by Arup, showing total transitional
costs of nearly £10.7 million, and running costs of £2.3 million per
annum, for Option 3 - East Yorkshire and an enlarged Lincolnshire indicate that it is the alternative to Humberside with the smallest
cost. The Commission also notes the consultants' findings that if
different (albeit somewhat extreme) assumptions are used, the costs
could be significantly reduced and even net savings realised.
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Selbv

83. The Commission proposed, as a variation of its Options 3 and 4,
that the District of Selby should be included in a new county of East
Yorkshire, to make it less small, and to recognise the fact that
part of the present district was once part of the East Riding. There
would seem also to be some similarity between Goole and Selby in
their positions on the River Ouse. This proposal was not supported
by North Yorkshire County Council and Selby District Council. The
study by RSGB included a separate questionnaire inviting views on
Humberside by Selby residents. There was no great enthusiasm for
Selby being included in an East Yorkshire. 47% of those questioned
favoured - for Humberside - either Option 3 or Option 4, which would
involve East Yorkshire. However, 55% of those people thought that
Selby should be excluded and only 35% thought it should be included.
The inclusion of Selby also gained little support from residents of
Humberside.
84. The study by Arup found that the inclusion of Selby would make
only a small difference to costs. There is a transitional cost, but
little difference to running costs. The Commission considers that
such a small cost difference should not inhibit the movement of Selby
'from one county area to another, if there were benefits to effective
and convenient local government as a whole. However, the Commission
notes that the addition of Selby to a new county of East Yorkshire
would cause some disruption to the district and to North Yorkshire.
It also notes that much of the present district area lies in the
greater York planning area, while parts of the district are physical
extensions of the City of York (including part of the University).
Additional difficulties might be caused if the area near to York was
divided between counties on the basis of the present boundary. The
Commission considers that the information gained from this review
demonstrates that the district boundary between Selby and York will
need closer investigation, which should be undertaken after the issue
of Humberside has been resolved. It considers that Selby should not
be included in any option involving the creation of a new East
Yorkshire.

Change of name
85. In its Report No. 563, the Commission wondered whether a change
of name might assist Humberside in building up loyalty on both sides
of the Humber. In the current review, the Commission has received
many representations either calling for a change of name or
suggesting that such a change would satisfy others who have strong
feelings for the former county areas. This feeling was specially
strong in the north bank, where many individuals suggested that the
present Humberside could simply be called "East Yorkshire".
The
survey by RSGB showed, however, that a change of name commanded less
support than any of the other options - only 8% of those questioned
put it as their first choice.
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86. A change of name is a matter for the County Council itself, but
the Commission recognises that the choice of name would be difficult.
To recognise in the name the two areas of East Yorkshire and North
Lincolnshire would be to perpetuate a distinction between them. To
call the whole area "East Yorkshire" would alienate those on the
south bank more than the name "Humberside". The name "Humberside"
is important in describing the whole estuarial area, especially in
the pursuit of economic development. The Commission does not wish
to make any recommendations on this issue in the present review.
Other options
87. The vast majority of the submissions received referred to the
options published by the Commission, but there were other
suggestions. Several proposals were made for unitary authorities,
involving the abolition of county councils, or for Kingston upon Hull
to become a single tier authority. This is not feasible within the
remit of this review or, indeed, under present legislation. Some
individual submissions mentioned other possibilities, generally
tentatively.
There was, for example, a proposal for a new East
Yorkshire to include North Humberside,
Selby and York.
The
Commission has concluded that wider-ranging proposals than its own
options would not be conducive to effective and convenient local
government, because of the uncertainty and disruption which would be
caused over an even wider area. However, it has noted several places
where the boundaries of individual authorities may need to be
reviewed to resolve anomalies, and these are summarised later in this
letter.
APPLICATION OF THE CRITERIA
88. The Commission has gone on to examine the evidence before it
in terms of the three strands of its criteria as set out in paragraph
47.
The wishes of the people
89. The Commission notes that the deep-seated loyalty to traditional
areas is amply demonstrated by both the representations and the
survey conducted by RSGB. 62% of all residents in the survey want
a change from the present county, and 64% of residents of the north
bank want some sort of "Yorkshire" solution. In the south bank, the
preferences seem more finely balanced, but even here, 59% of
residents want a solution involving an enlarged Lincolnshire or a new
North Lincolnshire.
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90. However the survey and the individual representations show deep
uncertainty about what should . replace Humberside:
there was no
consensus.
The RSGB survey showed no majority for any of the
options. The most favoured option for change (Option 3) was chosen
by 35% of those interviewed, but 36% chose to retain Humberside with
or without a change of name. The wish for change on the part of
those desiring it is largely justified by loyalty to the pre-1974
counties.
Both in the survey and in the letters received, the
Commission has become aware of the sense of belonging to "Yorkshire"
and "Lincolnshire", although it is often far from clear what those
words mean in people's minds. Indeed, many of the individual replies
from the north bank mentioned a dislike of Humberside and a desire
for "East Yorkshire" but failed to make it clear whether the East
Yorkshire would be Humberside north of the Humber, the former East
Riding (with Hull excluded), or just a change of name for the
existing county.
91. As a unit of administration, Humberside attracts more support.
The survey shows a high degree of satisfaction with the services
provided by the County Council, and many of the individual
representations in support of the county cited the services provided
as reasons for that support. It seems clear that awareness of
Humberside is strong, even though many people have not accepted it.
92.
The response from both the survey of preferences and the
representations received in this review indicates that people,
especially on the north bank, do not fully realise that the pre-1974
pattern of local government cannot be restored. The RSGB data also
shows that many of those supporting the East Yorkshire option are
doing so because they favour a return to old boundaries, especially
those of the East Riding. A third of those choosing an East
Yorkshire Option (3 or 4) on the north bank indicated that this was
a reason for their choice. However, an old East Riding excluding
Hull cannot be restored. This may be an important consideration in
people's views of the future. In the RSGB survey, for example, a
majority of those surveyed felt that Hull had too much influence
over Humberside. The dominance of Hull in any new East Yorkshire
implied under Option 3 or 4 would in fact be increased - from 30%
of Humberside's population to 45% of East Yorkshire's.
The pattern of community life
93. The Commission notes that Humberside is largely a self-contained
area, exhibiting relatively few links for employment, education,
shopping or leisure purposes with other areas. The western part,
in Boothferry, has some links with South Yorkshire, but in general
community links with both North Yorkshire and Lincolnshire are small.
The degree of self-containment also applies to the parts of
Humberside, except the west, as there is little interaction across
the Humber Bridge (except from Glanford to the north bank), while
each main urban area acts as a focus for its own hinterland. To that
extent, the River Humber is a barrier, and although the bridge has
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enabled movements to be made across the estuary since 1981, a
combination of high tolls and geographical distance has so far
inhibited extensive interaction..
94. Humberside County Council has not provided the Commission with
information on community organisations which have adapted the current
boundaries of Humberside, but the Commission has received letters
from many organisations and voluntary groups supporting the County
Council.
Lincolnshire County Council provided a list of
organisations crossing the boundary and incorporating the south bank
of the Humber. The Commission has also received letters from firms
and organisations who regard the old names - especially "Yorkshire"
and "East Riding" - as particularly important for business or
identity.
However, it is aware of the efforts which Humberside
County Council appears to have made to support groups within the
county as of those who have forged a new identity based on the area
of Humberside. At the least, this suggests that, over time, patterns
of community life will develop which encompass both banks, whether
they be youth organisations, sports bodies or social and welfare
groups.
The effective operation of local authority and associated services
95. When considering the operation of local authority services, the
Commission attempts to discount any difference between authorities
caused by the exercise of political choice, rather considering
whether any aspect of service provision is directly affected by the
size and shape of the local authority concerned or its boundaries.
Therefore, the fact that Humberside County Council chooses to spend
more on services than Lincolnshire and North Yorkshire is not
necessarily an indication of a problem in any one of the counties,
still less one that would be amenable to boundary change.
It may
also, of course, reflect the differing nature of the areas for which
they are responsible. The Commission appreciates that some people
may consider different patterns of spending desirable in principle
but recognises that it is up to each authority to decide its
priorities, within financial regimes set by central government.
Arguments against Humberside based on comparisons of rate burdens or
spending levels are not therefore valid unless it can be shown that
the shape of Humberside itself is the cause.
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96. The Commission has carefully considered the evidence presented
to it on service provision. It regards the arguments put forward by
Humberside County Council as impressive, and concludes that the
County Council has created an effective organisation serving both
banks despite the fact that it is a relatively new county and that
the Humber Bridge did not open until 1981. The Commission notes that
letters have been received from residents of both banks, and from
organisations, complimenting the Council on its approach to service
delivery. In certain services, for example, education and economic
development the County Council appears to have made a positive
impact.
This is confirmed by .the high level of satisfaction with
council services reported in the RSGB study. Furthermore the area
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of Boothferry, which would have to be split under any of the options
for change, also appears to have become an effective administrative
unit.
97.
The Commission has found less persuasive and substantial
evidence in favour of their cause in the representations from those
who wish to see Humberside abolished.
Lincolnshire County Council
stressed the effectiveness of its service delivery in relation to the
level of its rates, but did not address how services would be more
effectively provided to the south bank of the Humber if it, rather
. than Humberside, was to be the responsible authority.
The action
groups concentrated more on traditional loyalties than on service
provision.
While claiming that savings could be made by the
abolition of Humberside, no details were given on how these might
arise, beyond the assumption that the Humber is a barrier which must
increase costs.
The North Lincolnshire Association advocated a
separate North Lincolnshire, rather than an enlarged Lincolnshire,
and claimed that the resulting county would not be too small for the
effective provision of services.
98. The Commission does not feel that any convincing case against
Humberside has been made when considering the effectiveness of local
government services. It has studied the Arup study carefully to see
whether any case can be made for substantial savings if Humberside
was to be abolished. That report does not suggest any clear savings.
The consultants point out that service provision is often already
effectively decentralised, and located on each bank, and it is only
the 'core' (or higher management) functions which are centrally
located. They note that there would be, in addition to transition
costs, extra running costs which would be incurred if any of the
alternatives to Humberside were to be implemented.
99. The Commission has carefully considered the costs identified
by the consultants. It is of the view that while the actual level
of costs is inevitably dependent on the assumptions made, the
relative order of costs for each option is unlikely to change. That
savings can only be found if some extreme assumptions about 'core'
functions are adopted is, to the Commission, an indication that there
will be no dramatic savings or economies to be made from the
abolition of Humberside. Indeed, as the consultants show, there can
be significant increases in costs under some options.
100. There is no clear evidence that bodies outside local government
such as the public utilities would in practice find any alternative
to Humberside easier to deal with. In the case of the Police the
information available suggests that, if Humberside were to be
abolished, a joint force might well need to be established, under at
least some options.
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THE MOST FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE OPTION
101. The Commission is satisfied that the result of the study of
costs and benefits indicate the broad order of costs that might be
incurred on moving to each option. The Commission considers that the
overall level of costs of change needs to be judged against the
annual levels of expenditure of Humberside County Council.
It
considers that it would not be sufficient to rule out change if there
was a compelling reason to undertake it in the interests of more
effective and convenient local government.
102. From the study of costs the results of the opinion study, and
from the representations, taken together, the Commission concluded
that if there was any option likely to bring about more effective and
convenient local government in Humberside, this would be Option 3.
The Commission has therefore examined this option with particular
care.
103.
The Commission feels that it is important that all those
involved in the future of Humberside, and those likely to respond to
this draft conclusions letter, fully understand the nature of this
alternative, especially as it cannot include the restoration of
former local authorities which so many remember with affection. The
components of option 3 would be:East Yorkshire - the districts of :(i)

Boothferry (except the Isle of Axholme)

(ii)

East Yorkshire

(iii)

the East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley

(iv)

Holderness

(v)

Kingston upon Hull

This would be the ninth smallest English county, with a population
of about 540,000. Kingston upon Hull would be the largest district,
with a population of about 250,000.
Enlarged Lincolnshire - the districts of :(i)

Boston

(ii)

Cleethorpes

(iii)

East Lindsey
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(iv)

Glanford (including the Isle of Axholme)

(v)

Great Grimsby

(iv)

Lincoln

(vii)

North Kesteven

(viii) Scunthorpe
(ix)

South Holland

(x)

South Kesteven

(xi)

West Lindsey

This would form the second largest English county in terms of area,
with 876,000 population, the South Humberside area adding about 50%
to the present population of the existing county.
104. On the north bank, the creation of East Yorkshire would not be
likely to give rise to many discontinuities, because Humberside and
its administration already exists there, although there would be
disruption and the influence of Hull would increase. The south bank
would face much more fundamental change. In the south bank neither
the County of Parts of Lindsey nor the County Borough of Grimsby
would be re-created. South Humberside would effectively lose county
administration from Beverley and gain it from Lincoln, as part of a
different county council. By the same token, the addition of both
the population of South Humberside and its industrial area to
Lincolnshire would cause changes to that county as a whole.
105. The Commission notes that the Arup study suggests that, on the
basis of keeping service levels constant, the costs of the enlarged
Lincolnshire would outweigh the savings from a slimmed down East
Yorkshire because of the need to graft the services currently
provided to South Humberside on to those of Lincolnshire. Evidence
from the RSGB study suggests that South Humberside is at present only
weakly connected with Lincolnshire in several important aspects of
community life. The Commission would wish to be satisfied that by
making changes to the county pattern, the partial sense of separation
of the south bank from North Humberside would not be replaced by a
sense of separateness from the remainder of Lincolnshire, especially
in the towns and ports which at present look to the estuary.
106.
The Commission is aware that, when the county was created,
there was considerable hope that Humberside would be an area of
extensive economic and population growth. In the event, the hopedfor growth has not yet taken place - population has remained broadly
static - although industrial sites have continued to be developed.
The Humber Bridge was completed late, and was not ready until some
years after the County Council began work. The failure of these
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hopes is taken in some of the representations to be a reason for the
county's abolition, together with the fact that the use of the bridge
has not seemed to unite the county. The results of the RSGB study
show the lack of interaction across the estuary. On the other hand,
the Commission has received evidence from port and commercial
interests supporting the continuation of Humberside County Council,
on the grounds that the estuary needs now as much as ever to be
planned and developed as a whole. Option 3 would impose upon East
Yorkshire and Lincolnshire a separate responsibility to plan for
each bank of the river, and while there is no reason to believe that
each authority would not do this effectively within its own area, the
question is whether a more unified approach is not required.
107. The Commission considers that, on balance, there are several
advantages in retaining the estuary in one authority. Firstly, port
operators and commercial bodies appear to have come together on both
banks and this would be discouraged by a split.
Secondly, if
emergency services on both banks of the Humber continue to be the
responsibility of a single county authority, it will avoid the need
for co-ordinating machinery to ensure adequate cover. Thirdly, the
promotion of the estuary will be subject to some disruption during
at least a transitional period.
108. The Commission is aware of the generally held view that the
number is the last of the major estuaries in the country which
remains to be fully developed. Significant amounts of land are
available for industrial and .commercial developments. There is scope
for increased trade through the four main ports and many private
wharves on both sides of the river.
Investment in highways has
resulted in a high quality network of roads serving all the urban
areas and the ports. The evidence before the Commission has persuaded
it that the area as a whole has considerable potential and it would
seem untimely to be contemplating structural change leading to a
division of responsibilities for the area's development, especially
in the light of the expanded European market of 1992 and the efforts
the existing authorities are making to accelerate economic growth
on the east coast of England,
109. The Commission understands that loyalties to old counties are
deeply felt, but considers that the weight to be given to them cannot
be divorced from the age of residents.
Both Humberside County
Council and Immingham Town Council refer to the reducing number of
people who have any experience of the old county structures, either
because they have moved into the area since 1974, or because they are
not old enough to have been aware of the previous administrative
units. In the RSGB survey the younger age groups (those aged less
than 35) were more likely to be in favour of Humberside and to feel
some identity with the county. Younger groups are also more likely
to have experience of the most expensive service (education) either
because they themselves were educated in Humberside or because they
have children at school.
The survey was designed to canvass
opinions from adults.
There could have been difficulties in
achieving the necessary response rate if under 18' s had been
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included. Knowledge of local authorities probably grows with age but
the views of the young are important. Several letters maintain that
if under 18's had been surveyed, they would have given a more
positive response to Humberside.
110. The Commission considers that, to the extent that traditional
loyalty to a county might help to make local government more
effective and convenient, there could be a case for reverting to the
nearest available equivalent to the re-creation of the old counties.
This would be Option 3. However, the Commission sees its duty as
making proposals which will fit not only the present but also the
future, especially as any proposals, if implemented, would take time
to come about and settle down after a period of transition.
It
recognises that deeply felt loyalties to the old counties will remain
but old memories of past patterns of administration will fade and
more people will look to Humberside as their local government area.
The Commission said in Report No. 563 that it had sympathy with the
view that Humberside should be given an undisturbed opportunity to
build up the necessary long-term loyalty to the new county on both
sides of the Humber, and it has received no evidence to convince it
that it should change that view.
THE COMMISSIONS INTERIM CONCLUSIONS
111. The Commission's previous Report No. 563 noted the longstanding
and strongly held feelings of alienation towards Humberside on the
part of large numbers of its residents. It said that this could call
for a re-examination of the justification for the authority's
existence.
The Secretary of State's direction required precisely
such an examination because he requested consideration of the
abolition of the County Council and the examination of alternative
patterns of county administration. The further review has allowed
a more detailed investigation of Humberside than was possible in the
first review; in particular, it has provided an opportunity for the
Commission to test alternatives to the present county of Humberside.
112. From the representations and the studies, the Commission has
concluded that the only realistic alternative option under present
forms of local government would be a new East Yorkshire and an
enlarged Lincolnshire.
The Commission has considered all the
submissions and representations put to it in the course of the
review, but has reached the interim conclusion that, on the evidence,
that alternative would be no better able to provide effective and
convenient local government than the present Humberside County
Council. Change would cause disruption for no clear benefit to local
government.
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113. The Commission recognises that traditional loyalties are deeply
felt towards Yorkshire and Lincolnshire. A return to Yorkshire and
Lincolnshire might, judging from the submissions and representations,
represent a gain beyond price for many of those wishing for such a
restoration.
However, such loyalties should be able to co-exist
with support for Humberside as an administrative unit encompassing
the whole estuary, already accepted as providing good services and
for which the original justification will, in the Commission's view,
grow stronger with time.
114.
The Commission therefore proposes no radical change to
Humberside. It reiterates the hope expressed in Report No. 563, that
the county should be given the opportunity to build up long term
loyalty on both sides of the Humber.
"Second order" boundary issues
115. During the course of this review, the Commission has become
aware of several boundary issues which need attention. It does not
propose to deal with them in this review, because to do so would
prolong the uncertainty over the future of Humberside County Council,
which the Commission regards as undesirable in the interests of
effective and convenient local government. However, it intends, when
resources permit, to examine the following boundary issues, but only
after it has reported on Humberside to the Secretary of State.
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(i)

The Humberside/Lincolnshire boundary.
The Commission has been made aware of the difficulties this
boundary causes locally and proposes that it should be
investigated to see whether a clearer and more convenient
boundary can be identified.

(ii)

The Boroughs of Cleethorpes and Great Grimsby.
The Commission has already made some enquiries about the
boundary which cuts through the single area of Cleethorpes
and Grimsby and will return to consider it.

(iii)

The Boroughs of Glanford and Scunthorpe
The Commission has been requested to review this boundary,
which passes through the urban area of Scunthorpe, and
will consider this request.

(iv)

i
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The District of Selby and the City of York.
The evidence received in this review suggests that the
boundary of York contains many anomalies which should be
investigated.
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(v)

The Humberside/South Yorkshire boundary

The Commission has already indicated that it will consider
proposals for the boundary between the Boroughs of
Boothferry and Doncaster in the context of its review of
the Metropolitan County of South Yorkshire.

CONSULTATION AND PUBLICITY

116. Section 60(2) of the Local Government Act 1972 requires the
Commission to consult the council of any local government area
affected by a review; any bodies representative of staff employed by
local authorities who have asked to be consulted; and such other
persons or bodies as it thinks fit. It is also required to take such
steps as it thinks fit for securing that persons who may be
interested are informed of any draft proposals or any interim
decision not to make proposals, and of the place where the proposals
or decision can be inspected.
It must deposit copies of those
proposals, or the decision, for inspection over a specified period
at the offices of any principal council whose area may be affected,
and to take into consideration any representations made to it during
that period.
117. Copies of this letter are accordingly being sent to the persons
and bodies listed in Appendix 1 to this letter. Further copies may
if necessary be obtained from the address at the head of this letter.
Copies will be supplied on request to any body representative of
staff employed by the authorities, and to any person or body
requesting one.
118. The Commission requests the assistance of the three County
Councils in giving wider publicity to its interim decision. It asks
them to arrange at the earliest opportunity for publication of a
notice in the form of Appendix 2 (suitably completed) for two
successive weeks. As soon as the notice has been published for the
second time a cutting of each insertion should be sent to the
Commission with a note of the newspaper in which it was published and
the date of publication.
The cost of these insertions will be
reimbursed by the Commission on receipt of the County Councils'
invoices.
119. The local authorities listed in Annex A are requested to place
copies of this letter on deposit for inspection at their main offices
for a period of six weeks. Both they and the other local authorities
listed at Appendix 1 are also asked to place a copy of the notice on
display at places where public notices are customarily displayed.
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Comments on Commission's interim decision
120. The Commission invites comments on its interim decision. Any
persons or bodies wishing to make comments are asked to observe the
following points:-

a) it is helpful to the Commission to have full reasons why its
interim decision is being either supported or opposed;
b) if the reasons are already contained in earlier documents
in the possession of the Commission it will be sufficient to
refer to these although additional material can of course be
included with the letter; otherwise the letter should put
forward a fully reasoned argument;
c) any response should make absolutely clear which option is
being supported or argued against; reference should be made to
the options set out in Annex B wherever possible.
Reassessment of interim decision
121 . The Commission will reassess its interim decision in the light
of all the written representations it receives. If it finds that it
then has sufficient information to reach a conclusion it will
announce this in the form of a report to the Secretary of State for
the Environment. If it considers that additional consultations are
required, it may seek further views.
Exchange of information

122. The principal parties (listed in Annex A) are requested to send
copies of their comments to each other. Other local authorities,
including parish councils, are asked to send copies of their comments
to the County Councils of Humberside, Lincolnshire and North
Yorkshire.
Closin

date fnv

123. The Commission asks that all comments should be forwarded to
it at the above address quoting "Section H" as soon as possible and
in any case not later than 20 April 1990.
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Enquiries
124.
Any enquiries about this letter should be addressed to
Mr D J Orchard or Mr R A Calcutt on 01 238 5013.

Yours faithfully

S T GARRISH
Secretary
ENCS.

Appendix 1

List of persons and bodies to whom
copies of this letter are being sent

Appendix 2

Public Notice

Annex A

List of Principal Parties

Annex B (i) "»

Terms of Reference for the study of
costs and benefits

Annex B (ii) -

Terms of Reference for the study of
attitudes and preferences

Annex C

Summary of the study of costs and
benefits

Annex D

-

Summary of the study of attitudes and
preferences
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APPENDIX

1

RECIPIENTS OF THE COMMISSION'S INTERIM DECISION LETTER
The Chief Executives of:
Humberside County Council
Lincolnshire County Council
Korth Yorkshire County Council
Nottinghamshire County Council
Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough Council
The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council
Holderness Borough Council
Kingston upon Hull City Council
Scunthorpe Borough Council
Bassetlaw District Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
Ryedale District Council
Selby District Council
Scarborough Borough Council
Boston Borough Council
East Lindsey District Council
Kesteven District Council
South Holland District Council
West Lindsey District Council
The East Yorkshire Action Group
The North Lincolnshire Association
The Yorkshire Ridings Society
The Clerk of the Parish or Town Council, or Chairman of the
Parish Meeting
of all parishes in Humberside and of those parishes in the
Counties
of Lincolnshire, North Yorkshire
and the
Metropolitan Borough of Doncaster which have commented in
this review.
The Rt. Hon. Michael Alison, KP
Mr Joe Ashton, MP
Mr Michael Brown, MP
Mr James Cran, MP
Mr David Davis, MP
Mr John Greenway, MP
Mr Edward Leigh, MP
Mr Kevin McNamara, MP
Mr Austin Mitchell,MP

Mr Elliot Morley, MP
Mr John L Prescott, MP
Mr Stuart Randall, MP
Sir Michael Shaw, JP, DL, MP

(Selby)
(Bassetlaw)
(Brigg and Cleethorpes)

(Beyerley)
(Boothferry)
(Ryedale)
(Gainsborough and Homcastle)
(Kingston upon Hull North)
(Great Grimsby)
(Glanford and Scunthorpe)
(Kingston upon Hull East)
(Kingston upon Hull West)
(Scarborough)

Sir Peter Tapsell, HP
Mr John Townend, MP

The Rt. Hon. Harold Walker, MP
Mr Mick Welsh, MP

(Lindsey East)
(Bridlington)
(Doncaster Central)
(Doncaster North)

The Earl of Halifax
The Lord Lieutenant of numberside
Headquarters
Headquarters
Headquarters
Headquarters

of
of
of
of

the
the
the
the

Conservative Party
Labour Party
Social Democrat Party
Social and Liberal Democrat Party

Department of Education and Science
The East Midlands Regional Office, Departments of Environment and
Transport
The Yorkshire and Humberside Regional Office, Departments of
Environment and Transport
Department of Health
Department of Social Security

Regional Administrator, Trent Regional Health Authority
Regional Administrator, Yorkshire Regional Health Authority
Headquarters, British Telecom
The Secretary, Eastern, East Midlands, North Eastern, North
Western, Yorkshire Electricity Board/s
The Secretary, East Midlands, Northern, North Eastern, North
Western Gas Board/s

The Chief Executive, Anglian, Northumbrian, North West, SevernTrent, Yorkshire, York Water Company, Water Authority/ies
The Yorkshire and Humberside Tourist Board
Port Authorities in Humberside and Selby
Editors, Municipal Journal and Local Government Chronicle
Local TV and radio stations serving the areas

The
The
The
The
The
The

Editors of
Secretary,
Secretary,
Secretary,
Secretary,
Secretary,
and Wales
The Secretary,
and Wales
The Secretary,

local newspapers circulating in the area
Association of County Councils
National Association of Local Councils
County Associations of Local Councils
Association of District Councils
Association of Chief Police Officers for England
Police Superintendents' Association for England
Police Federation for England and Wales

APPENDIX
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGIAND

FURTHER REVIEW OF HUKBERSIDE
NOTICE OF AN INTERIM DECISION TO MAKE HO pRQPOf!frT.S

NOTICE IS GIVEN that the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England is carrying out a further review of numberside at the
request of the Secretary of State for the Environment who, on 17
March 1989, directed the Commission to reconsider the possibility
of radical change to the County in the light of the intensity
of feeling expressed against its continued existence at the time
of the Commission's first review in 1988.
After considering the various options and other suggestions for
change, the Commission is of the view that the arguments
supporting the retention of Humberside outweigh those favouring
its abolition. It has concluded that the interests of effective
and convenient local government in the area would best be served
by retaining the existing County of Humberside. The Commission
has, therefore, decided not to make any proposals for radical
change.
Copies of the Commission's letter explaining its interim decision
can be inspected during office hours at the offices of the County
Councils of Humberside, Lincolnshire and North Yorkshire at:
[Please insert office addresses]
or at the main offices of the Borough and District Councils of
Beverley, Boothferry, Cleethorpes, East Yorkshire, Glanford,
Great Grimsby, Holderness, Kingston upon Hull, Scunthorpe and
Selby. Copies of the Commission's letter have also been sent
to every parish council in Humberside and to parish councils in
the neighbouring counties which commented. Further copies are
available from the Commission's office, address below.
Any comments on the Commission's interim decision should be made,
in writing, to:
The Secretary

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
(Section H)
20 Albert Embankment

London
SEl 7TJ

quoting reference LGBC/J/20 so as to arrive not later than 20
April 1990.
S T GARRISH
Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission
March 1990

ANNEX

THE PRINCIPAL PARTIES

Humberside County Council

Lincolnshire County Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough Council
The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council
Holderness Borough Council
Kingston upon Hull city Council

Scunthorpe Borough Council
Selby District Council

The East Yorkshire Action Group
The North Lincolnshire Association
The Yorkshire Ridings Society
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ANNEX

B(i)

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE STUDY OF THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF
ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE OF HUMBERSIDE CARRIED OUT BY
ARUP ECONOMIC CONSULTANTS
The study will assess the likely costs and benefits of changes
to the pattern of local government administration in Humberside,
having regard to the following options:
1.
The maintenance of the present administrative
Humberside.

county of

2.
The enlargement of the administrative county of North
Yorkshire by the addition of the Borough of East Yorkshire, the
East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley, the Borough of Holderness and
the city of Kingston upon Hull, together with the Borough of
Boothferry, excepting the Isle of Axholme.
The enlargement of the administrative county of Lincolnshire by
the addition of the Borough of Cleethorpes, the Borough of
Glanford, the Borough of Great Grimsby and the Borough of
Scunthorpe, together with the Isle of Axholme part of the Borough
of Boothferry.
3. The creation of a new administrative county of East Yorkshire
to include the Borough of East Yorkshire, the East Yorkshire
Borough of Beverley, the Borough of Holderness and the City of
Kingston upon Hull, together with the Borough of Boothferry
excepting the Isle of Axholme, and with or without the inclusion
of the District of Selby.
The enlargement of the administrative county of Lincolnshire by
the addition of the Borough of Cleethorpes, the Borough of
Glanford, the Borough of Great Grimsby and the Borough of
Scunthorpe, together with the Isle of Axholme part of the Borough
of Boothferry.
4. The creation of a new administrative county of East Yorkshire
to include the Borough of East Yorkshire, the East Yorkshire
Borough of Beverley, the Borough of Holderness and the City of
Kingston upon Hull, together with the Borough of Boothferry,
excepting the Isle of Axholme, and with or without the inclusion
of the District of Selby.
The creation of a new administrative county in North Lincolnshire
to include the Borough of Cleethorpes, the Borough of Glanford,
the Borough of Great Grimsby and the Borough of Scunthorpe,
together with the Isle of Axholme part of the Borough of
Boothferry.

The study will identify the main costs and benefits to. the areas
administered by all the authorities involved, with reference to:
i) the provision and administration of county services
under each option;
ii)

the transitional costs of moving to each option.

The Study will report to the Local Government Boundary Commission
for England, which will publish a summary of its findings in
furtherance of its review of the County of Humberside. The study
will be completed within four months.

ANNEX

B(ii)

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE STUDY OF ATTITUDES AND PREFERENCES FOR
ALTERNATIVE PATTERNS OF COUNTIES IN THE HUMBERSIDE AREA CARRIED
OUT BY RESEARCH SURVEYS OF GREAT BRITAIN
The study will discover and assess, using a sample survey, the
attitudes and preferences of local residents of 18 and over
towards the existing pattern and alternative patterns of local
government administration in Humberside, having regard to the
following options:
l(a) The maintenance of the present administrative county
of numberside.
(b) If so, with or without a change in the county's name.
2 (a) The enlargement of the administrative county of North
Yorkshire by the addition of the Borough of East Yorkshire,
the East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley, the Borough of
Holderness and the City of Kingston upon Hull together with
the Borough of Boothferry, excepting the Isle of Axholme.
(b)
The enlargement of the administrative county of
Lincolnshire by the addition of th« Borough of Cleethorpes,
the Borough of Glanford, the Borough of Great Grimsby and
the Borough of Scunthorpe, together with the Isle of Axholme
part of the Borough of Boothferry.
3(a) The creation of a new administrative county of East
Yorkshire to include the areas specified in 2 (a) above,
distinguishing with or without the inclusion of the District
of Selby.
(b)
The enlargement of the administrative county of
Lincolnshire by the addition of the areas specified in 2 (b)
above.
4(a)
The creation of a new administrative county of East
Yorkshire as specified in 3(a) above.
(b) the creation of a new administrative county of North
Lincolnshire to include the areas specified in 2(b) above.
The study will seek to establish and assess the sense of identity
and loyalty felt towards Humberside and other geographical areas,
and that which is likely to be engendered by each of the
alternatives.

The area to be covered by the study is the County of Humberside
and the District of Selby. The study is to be so conducted as
to allow the views expressed by residents of the following subareas to be separately identified:
i)

Selby

ii)
iii)

Boothferry, excluding the Isle of Axholme
the Isle of Axholme

iv)
v)

Hull
The remainder of numberside, north of the Humber

vi)
vii)

Gr imsby/Scunthorpe/Immingham/Cleethorpes
The remainder of Humberside south of the Humber.

The study report will be made to the Local Government Boundary
Commission for England which will publish a summary of its
findings in furtherance of its review of the County of
Humberside. The study shall be completed within 15 weeks.
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SUMMARY OP THE STODY OF THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF ALTERNATIVE
OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE OF HUMBERSIDE

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarises the findings of one of the two research studies
which have been commissioned by the Local Government Boundary Commission
for England into the implications of alternative patterns of county
administration in the area of the County of Humberside. It considers the
costs and benefits of alternative county arrangements, focusing
principally on local government services. (The other study is being
undertaken by RSGB and consists of an attitudes and preferences social
survey into the issues of identity and loyalty of possible county
reorganisation in the Humberside area.)
Both studies have arisen from a direction given on 17 March 1989 by the
Secretary-of State for the Environment, following his consideration of
the Commission's Humberside Report of July 1988, that the Commission
should reconsider their proposal of no fundamental change to the
Humberside County boundaries. The Secretary of State gave the Commission
guidance about options he wished to be reviewed further, based on the
radical proposal of dissolving the present. County of Humberside. He
stressed the need for the Commission to take account of the costs and
benefits of possible alternative arrangements as compared with
maintaining the status
Arup Economic Consultants (AEC) were appointed in July 1989 to undertake
this cost benefit study and report to the Commission in December 1989.
The study was intended to help the Commission meet the Secretary of
State's requirements. It is hoped that the study will contribute to the
understanding and hence recommendations that the Commission itself will
mske following its further review of Humberside.
The cost benefit study is a discrete piece of work covering the main
costs and benefits of alternative arrangements, focusing on county
services and the implications for other agencies of county level changes
It is not an attempt to examine all the relevant factors which the
Commission must consider when carrying out its remit of assessing
"effective and convenient local government" in the Humberside area.
The Brief

The study was intended to include both the transitional costs of moving
from one form of working organisation to another and the longer term
running costs and benefits of the provision and administration of county
services that would arise when restructuring was complete. It was to
exclude costs or benefits arising from differences in policy or
efficiency between the existing authorities, as well as any differences
that might arise from rates or community charge levels.

The task was to quantify the differences between the options as far as
possible in monetary terms, and to itemise any differences between
options which could not be quantified in this way. The results were to
be presented in constant 1989 prices.
The following options were included in the cost benefit analysis:
1.

The maintenance of the present administrative County of
Humberside. This is the datum alternative for purposes of
comparison.

2.

The dissolution of Humberside and subsequent enlargement of the
administrative Counties of North Yorkshire and Lincolnshire as far
as the Humber Estuary.

3a.

The dissolution of Humberside and subsequent creation of a new
administrative County of East Yorkshire to the north of the Humber
Estuary and enlargement of the administrative County of
Lincolnshire to the south.

3b.

As for 3a, but with the inclusion of the District of Selby which
currently is within North Yorkshire into East Yorkshire.

4a.

The dissolution of Humberside and subsequent creation of a new
administrative County of East Yorkshire to the north and a new
administrative County of North Lincolnshire to the south of the
Humber Estuary.

4b.

As for 4a, but with the inclusion of the District of Selby into
East Yorkshire.

Map 1 illustrates the geographical patterns of these options.
In all options, apart from maintenance of the present arrangements, the.
District of Boothferry would be divided, with the area of the Isle of
Axholme merging with- the District of Glanford in the County of
Lincolnshire or North Lincolnshire and the remainder of Boothferry
remaining as a District in the County of North Yorkshire or East
Yorkshire.
The new County of North Lincolnshire would be the third smallest by
population and area. The enlarged North Yorkshire would be fifth largest
by population and would be the largest by area, exceeding the next
largest by some 60%. Accordingly, to the extent that scale influences
the costs of administering and delivering services, whether measured by
volume of activity or by geographical size, this is a factor which was
expected to be reflected explicitly in the analysis.
At this time county level functions are in a state of transition and
change as a result of many national level policy initiatives.
The
changes generally reflect centralisation of powers to Central Government,
recasting of local government powers and decentralisation within local
authorities. Many county departments are in the process of
reorganisation to reflect these changes, most noticeably in education and
social services. The analysis needed to take account of these influences
and reorganisations.
ii

Study Approach

The study comprised three main stages.
1.

Investigation, quantified as far as possible, of current service
delivery for all services by Humberside, Lincolnshire and North
Yorkshire County Councils, and the links these counties have with
the services and organisation of other public bodies, including
the public utilities.

2.

Identification of how the county level services would be delivered
for each of the options, and how these in turn would impact on
other public bodies.

3.

Assessment of each option's costs, or more specifically the cost
differences from the existing arrangements.

The first of these tasks was essentially a fact-finding exercise in order
to establish the methods of service delivery and the resources and assets
which are available to the county departments concerned to achieve their
service delivery objectives.
The second task required the study team to set out a number of
hypothetical service delivery systems under each of the alternative
csur.ty administrative arrangements.
The third task was then to take each of the delivery systems for each
option and assess the differences, principally differences in costs,
betveer, these hypothetical arrangements and those that would be incurred
if the existing county organisation was retained.
The consultants carried out discussions with each of the three county
councils and all the districts which would be affected by one or more of
the options. The purpose of these discussions was to enable the
consultants to describe the present arrangements and to gather
ir.fcr.T.ation on the service patterns which might be appropriate under each
option. At the point of receipt of service, it is assumed existing
levels of service would be maintained. The consultants acknowledge the
reecy co-operation from all the councils concerned, and the supply of
valuable information. But all assumptions, assessments and conclusions
or. service delivery and administrative arrangements which might be
required under each option have been made by the consultants. The
results have not been discussed with the local authorities. Other bodies,
such as government departments and the public utilities, were also
consulted on particular issues of cost or benefit change arising from the
proposals.' Literature relating to previous local government
reorganisations was reviewed.
Transitional Costs

?ive main categories of transitional costs were identified for inclusion
in the analysis, and a number of lesser costs.
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Planning and implementation costs. It was assumed that authorities would
set up working parties with a few dedicated officers to sort out what had
to be done to merge or split existing administrations and to oversee the
changes. Previous reorganisations suggested that in the case of a new
County of North Lincolnshire, a shadow administration would be set up
before formal handover.
Personnel costs. Any reorganisation would involve changes in the number
of posts with redundancy and recruitment implications, and costs
associated with posts being moved from one County Hall to another.
Investment costs. In the case of the enlarged counties, HQ buildings
would have to be extended and in the case of a new North Lincolnshire, a
new HQ building would be required. Some of these costs could be offset
by sale of surplus premises. Similar considerations arise in computing
and communications. Existing systems may not be compatible so new
investment would be required, only partially offset in some cases by sale
of existing equipment. There were a number of "local" investment issues
to consider, such as provision of facilities and area offices.
Disruption. Planning and implementation of change would absorb senior
manpower and as a consequence operating efficiency, particularly in
Humberside, would be adversely affected.
cts on other bodies. Any change in county organisations would impose
•some costs on bodies which normally liaise or work closely with them,
such as districts and Health Authorities.
In addition, any changes to boundaries' would also give rise to the need
for both an electoral review and possibly new elections before they would
otherwise have taken place. Finally, after transition was complete, the
new counties would need to conduct a policy review in all principal
departments in order to reconcile policies over their* administrations.
Most transitional costs are assumed to be incurred in the year prior to
and immediately following any reorganisation, but some extend up to four:
years after any change. Accordingly, transitional costs have been
discounted to a net present value (NPV) using the Treasury test discount
rate of 6*.
Transitional costs were estimated for each of the categories listed
above, with each category broken down further into several separate
items. Estimates were then made of both the quantities involved (eg
numbers of working parties, membership, numbers of meetings) and unit
costs (eg staff costs) to derive cost totals.

IV

Grouping all these categories of cost together produced the following ,
results:
Options
1
2
3a
3b
4a
4b

Transitional Costs (expressed as NPV)
£(OOOs)
datum
24,441
10,670
11,260 '
25,147
25,561

Running Costs

The running cost differences largely arise from the functions of managing
the county and its departments. These costs may be categorised into
staffing levels, including the add-on costs of overheads and
communications.

As a result of the work in the authorities, and also the evidence of the
literature review, the staffing focus was mainly on the core activities
of senior management and HQ functions. With only a few exceptions, the
analysis concluded that volume-related services on the ground, and the
resources required to deliver them, would remain unaffected by changes in
county structure until such times as policy is changed following the
policy review after reorganisation.
The core activities are those which are largely invariant between
different authorities and include the costs of administering an elected
local authority. Estimating the size of the core is ultimately a matter
which requires judgement based on information on the activities of posts
in the KQs. The approach therefore was to derive core estimates by
considering the functions of all main county departments in turn and
categorising the activities of posts. Those posts which were identified
as being the core were then costed for each option using appropriate
staff and overhead unit costs.
The results were as follows:

Additional Costs/[Savings] : Core Staffing1
£(OOOs) per annum
Option 1
2
3a
3b
4a
4b

datum
[2,315J
2,062
2,162
6,985
6,885

Note1 : Also includes a number of incidental items such as
differences in computing maintenance costs.

The communications costs aspect of running costs were found to vary as a
result of the accessibility differences between County Hall and the
various parts of the county and its facilities. Costs were assessed by
simulating the patterns of journeys made by staff and Members to and from
County Hall for each of the options, and applying unit costs of time and
car operating costs to the travel times and distances.
Members' costs
are about 4% of the total. The largest differences were found for the
enlarged County of North Yorkshire given its unique sire and the offcentre location of its County Hall in Northallerton. The following
results were obtained:
Additional Costs/[Savings] : Accessibility
£(OOOs) pex annum

Option 1
2

da tun
10,059

3a
3b
4a
4b

246
142
(1,739)
11,843]

Corr.bir.ing the staffing and incidental costs with accessibility costs
produced the following overall result:

Total Running Costs/[Savings]
£(OOOs) per annum
datum
7,744
2,306
2,304
5,246
5,042

Option 1
2
3a
3b
4a
4b
Sunzary of Results of Quantitative Analysis
Additional Costs/[Savings] £(OOOs)
Transitional Costs
(expressed as

present value)

net

Running Costs
per annum
(not discounted)

Option 1

datum

datum

Option 2

24,441

7,744

Option 3a

10,670

2,308

Option 3b

11,260

2,304

Option 4a

25,147

5,246

Option 4b

25,581

5,042

VI

The table indicates that all the options are more costly than the datum
alternative of maintaining the status quo for both transitional costs and
running costs.
Options 2 and 4a and 4b are of broadly comparable transitional costs at
£24-25 million. Options 4a and 4b, which consist of the division of.
Kurierside into two smaller counties, are disadvantaged mainly because of
the need to provide a new County Hall in North Lincolnshire. Option 2 is
disadvantaged on transitional cost grounds due to many factors operating
against it including large redundancy costs, computing and the costs of
planning and making the changes.
The running costs for Option 2 are relatively high at £7.7 million per
annum, a cost which arises mainly from the additional travel costs which
would be required in administering both of the enlarged counties, but
principally in the County of North Yorkshire. The accessibility cost
outweighs the savings that could be made on staffing.
This travel cost is a serious burden for the enlarged counties and
although it may be possible to reduce these costs by substituting other
forms of communication for personal trip making, or ultimately relocating
the North Yorkshire County Hall to a more central location (at some
cost), for the time being geographical size is a serious disadvantage of
this option.
The least expensive options, apart from the status quo, are 3a and 3b,
those involving the creation of a new County of East Yorkshire and an
enlargement of the County of Lincolnshire. The transitional costs for
these options are of the order of £11 million and there would be a cost
burden of around £2.3 million per annum, arising from net additional
staffing required plus some extra accessibility costs from Lincoln County
Hail to the south bank of the Estuary.
On this basis, the conclusion of this study is that retaining the County
cf HuTr.berside is cheaper on transitional cost grounds and on continuing
running costs, and the least costly alternative is the new County of East
Yorkshire with enlarged Lincolnshire.
The inclusion of Selby District into East Yorkshire would lead to a small
addition to transitional cost which would be offset by a small saving in
annual running costs for Option 4, the creation of East Yorkshire and
North Lincolnshire, but not for Option 3 involving the enlargement of
Lincolnshire.
Uneruantifled Items
The following items were not quantified in the cost benefit analysis.
The study did not attempt to quantify any costs or benefits which might
arise frorr- differences in the sense of identity and loyalty which
different options might engender and which are the subject of the RSGB
study.
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In the case of the transfer of the District of Selby to East Yorkshire
(Options 3b and 4b), the county boundary of East Yorkshire would extend
to approximately one mile from the city centre of York. This would mean
that there would be two counties that would need to be involved in detail
in the planning of York as well as several districts. There would be an
additional cost of co-ordination, and to the extent that policy
differences might arise between the counties there could be disruption to
the planning process itself. This would be an adverse consequence of
Options 3b and 4b, unless there was to be a further boundary review.
The County of Humberside can take a comprehensive view of developments
along the Estuary but, if abolished, there would be two county
administrations involved with this task. This might be an adverse
consequence of all alternatives to the status quo.
Linked to the planning issue, there is the question of the effectiveness
of economic promotion in the Humberside area. The study team was
impressed with the argument that during the transitional period, when the
new county administration arrangements were being implemented, promotion
of the area for economic development might suffer some disruption.
Given time it is likely that separate promotional activity would evolve
which would be no less.effective overall than existing arrangements.
Larger bureaucracies may tend to become less effective and efficient than
smaller ones over time because of the difficulty that senior management
has in keeping close contact with administration and control. Such an
argument would tend to add to the cost disadvantages associated with the
enlarged counties of North Yorkshire and Lincolnshire in Option 2.
There would be adjustments to the numbers of Members for some options.1
NO allowance has been made for this effect on costs.
S-siler counties, such as the new County of North Lincolnshire, are at a
disadvantage due to the reduced ability to offer specialist services, ;
recruit top quality staff, benefit from bulk purchasing and similar
limitations. This would be an adverse consequence of Options 4a and 4b..
Ir. the case of all options in comparison with the datum, statistical
series which are based on the boundaries of the existing administrations
would be interrupted.
A reduction in effectiveness may arise if two counties have to administer
the provision of emergency services on the Humber Estuary rather than the
single County of Humberside, as at present.
Consideration is being given to the provision of a new police HQ to
replace Humberside'E existing facilities in Hull. This might cost £20
million, although no provision has yet been made in capital programmes.
This is not included in the analysis. There might be long term savings
for Option 2 which would not require the new facility.
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There may be advantages to be included for all options in comparison with
the status quo arising from efficiency gains which are realised simply as
a result of the reorganisations which will be imposed on authorities.
These exclude changes in the level of service delivery, on policy
grounds, which were outside the scope of the study.
Sensitivity Analysis: Transitional Costs
Amongst the most uncertain of the items of transitional costs are the
estimates for disruption which are based on a percentage of the
Humberside annual GRE. If disruption costs are removed from the analysis
the transitional costs are as follows:
f(OOOs)
Central Assumptions
Option
Option
Option
CTption
Option
Option

1
2
3a
3b
4a
4b

Without Disruption
datum
20,550
6,780
7,370
. 21,258
21,690

datum
24,441
10,670
11,260
25,147
25,581

Sensitivity analysis: Running Costs
The most critical of the central assumptions for running costs is the
size of the core staffing for the counties. The study has assumed that
Hurierside's core needs to be "allocated" in each of the options.
However, the process of deciding on the extent to which core posts will
be required by other counties, particularly in Options 2 and 3 for
enlarged neighbouring counties, is based on the established HQ staffing
cf departments, and the apparent requirements given the counties'
responsibilities.
There is, in short, an element of judgement concerning the staffing
estimates for the counties. It seems appropriate, therefore, to subject
these judgements to sensitivity testing. It is possible that the size of
the Humberside core could be smaller than used in the central
assumptions, although probably it would not be much larger. Accordingly,
two tests using smaller cores have been carried out, as follows:
Test 1:

Only assistant chief officers and their associated
administrative support are assumed in the core for the
enlarged Counties of North Yorkshire and Lincolnshire, ie,
no core functions at all at middle management levels, but
the assumptions regarding the core for East Yorkshire and
North Lincolnshire remain the same as in the central
assumptions.

Test 2:

As for Test 1, but with the core for East Yorkshire and
North Lincolnshire also reduced to exclude middle
management. This may be regarded as the extreme case.
IX

The results of these tests are as follows:
£(OOOs per annum)
Central
Assumptions
datum
-2,315
2,062
2,162
6,985
6, BBS

Option 1
Option 2

Option 3a
Option 3b
Option 4a
Option 4b

Test 1

Test 2

datum

datum

-7,221
434
534

-7,221
-889

6,985
6,685

-789
4,482
4 ,382

The overall effects of these tests on total running costs, including
accessibility are as follows:
£(OOOs per annum)
Central
Assumptions
Option
Option
Option
Option
Option
Option

1
2
3a
3b
4a
4b

datum
7,744
2,308
2,304
5,246
5,042

Test 1
datum
2,638
680
676
5,246
5,042

Test 2
datum
2,836
-643
-647
2,743
2,539

Clearly, changes to assumptions concerning the size of the core are able
to alter the ranking of the options for running costs. Option 3 becomes
the preferred option, by a small margin. Interestingly, Option 2 is also
much improved by reducing the size of the core but the savings are
insufficient to outweigh the accessibility cost disadvantages of the
enlarged North Yorkshire.
Robustness of Results

The cost benefit analysis has been applied to particular options in the
Humberside area and it may well be the case that a better configuration
of counties exists than those considered. One concern is that an
enlarged Lincolnshire, which has some advantages, is being "packaged" in
Option 2 with an enlarged North Yorkshire which, because of its
geographical size, has more disadvantages, thereby ruling out the
savings that might otherwise be expected from the removal of a county.
In cost terms, Option 3a and 3b are the closest to the datum alternative.
On some of the assumptions used in the sensitivity tests, the cost
differences are small. Accordingly, it is possible that an option exists
which includes an enlarged Lincolnshire which would be advantaged for
rurjiinc costs.

Nevertheless, overall the findings of the quantitative analysis are not
sensitive to the precise delineation of county boundaries. Nor are the
results sensitive particularly to the inclusion or exclusion of local
areas into one county rather than another. The impact that the inclusion
or exclusion of Selby has in the case of East Yorkshire is comparatively
small, amounting to some £400-600,000 for transitional costs and around
£200/000 of savings on running costs for Option 4. Similarly the
partition of the District of Boothferry creates only small costs when
compared with the changes that are being contemplated at county level.
Nor is the outcome of the cost benefit analysis dependent on the socioeconomic composition of the county. This is largely because the services
to be delivered on the ground are assumed not to vary with the county;
only the management of the service delivery varies.
Transitional costs do vary quite considerably with the local conditions
in the counties concerned. For example, new counties require new County
Halls which are expensive, unless an existing facility can be used as is
the case with East Yorkshire at Beverley, and spare capacity within the
existing facilities as.is the case with the police HQ in Lincoln can lead
to saving? from reorganisation. Local issues such as these will mean that
the kind of result obtained in Humberside need not apply to
reorganisation in other areas.
Overall, therefore, the conclusions of the analysis are robust with
respect to the principal characteristics of Humberside and its
neighbouring counties. The results can be interpreted as applying to the
kinds of options which each of the alternatives represents, rather than
their precise characteristics.

Copies of the full report are available from the following
address on payment of £25 per copy (cheque with order):
Jennifer Kearney
Arup Economic Consultants
13 Fitzroy Street
LONDON W1P 6BQ
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SUMMARY OF THE STUDY OF ATTITODES AND PREFERENCES FOR ALTERNATIVE
PATTERNS OF COUNTIES IK THE HUMBERT DE AREA

1

SUMMARY

1.1

Introduction
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England commissioned
Research Surveys of Great Britain Limited (RSGB) to conduct a programme
of survey research to investigate the attitudes towards and preferences for the
future pattern of counties on Humberside. The study was carried out among
residents of the County and the neighbouring District of Selby
The study arises from a direction given by the Secretary of State for the
Environment to the Boundary Commission to carry out a further review of the
future of Humberside. In particular, the Commission was asked to investigate
the radical option of abolishing the County of Humberside and to study the
feasibility and support for possible alternative arrangements.
The research consisted of two stages.

A preliminary qualitative study was

undertaken first which explored the views

of residents on the future of

Humberside and examined the nature and depth of feeling raised by the
suggestion of a possible change. The results of this stage were used to help
develop questionnaires for the second stage which was a quantitative sample
of residents.
This section is intended to be a summary of the methodology of the
quantitative research and the main findings from the survey of Humberside
residents and the survey of Selby residents.
1.2

Methodology
The quantitative research consisted of a representative sample survey of 2918
residents aged 18 or over in private households in the County of Humberside

and the District of Selby. The sample was structured in such a way as to allow
separate analysis of views in the District of Selby and six areas of Humberside.
These areas were:
The Borough of Boothferry (excluding the Isle of Axholme)
The Isle of Axholme
The City of Kingston Upon Hull
The Boroughs of East Yorkshire, Beverley and Holderness

The Borough of Great Grimsby and the urban areas of Scunthorpe,
Cleethorpes and Immingham
The remainder of the Borough of Glanford and the remainder of the
Borough of Cleethorpes
The sample selection procedure was a two-stage process designed to yield a
representative random sample of individuals.

At the first stage, all

Enumeration Districts (ED's) within each of the seven areas were stratified by
wards and demographic characteristics. An appropriate number of ED's were
then selected at random within each area.

From these ED's a random

selection of addresses was taken from the Post Code Address File. At the
second stage, individuals were selected by interviewers at random from each
address.
Separate versions of the questionnaire were developed for interviews with
residents of Humberside and with residents of the District of Selby. These
questionnaires were refined by an extensive pilot survey and subsequently
agreed by representatives of the Commission.
Prior to starting work in the main survey, all interviewers were personally
briefed by RSGB project executives. All interviews were conducted face-toface in respondents' homes by fully-trained RSGB interviewers between 7
November and 17 December 1989.
The overall response rate to the survey was 65% of those eligible.

1.3

Humberside residents - main findings

1.3.1

Existing links with Humberside
Most Humberside residents were born in what is now the Humberside area
and over half of them had lived in the area more than 30 years.
In general terms there was little travel out of the county for certain specified
activities. For work or shopping activities, travel was relatively self-contained
within Humberside: for social or leisure activities there were relatively more
visits to centres outside the county, but travel was still limited. If anything,
travel between the north and south of Humberside was less frequent than travel
outside the county boundaries.
Use of the Humber Bridge was very limited with only a very small minority
using the Bridge on a regular basis. The cost of tolls on the Bridge was
generally thought to be unreasonable, the Bridge was not considered to be
useful to residents of Humberside and most said they would not use the Bridge
more often even if the tolls were abolished.

Opinion was divided as to

whether the bridge had helped unify the county, but if tolls were abolished
people believed that links between north and south Humberside might improve.
1.3.2

Sense of identity with Humberside
Humberside residents did not appear to have a strong sense of identity with
Humberside. Around three-quarters of residents of north Humberside thought
of themselves as belonging to Yorkshire and half the residents in south
Humberside considered themselves as belonging to Lincolnshire.
The name Humberside was generally used for postal addresses, but about half

did not like using the name. About half the residents of south Humberside
gave the name Humberside to describe the pan of the country they came from
when they travelled outside the county.
Very few residents believed that north Humberside residents had more in
common with south Humberside than other surrounding counties.

Likewise

very few believed that residents of south Humberside had more in common
with north Humberside than neighbouring counties.
1.3.3

Views on the existing county and its administration
The majority of residents thought that the formation of the county was a bad
idea.

However, people were more likely to say that the county had been

successful since its formation.

People were also generally satisfied with

Humberside County Council, although there was a view, particularly among
south Humberside residents, that the main County Council Offices should be
split between Beverley and somewhere in south Humberside.
1.3.4

The issue of abolition
Whilst most people stated that they were interested in the issue of abolishing
Humberside, only about a third claimed to know much about it. About threequarters believed that people had not had enough information on the issue and,
furthermore, well over half thought that information people had received had
not given them a balanced picture.
Nearly two-thirds (63%) of residents were not in favour of the County of
Humberside continuing as it was at present, and thought that there should be
some sort of change, including a name change. Whilst most acknowledged that
the cost of change would be expensive, a majority of the total sample thought
that the potential benefits would outweigh the expense.

1.3.5

The proposed options - overall preference
In the second half of the interview, respondents were presented with the
possible alternatives for the future of Humberside as specified in the remit for
the survey research study. In brief, these were as follows:
Option 1A

-

keep the County of Humberside as it is with no change of
boundary and no change of name.

Option IB

-

keep the present County boundaries but change the name
of the County.

Option 2

-

abolish Humberside by transferring north Humberside into
North Yorkshire and south Humberside into Lincolnshire.

Option 3

-

abolish Humberside by creating a new County of East
Yorkshire from north Humberside and transferring south
Humberside into Lincolnshire.

Option 4

•

abolish Humberside by creating a new County of East
Yorkshire from north Humberside and also creating a new
County of North Lincolnshire from south Humberside.

Two different approaches were used in the interview to determine attitudes to
and preferences for these various alternatives.

Firstly, each of the options in

turn was described carefully to respondents and in each case a sketch map
was shown to them to highlight the boundary implications. After having been
asked about each of the options in turn, respondents were then asked to
consider all the possible alternatives together and say which one of them was
the option they most preferred. The results are shown overleaf.

FIRST CHOICE OF OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE OF HUMBERSIDE

W e i h t e d base:

Total

North
Humberside

South
Humberside

2605

1655

950

Option 1A

28

24

Op ;ion IB

8

10

35
^

Option 2

14

7

27

Option 3

35

46

15

Option 4

13

11

17

2

2

3

Dor/ 1 know

It can be seen that none of the individual options was supported by a majority
of Humberside residents.

Even adding together the respondents who chose

Option 1A or Option IB, it can be shown that only just over a third (36%) of
respondents would support the retention of the County of Humberside in some
form.

Of the options that would abolish the County, the change to East

Yorkshire and an enlarged Lincolnshire attracted the most support (35%).
Option 2 was the first choice of only 14% and Option 4 was the first choice
of only 13%.
Analysis of the responses to this question by residents in north Humberside
indicated that the proposed changes which would transform north Humberside
into a new County of East Yorkshire (Options 3 and 4) together received
majority (58%) support from residents in this part of the County. However,
the proposals which would transfer south Humberside into an enlarged
Lincolnshire (Options 2 and 3) did not have majority support (41%) from
residents in the south.

A similar number (40%)

of south Humberside

residents would ideally like to retain the present County with or without a
change of name (Options 1A and IB).
There was only limited support for the idea of including the District of Selby
in the event of the creation of a new County of East Yorkshire. Of those
whose choices included the formation of this new county, only 32% thought
Selby should be included, 15% wanted it excluded, 38% were indifferent and
a further 15% did not know.
Overall, respondents appeared to be satisfied with the range of options offered
to them.

Only 5% said there were other changes which they would have

preferred to see happen rather than their first choice from the proposed
options.

ATTITUDES TO EACH OF THE OPTIONS INDIVIDUALLY

% of respondents in favour
Total

North
Humberside

South
Humberside

Option 1A

35

21

40

Option IB

35

46

16

Option 2

46

38

59

Option 3

60

70

44

Option 4

40

43

35

1.3.6

Attitudes to each of the proposed options
Prior to making a final choice from a selection of all the available options,
respondents had been asked for.their views to each of the options on an
individual basis. For each option in turn, respondents were asked to give their
general reaction (that is, to what extent they were in favour or against the
option) and subsequently asked some more specific questions about the
implications arising from that option.
The numbers of respondents who were either 'strongly* or 'slightly in favour'
of each option are shown opposite. When interpreting this data it should be
borne in mind that, because the options were presented to respondents
individually in a sequence, their reactions to options early in the sequence will
have been given without them being aware of all the available options and that
respondents could express support for more than one option. (It is therefore
not valid to add together levels of support expressed for combinations of
options).
Option 1A • Retain Humberside and name
Just over a third (35%) were in favour of this option. Antagonism towards the
current county structure was greatest in the Boroughs of East Yorkshire,
Beverley and Holderness and least in the south Humberside area. The most
commonly perceived advantage given for retaining Humberside was the high
costs that would be incurred if changes were made. The most often mentioned
disadvantage for keeping things as they were, was the differences between the
north and south of the County.
Option IB - Retain Humberside but change its name
There was no overall majority in favour or against this alternative, although the
balance was against. Overall, just over a third (35%) were in favour of this
option. If the name were to be changed, over half the residents thought the
name 'East Yorkshire and North Lincolnshire' was a bad idea.

Option 2 • Change to North Yorkshire and Lincolnshire
Attitudes to this option were divided: almost half (46%) were in favour.
Support for the option was stronger among south Humberside residents than
those resident in north Humberside.

Overall, no real change in the quality

of service provision from the county council was expected for residents in north
Humberside. Only about a fifth of residents in south Humberside thought that
service provision would improve in the south under this option.
Option 3 - Change to East Yorkshire and Lincolnshire
This was the most popular of all the options presented individually to
Humberside residents, with three-fifths (60%) in favour. However, whilst the
option received strong support from residents in north Humberside, there was
not a majority of residents in the south in favour. There was overwhelming
approval of the name East Yorkshire for the new county among those who
thought it was a good idea to form a new county in the north.
Option 4 - Change to East Yorkshire and North Lincolnshire
Two-fifths (40%) were in favour of this option. However, a majority of those
in south Humberside thought it was bad idea for their area to form a new
separate county.

1.2

Selby residents - main findings

1.2.1 Existing links with Humberside
Residents in the District of Selby travelled very little into Humberside for
work or social/leisure activities. They also rarely used the Humber Bridge.
1.2.2 Lovalty towards and identity with North Yorkshire/Yorkshire
Selby residents identified very strongly with Yorkshire and they considered that
people who lived in the District of Selby have most in common with the rest
of North Yorkshire rather than anywhere else.
1.2.3 Views on Humberside

i
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There were relatively negative opinions of Humberside among Selby residents.
A majority thought that the formation of Humberside had been a bad idea and
over half thought it had not been a successful county. 57% favoured some sort
of change for Humberside.
1.2.4

The proposed options
As for Humberside residents there was no consensus view among the residents
of Selby as to which proposal would be their first choice for the future of
Humberside. The most common preference was for Option 3, a change to East
Yorkshire and Lincolnshire (chosen by 39%). However, over half (55%) of
those who chose one of the options creating a new County of East Yorkshire,
thought Selby should be excluded from this arrangement.

Copies of the full report are available from the folloving
address on paynent of C25 per copy (cheque with order) :
Shelia Fletcher
P.esearch Surveys of Great Britain Limited
Research Centre
West Gate
LONDON' WS 1ZL
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The Chief Executive
Humberside County Council
County Hall
Beverley
North numberside
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2.

The Chief Executive
Lincolnshire County
Council
County Offices
Newland
Lincoln
LN1 1YL
27 November 1990

Dear Sirs
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972
FURTHER REVIEW OF THE COUNTY OF HUMBERSIDE
COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSAL
SUMMARY
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1. On the 7 March 1990 the Commission wrote to the County Councils
announcing its interim decision to propose no radical change to
Humberside. This letter records the response to the interim decision
and the Commission's consideration of the response.
2.

In brief, the Commission:i.

has received over 3,400 representations and 28
petitions bearing 81,500 signatures, the great bulk
of them seeking the abolition of Humberside;

11.

has considered this fresh evidence, including further
submissions from the local authorities themselves,
together with the earlier evidence and studies on
which it based its interim decision, and has reappraised its previous analysis;

111

considers that the pattern of. community life is
separate on each bank of the Humber estuary, which is
a barrier to movement;

IV.

considers that opposition to Humberside has hardened
and is so widespread and deep-seated as to make it
very unlikely that it could command sufficient degree
of loyalty and support for many years to come;

V.

considers that local government in the present county
will be less effective than it could be because it
will not
engage the loyalty and support of its
electorate;

VI .

considers that in this case the wishes of the people
must be accorded special importance, and takes note
that a consensus has now emerged, hitherto lacking,
on a preferred alternative to Humberside;

Vll.

concludes that it would be the interest of effective
and convenient local government for Humberside to be
divided along the estuary;

Vlll .

therefore proposes the division of the present county
of Humberside by the transfer of the districts of
Cleethorpes, Glanford, Great Grimsby and Scunthorpe
to Lincolnshire, retaining Boothferry intact in
Humberside;

IX,

draws attention to the power of Humberside County
Council to change its name to East Yorkshire in the
light of the views of the people;

X.

draws attention to the need for consequential changes
to electoral arrangements and in particular to a
likely reduction in the number of county councillors
for the present Lincolnshire; and

XI .

invites comments on its draft proposal by 31 January
1991 .

INTRODUCTION
3. The Commission announced the start of a further review of the
County of Humberside in its letter of 12 April 1989. This followed
a direction from the Secretary of State for the Environment
consequent upon his consideration of the Commission's report No. 563
published in July 1988.
4.
As set out in the Commission's interim decision letter, the
Secretary of State had directed the Commission to reconsider its
proposal of no radical change to the county. The Secretary of State
had also given the Commission guidance about the options he wished
to be examined on the basis of a radical proposal to dissolve the
present County of Humberside.
In doing so he had set aside
paragraphs 11 and 12 of the text of the general guidance to the
Commission in DOE Circular 12/84, so removing the guideline that
abolition or creation of a principal area will only be appropriate
where present arrangements clearly fail to provide effective and
convenient local government. He had stressed the need for the

Commission to take account of the costs and benefits of possible
alternative arrangements as compared with maintaining the status quo,
and the sense of identity and loyalty that such alternatives might
engender.
5. The Secretary of State had suggested two options for study. The
first would be to add the areas north of the Humber to North
Yorkshire and the areas south of the Humber to Lincolnshire; and the
second would be to make the areas north of the Humber into a separate
county of East Yorkshire (with or without some adjacent parts of
North Yorkshire) and to add the areas south of the Humber to
Lincolnshire. In addition to these alternatives the Commission saw
the need for a further option, based on evidence received during the
first review of Humberside, to include a new County of North
Lincolnshire. As suggested in the letter containing the direction,
the Commission discussed the terms of reference for the study of
costs and benefits with the principal parties at a meeting in York
on 21 April 1989. The Commission identified the principal parties
as those bodies listed at Annex A to this letter.
6. The Commission decided that the options for the study should be
specified as follows:-
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i.

Option 1 - the maintenance of the County of Humberside;

ii.

Option 2 - the enlargement of the administrative Counties
of North Yorkshire and Lincolnshire to include the present
Humberside, north and south of the Humber respectively;

iii.

Option 3 - the creation of a new administrative County of
East Yorkshire to the north of the Humber and enlargement
of the administrative County of Lincolnshire to the south;
and

iv.

Option 4 - the creation of both a new administrative
County of East Yorkshire to the north of the Humber and a
new administrative County of North Lincolnshire to the
south.

The options involving a new administrative County of East Yorkshire
were expressed as either excluding or including the District of
Selby, currently in North Yorkshire.
7. For the purpose of the study it was assumed that, if Humberside
were to be dissolved, the Borough of Boothferry would be divided: the
Isle of Axholme would be added to the county authority serving the
south bank, and the remainder of the borough to the county serving
the north bank. The Isle of Axholme part was assumed to become part
of the Borough of Glanford, while the remainder would continue as the
Borough of Boothferry.
8. Arup Economic Consultants (Arup) were appointed in July 1989 to
undertake the study of costs and benefits of alternative options.
They reported to the Commission in November 1989. In the light of
the Secretary of State's concern with the sense of identity and
loyalty which alternative patterns of counties might engender, the

I

I
Commission appointed Research Surveys of Great Britain (RSGB) in
September 1989 to carry out a study of attitudes and preferences, the
results of which were received by the Commission in January 1990.

_

ISSUE OF THE INTERIM DECISION LETTER

•

•
•

9. In its letter of 7 March, the Commission concluded, after full
consideration of all the representations received and the results of
_
the Arup and RSGB studies, that under the present structure of local
I
m
government the only realistic alternative to Humberside would be a
new County of East Yorkshire and an enlarged Lincolnshire.
However,the Commission concluded at that stage in favour of
I
maintaining the current County of Humberside, because, on the basis
m
of the evidence then available, the interests of effective and
convenient local government would be better served by its retention
•
than by its abolition and replacement, even by the only realistic
alternative.
At the same time the Commission recognised the deep
feelings of loyalty to Yorkshire and Lincolnshire held by residents
_
on opposite sides of the Humber.
I
10. In response to its letter the Commission received representations
from all the principal parties; from other local authorities
concerned; from Members of both Houses of Parliament; and from
various interested bodies and organisations. The Commission has also
received over 3,400 representations from members of the public,
together with 28 petitions, signed by over 81,500 people.
The
largest was from the North Lincolnshire Association bearing over
41,000 signatures. The responses are summarised in the following
paragraphs.
RESPONSE TO THE INTERIM DECISION LETTER
THE PRINCIPAL PARTIES

11.
Humberside County Council welcomed the Commission's interim
conclusion and hoped that it would be confirmed as final since it
felt that the strength of its original arguments for retention
remained. It stressed that the County Council has always held that
the case for or against Humberside must be tested against the primary
criterion of "effective and convenient local government".
On the
basis that the provision of local government services should be quite
separate from questions about traditional counties (bearing in mind
the traditional loyalties to Yorkshire and Lincolnshire) it proposed
to erect road signs to enable people to recognise that they are
entering the historic counties of the East and West Ridings and
Lindsey; and to negotiate with the Post Office on behalf of those
who wish to use "East Yorkshire" or "North Lincolnshire" in their
postal addresses.
12. .The County Council stated its intention to mount a campaign to
abolish the Humber Bridge tolls, to encourage cross-river movement.
However, it had decided against a name change because of the

potential loss of some of the investment put into marketing
"Humberside" for economic purposes and the significant cost of
change. It could see no realistic alternative which would meet the
objections to the name of Humberside.
13. The County Council noted that each alternative examined in the
Arup study would produce additional running costs and emphasised that
there was no clear evidence of any benefits. It felt that Arup might
have underestimated the costs of change, suggesting that some costs,
including the effects of inflation and election expenses, might have
been omitted; that the costs of certain elements (senior officers'
costs, disruption costs, computer costs and core staffing costs) had
been underestimated; and that insufficient weight had been given to
unquantifiable costs, especially of economic development, fire and
police services, service disruption and the promotion of Humberside.
The County Council believed that adjustments for these factors would
result in higher transitional and running costs.
It also believed
that the sensitivity analyses done by Arup were unreasonably
optimistic. The County Council accepted that there was a measure of
subjectivity in the figures, and it took the view that should the
Commission move from Arup's "central case" figures, then it should
consider both optimistic and pessimistic alternatives.
14. The County Council welcomed the thoroughness of the RSGB study
but noted that respondents were asked for a view on each alternative
to Humberside in turn, without knowing all the options. For this
reason, it felt that greater weight should have been given to the
second series of questions when all the options were considered
together, and a single preference indicated.
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15. The Council calculated, from the results of the study, that the
level of general support for Humberside was far higher among the 1824 age group than older age groups.
It expected, therefore, that
support for the county would grow over time.
It estimated that
support for Humberside would grow by 1.5% per year, from 36% now to
50% in ten years' time and that this, combined with the support of
the commercial sector and other organisations, pointed towards the
continuation of Humberside rather than to its abolition.
1 6. Lincolnshire County Council totally opposed the Commission's
interim decision.
It considered that the Commission had not given
proper weight to the conclusions of the RSGB study; that it had
omitted to undertake an adequate study of the costs and benefits of
Option 3, and that it had failed to take account of public opinion.
It also felt that the Commission had failed to follow paragraph 10
of the Secretary of State's direction.
17. The County Council challenged the Commission's view that
Humberside provided a suitable framework for effective and convenient
local government; it asserted that the Commission had received
massive evidence during the current and earlier reviews that the
County of Humberside failed on all three criteria given in DoE
Circular 33/78, The County Council therefore urged the Commission

to accept that Option 3 would meet the aspirations of the majority
of people in Humberside and would deliver substantial and very
worthwhile cost benefits resulting in more convenient and effective
local government in the area.
18. The County Council considered that the evidence which the
Commission had received demonstrated that Humberside was historically
and currently two quite distinct communities, shown by the separation
of the north and south banks in the delivery of services. It saw the
estuary as the key consideration which made Humberside "an unusual,
false and mistaken concept". It commented that the RSGB study showed
the extent to which the Humber is regarded as a barrier and how small
is the interaction between the two halves of the county. The County
Council maintained that the Humber Bridge had done nothing to unite
the county, noting that the Arup report had commented that the
estuary was a barrier.
That barrier affected the delivery of
services, recruitment of staff and the economy of the area.
19. The Council felt that evidence of a high level of satisfaction
with Humberside's services was inconclusive, and was not confirmed
by the RSGB study. It added that recent newspaper articles indicated
dissatisfaction with some Humberside services and it presented
information claiming to show that Lincolnshire's performance was
superior to Humberside's.
Lincolnshire commented that the deep
feelings of traditional loyalty to former areas were undiminished by
more than fifteen years of Humberside's existence, and claimed that
there was no evidence that loyalty to Humberside would grow with
time.
20. Lincolnshire noted the strong feelings of identity and loyalty
amongst Yorkshire and Lincolnshire people exhibited in the RSGB
study. It also commented that although the study revealed that young
people were more likely to identify with Humberside, 83% of 18-24
year olds said that they knew little about the issue. It maintained
that the
RSGB report suggested that people in South Humberside
travelled to Lincolnshire rather than to North Humberside for social
and leisure activities. It considered that the Commission had been
too dismissive of the hard evidence on identity and loyalty produced
by the East Yorkshire Action Group and the Yorkshire Ridings Society,
and saw loyalty and identity as key constituents for effective and
convenient local government. The County Council suggested that there
were some irrelevancies in the RSGB questionnaire which it considered
trivialised the main issue and was biased towards the retention of
Humberside. While welcoming the findings in favour of Option 3,-the
County Council criticised the design of the survey, particularly its
lack of rotation in the order of questions; it felt that even more
favourable results would have been achieved had the survey not
included
"unrealistic options".
It therefore
requested
a
straightforward test between Options 1 and 3.
21 . Lincolnshire considered that the Arup study was flawed as it
failed to provide a true measure of the costs and benefits of Option
3 compared with Option 1, and that the service delivery options in
the study were based on hypothetical systems rather than on current
practice in the counties concerned.
It contended that a false
assumption had been made that additional inputs would be needed for

Lincolnshire to provide an effective service to South Humberside,
commenting that the study concentrated on reallocating Humberside*s
existing
"inefficient"
costs
rather
than
looking
at
how
Lincolnshire's style of "competitive efficiency" could save money.
The County Council produced figures to show lower transitional and
running costs under Option 3 than those produced by Arup, and
suggested that it could produce cheaper services than Humberside
without reducing their quality.
22. Lincolnshire commented that the Commission had put too much
weight on the representation made by the Yorkshire and Humberside
Development Association.
It suggested that co-operation for
strategic planning, economic development and the provision of
emergency services around the estuary could be achieved by less
costly measures than the preservation of Humberside.
23. Lincolnshire County Council argued that Option 3 would produce
substantial overall savings and benefits in the delivery of local
government services. It commented that neither a new county of East
Yorkshire nor an enlarged county of Lincolnshire would be unusual in
area, population, or any other relevant characteristic. It referred
to the large number of organisations which continue to operate on an
all- Lincolnshire basis.
24. For all these reasons Lincolnshire County Council asked the
Commission to propose Option 3 to the Secretary of State.
25.
North Yorkshire County Council supported the arguments put
forward by the Commission in its interim decision that North
Humberside should not be added to North Yorkshire on the grounds that
it would create a disproportionately large county. It also supported
the finding that should a new county of East Yorkshire be created,
it should not include any part of the district of Selby; to do so
would disturb the satisfactory local government arrangements that
exist within North Yorkshire and would not be in the best interests
of those who live in Selby or the remainder of the Greater York area.
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26. Boothferrv Borouoh Council welcomed and supported the interim
decision on the future of Humberside and in turn Boothferry.
It
recognised, however, that the most feasible alternative option would
mean the separation of the Isle of Axholme from the district. It
maintained that the River Trent is the most natural feasible
alternative boundary and not the course of the old River Don, and
that the Isle of Axholme, as shown by the RSGB study, has the
strongest attachment to Humberside.
The Borough Council also
maintained that it provided efficient services whilst being able to
levy the lowest community charge in Humberside.
It endorsed the
Commission's conclusion that change would cause disruption for no
clear benefit to local government, which it considered to be equally
applicable to Boothferry as to Humberside.
27. Boothferry noted that the arguments for and against Humberside
were between the traditional heartfelt loyalties to Lincolnshire and
Yorkshire and the common-sense economic and administrative benefits

of Humberside.
It referred to the potential of Humberside as a
region with a future which should not be undermined and urged the
Commission to abide by its interim decision.
28. Cleethorpes Borough Council still favoured the creation of a new
county of North Lincolnshire (Option 4).
29. East Yorkshire Borough Council urged the Commission to recommend
to Humberside County Council that it exercise its powers to change
its name so as to include East Yorkshire.
30. The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverlev Borough Council strongly
supported the Commission's interim conclusions and urged it to issue
a final report on identical lines since the interests of effective
and convenient local government would be better served by the
retention of Humberside. The Borough Council was satisfied that the
services provided by Humberside County Council were at least as good
as would be likely to be provided by any alternative and that the
County's acceptability to the public was growing and would continue
to grow. It believed that the costs of any change would far outweigh
any likely benefits. The Borough Council was concerned that the
removal of the County Council's headquarters from the town and its
replacement by something substantially smaller would be an economic
disaster for Beverley.
It noted that the town had lost its
traditional heavy industries and relied on the County Council as an
alternative employer.
It would continue, however, to press the
County Council for a change of name to "The East Yorkshire and North
Lincolnshire County Council".
31 . Glanford Borough Council urged the Commission either to recommend
Option 3 to the Secretary of State or to test Option 1 against Option
3 by an independent opinion poll (or by a Public Inquiry under
Section 61 of the Local Government Act 1972) . It felt that the
Commission should have given greater weight to the wishes of the
people, which it said was implied by the Secretary of State's
direction.
32. The Borough Council noted that a substantial majority of people
in Humberside wished to see the county abolished. It believed that
savings could be made i f any radical boundary change was adopted,
contrary to the claims made in Arup's study, and saw no reason why
the overall level of the cost of Option 3 should be judged against
the annual level of expenditure of Humberside rather than that of
Lincolnshire's. Glanford believed there was evidence to show that
non local government bodies would function more effectively under
Option 3 than under the existing arrangements, since it would better
reflect the pattern of community life.
It considered there were
serious flaws in the RSGB study which had not asked simple questions
in the correct order and had not rotated options.
It regarded
responses on services as unreliable. The Borough Council felt, in
addition, that the questionnaire should have been the subject of
formal consultations with the principal parties prior to the survey
being carried out. It was confident, from the results of its own
Harris Poll and the RSGB report, that there would be overwhelming
support for Option 3 and repeated a request made earlier in the
review for a further poll.
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33. With regard to the Arup study, the Borough Council considered
the consultants should have taken a representative part of
Lincolnshire as a base; this would have shown eventual cost savings
on administration if Option 3 was adopted. It considered that Arup's
figures were pessimistic and ignored the benefits that would be
secured on the south bank, including both a reduction of community
charge and improved services.
34. The Borough Council considered that the Commission had ignored
its earlier evidence including that given on patterns of community
life, the effect of bridge tolls, and its view that Lincoln was more
accessible to south bank residents than Beverley. It expressed doubt
regarding the evidence giving support to Humberside and suggested
that the Commission gave too much weight both to the relevance of
1992 to county administration and to the role of the Yorkshire and
Humberside Development Association.
It referred
to current
commercial links between South Humberside and Lincolnshire and to
various alternative arrangements that would remain open if South
Humberside was transferred to Lincolnshire.
35. The Borough Council pointed out that common commercial interests
would continue to exist regardless of Humberside and that industry
would promote itself in a competitive environment. It believed that
county boundaries were irrelevant to matters of commercial judgement
and it gave examples of co-operation across the Humber to promote
common interests. It expected that such co-operation would continue
irrespective of Humberside and said that the role of District
Councils in economic development had been underrated. It reiterated
Glanford^s commitment to the provision of industrial infrastructure
as illustrated in the Humberside Structure Plan. It emphasised that
the marketing advantages of Humberside did not extend to all forms
of economic development and that in relation to tourism the
Humberside concept was a serious disadvantage.
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36. The Borough Council considered that the Humber Bridge tolls had
proved a serious disincentive to development by inhibiting journeys
to work between the north and south banks.
It also stated that
Humberside County Council had produced no evidence of having achieved
any estuarial development since the creation of the county.
It
commented that Humberside's main road system, the industrial estates
and some of the link roads, like the initial promotion of development
on the south bank, were the work of central government, the district
councils or the former Lindsey County Council.
37. Glanford Borough Council commented on the continued hostility
towards Humberside after fifteen years of its existence and said that
the reported lack of consensus for a clear alternative was due to the
variety of alternatives offered by the Commission.
It commented
additionally that the Commission's claim that younger people were
more likely to identify with Humberside was flawed because the
majority of those aged between 18-24 knew little about the issue of
abolition and it rejected Humberside's claim that support for the
county would continue to increase.

38. Glanford and Boothferry Borough Councils have continued to make
representations to the Commission, each criticising the other for
statements made in support of its views.
39. Great Grimsbv Borough Council endorsed the Commission's interim
decision and agreed that, in the words of the Commission's first
report, Humberside should be given an undisturbed opportunity to
build up the necessary loyalty to the new county on both sides of the
Humber.
40. Holderness Borough Council endorsed the Commission1s interim
decision not to propose any radical change to Humberside.
41. Hull City Council concluded that because of the review's limited
scope, in that a return of full powers to the City Council could not
even be considered, the Commission's interim decision was irrelevant.
It maintained its request for metropolitan status for the City and
wished to see a feasibility study along those lines.
42. Scunthorpe Borough Council welcomed the interim decision to
retain Humberside but reiterated its view that most-purpose district
authorities would provide the most convenient and effective local
government. It acknowledged, however, that this option was outside
the Commission's remit.
The Borough Council also proposed an
extension of its boundaries.
43. Selbv District Council supported the interim decision but
expressed concern at the suggestion that the district boundary
between Selby and York required investigation as a second order
boundary issue.
44. The East Yorkshire Action Group considered that the wishes of
the majority of local inhabitants had been ignored.
It contended
that the Secretary of State, in directing the Commission to carry out
a further review, had indicated clearly that the weight of public
opinion should be the most important factor in reaching a decision.
The Action Group registered its disappointment that the Commission
had appeared to disregard the Harris Poll carried out on the south
bank, which had revealed the intensity of feeling against the county,
and noted that the review had shown the extent of traditional loyalty
towards Yorkshire and Lincolnshire.
It also commented that Option
3 was favoured by 60% of those consulted.
45.
The Action Group maintained that, whilst most accepted that
change would be expensive, a majority thought the potential benefits
would outweigh the expense. It pointed out that Arup's costings took
no account of the fact that Lincolnshire was a more cost-effective
county and claimed that possible savings under Option 3 had been
largely ignored by the Commission. This option had emerged as the
most favoured and least expensive. The Action Group also disputed
Humberside's suggested amendments to the cost figures in the Arup
study. It commented that, bearing in mind official guidelines on the
main criteria for considering boundary changes to principal areas,
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there was a great discrepancy between the results of the RSGB study
and the Commission's conclusions.
It expressed concern that the
Commission might have been influenced by those with vested interests
in Humberside, particularly those involved in port development.
46. The Action Group included with its response a number of documents
in support of its arguments, and has continued to send the Commission
further papers and press cuttings in support of its case.
47. The North Lincolnshire Association said that it now favoured
Option 3, but was concerned about whether the RSGB study fulfilled
the remit of testing the sense of identity and loyalty to the options
laid down by the Secretary of State. It expected a response rate in
excess of 80% to its own petition on the south bank in favour of an
enlarged Lincolnshire. It considered that the results of the RSGB
and other studies showed that Humberside failed on two counts,
namely, its boundary accorded neither with the wishes of the people
nor with the pattern of community life, which was largely selfcontained north and south of the Humber, with little interaction.
It felt that Arup had placed too much emphasis on hypothetical
costings.
48. The Association quoted evidence from the RSGB study in support
of its contention that the Humber is a barrier and that the toll
bridge does not unite the county. It considered that the cost of
crossing the bridge penalised those wishing to use facilities on the
opposite side.
It did not consider the 73% who expressed some
satisfaction with the selected small sample of services in Humberside
as a very high proportion and was critical of the approach made in
the study to obtain views about services.
It suggested that
Lincolnshire's education service produced a better performance than
Humberside's in spite of lower expenditure.
It criticised the
Commission for not discussing the terms of reference for the RSGB
study with the interested parties.
49. The Association questioned the need for a single local government
area covering the whole estuary when the Humberside Structure Plan
(1988) stated, in essence, that two separate areas of land, one on
each bank of the Humber, will be the locations for new industrial
development.
It maintained that the policies which led to the
identification of such locations were essentially those of the local
planning authorities which pre-dated Humberside, and that there was
no evidence of any planning issues having arisen since 1974
concerning Humber Bank development which required a comprehensive
view of the competing merits of both banks.
It stated that in
preparing the European Regional Development Fund Profile it was
necessary for government departments to be involved and added that
the only areas in Humberside with development area status were in
South Humberside.

i
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50. The Yorkshire Ridings Society maintained that all three strands
in the guidelines pointed clearly to Option 3 and felt that the
Commission should reverse its interim decision.
It felt that the
RSGB study confirmed that the sense of Yorkshire identity was the
main emotional fuel in the local government debate and said that
whatever the outcome of the review it would continue to campaign for
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the historic three Ridings. It believed, however, that changes to
postal addresses, names on maps and boundary signs would ease the
antagonism against Humberside.
51 . The Society drew the Commission1s attention to the Humber Bridge
Inquiry Report in which, the Society maintained, Humberside County
Council had admitted that the county was divided by the Humber and
that Humberside was not an integrated market.
It felt that the
Commission had not acknowledged the geographical facts of the area.
It added that Humberside!s existence was dependent on the Humber
Bridge; claimed that the debt burden involved is currently increasing
at the rate of £1 per second; and that, even if the debt were to be
written off, it would still require a subsidy. With regard to the
Arup report, the Society believed that assuming Option 1 as datum
gave a false impression.
Neither did it feel that the report
included most of the likely benefits which would accrue to a new East
Yorkshire County Council from gains in identity and loyalty.
PARISH COUNCILS IN HUMBERSIDE
52. The Commission received responses from 33 parish councils in
Humberside - 21 from the north bank and 12 from the south bank.
53. Of those comments received from parish councils on the north
bank, three supported the interim decision, seven favoured Option 3,
four wished for the reinstatement of East Yorkshire and its heritage,
one called for a separate district of Boothferry with a Yorkshire
title and six others, whilst not expressing a clear preference for
any option, said that they would still like the county name changed
to include a reference to Yorkshire. Those supporting the interim
decision welcomed Humberside being allowed to continue as a suitable
framework for effective and convenient local government. Support for
Option 3 was largely based upon its cost effectiveness, and its
popularity among the majority of the people.
Eastrinqton Parish
Council commented that Option 3 was the best alternative but without
the inclusion of Hull.
Those which supported a return to East
Yorkshire and its heritage referred to evidence that Humberside was
not wanted by the people.
Sutton-upon-Derwent Parish Council
criticised Humberside's high expenditure. For the remainder a change
of county name appeared to be the most important issue.
54. Of those comments received from parish councils on the south
bank, six supported the interim decision and six supported a transfer
of the south bank to Lincolnshire. Goole Town Council noted that the
continued high levels of inward investment could only enhance the
argument against radical change. Roxbv cum Risbv Parish Council felt
that the abolition of the Bridge tolls would unite the county
further. Those parish councils wanting to be part of an enlarged
Lincolnshire reiterated their earlier views that Humberside had
failed to engender a sense of common purpose between the north and
south banks and that public feeling had been ignored. Burton upon
Stather Parish Council referred to the Arup report and saw no firm
evidence of extra running costs from the adoption of any of the
alternatives for the south bank. It expressed the view that it was
the district councils which had attracted industry to their areas and
not the County Council. It also disputed that there was any firm
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allegiance on the part of the young towards Humberside.
West
Butterwick Parish Council said that it would prefer to see the Isle
of Axholme incorporated in the Borough of Glanford in an enlarged
Lincolnshire.
55. A common theme among many of the parish councils on both the
north and south banks, whatever their views, was that the Humber
Bridge tolls are a hindrance to communications in the county.
COMMENTS FROM AUTHORITIES IN SURROUNDING COUNTIES
56. Scarborough Borough Council endorsed the Commission's interim
decision that the interests of effective and convenient local
government in the area would best be served by retaining the existing
County of Humberside. York City Council had no comments to make on
the interim decision but expressed concern at the proposal to carry
out a further review of the boundary between the City of York and the
District of Selby.
57. Boston Borough Council stated that if there was to be a Public
Inquiry into the interim decision it would wish to be present and to
have the opportunity of expressing its view. East Lindsev District
Council felt that the tourist industry in the east of Lincolnshire
was inhibited by the current county structure and that a more
economically viable unit would be provided by transferring the south
bank to Lincolnshire. West Lindsev District Council reiterated its
previous comments that it would welcome the return of the areas south
of the Humber to Lincolnshire, should that be the wish of the
residents concerned, and that the addition of these areas would be
a significant contribution in both social and economic terms to the
well-being of residents in the northern part of Lincolnshire.
58. Comments were received from 42 parish councils in Lincolnshire
all of whom supported Lincolnshire County Council's view that the
south bank should be transferred to Lincolnshire. Heslinaton Parish
Council. North Yorkshire, felt that not enough consideration had been
given to the opinions of those people interviewed during the course
of the RSGB study.
BODIES AND ORGANISATIONS
59. The Commission received a total of 42 submissions from bodies
and organisations in and around Humberside.
More than half (25)
supported the interim decision.
Associated British Ports, Hull,
noted the importance of the estuary as a unified base for
international trade, providing economic stimulus to the region. The
local Chambers of Commerce put forward the viewpoint that the area
is a single economic unit known nationally and internationally, which
is continuing to develop.
60. Several submissions expressed the view that the high cost of
reorganisation would be detrimental to organisations in the county
at a time when industry and commerce had developed a rapport and were
actively involving themselves as one force in the development of the
Humberside region. Submissions from staff associations, education,
and community bodies, such as the National Association of School
13
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Masters Union of Women Teachers and The Community Council of
Humberside, endorsed the Commission's interim decision.
Others
commented on the difficulties of attracting replacement staff which
have been caused by the uncertainty created by the further review and
hoped, therefore, that the Commission would see no reason to alter
its interim decision.
61. Seventeen submissions opposed the interim decision. The Dean of
the School of Adult and Continuing Education of the University of
Hull expressed his concern that the Commission considered that the
arguments for the retention of Humberside were stronger than those
for its abolition and claimed that Humberside County Council was a
remote bureaucratic organisation. The Lincolnshire Association of
Local Councils expressed its members' views that the Commission did
not attach due weight to the physical barrier represented by the
Humber, the bridge tolls and the fragility of other crossings. The
Humber was also not felt to be conducive to the efficiency of
emergency services. Other bodies, such as the Lincoln Incorporated
Chamber of Commerce, were concerned that the interim decision did not
accord with the wishes of the people; others commented that people
were not well served by the County Council and that Option 3 was the
most favoured option.
MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT. COUNCILLORS AND OTHERS
62. Representations were received from five Members of Parliament.
Sir Richard Body MP (Holland with Boston) hoped that the Commission
had given full weight to the difficulty of distinguishing local
government functions from those of the many charities, sporting
bodies and others organised on a county basis. He emphasised the
deep divide between the two halves of Humberside and said that the
estuary was more than a geographical division.
63. Mr Michael Brown MP (Brigg and Cleethorpes) expressed his support
for Option 3 which, he said, clearly met the Commission's criteria,
and he believed that this Option would receive overwhelming support
from those living in South Humberside. He stated that the interim
decision appeared to have been taken on the basis that there was no
agreement on an alternative. He stressed, however, that there was
a clear majority view against Humberside and he believed that the
Commission's findings should be tested in a referendum.
He also
rejected Arup's assessment of transitional and running costs which,
he said, was based on the assumption that an enlarged Lincolnshire
would be as spend-thrift and profligate as Humberside. He felt that
Arup had ignored the fact that Lincolnshire provided services in
accordance with the Standard Spending Assessment set by the
Government whereas Humberside did not. He was also of the view that,
even if the cost of transition was £10.7 million, his constituents
would be willing to pay it in return for the county element of the
community charge in Lincolnshire as compared with Humberside.
64. Mr David Davis MP (Boothferry) stressed the urgent need for
reconsideration of a change to the name of the county to include
references to Yorkshire and Lincolnshire.
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65. Mr Edward Leiah MP (Gainsborough and Horncastle) was of the view
that Humberside had never been liked or wanted by those who live in
it.
He hoped that the Commission would not confirm its interim
decision and did not believe that anything would be served by
maintaining it.
66. Mr Elliot Morlev MP (Glanford and Scunthorpe) supported the main
thrust of the interim decision although he also said that he was not
necessarily in favour of the status quo.
He felt that any
reorganisation of local government should be carried out on a
national and carefully structured basis. Mr Morley also felt that
the high tolls on the Humber Bridge were a barrier to the future
development of Humberside and saw no reason why the Government could
not write off the debt to recognise the Bridge as part of the vital
infrastructure of the county. He was of the view that there was a
great deal of logic in the county embracing both north and south
banks of the estuary, particularly with the onset of 1992 and the
development it was already bringing to the area. On the matter of
Humberside County Council's spending, Mr Morley stated that after
carefully considering the figures he was satisfied that it was fair,
and that similar amounts are spent per head on people who live on the
north and south banks.
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67. Lord Hotham was of the view that the East Riding of Yorkshire
should be resurrected in one form or other.
Lord Kimball. in a
letter to the Secretary of State for the Environment, contended that
the Commission's findings were suspect because the questionnaire had
been loaded and clouded the main issue with too many alternatives.
He considered that to take a decision on disputed opinion poll
findings was unsatisfactory and that the Commission should therefore
carry out a new survey with questions that had been agreed in advance
by Glanford Borough Council. The Earl of Yarboroucrh was confident
that a ballot of the residents of South Humberside would result in
the majority opting to transfer to Lincolnshire.
He believed that
a prosperous and viable county should have a good mixture of urban
and industrial interests. He made references to present difficulties
in the operation of certain services such as fire, police and
education. He emphasised that the Humber is a natural boundary and
saw no reason why the two banks could not compete with each other.
The Bishop of Lincoln, in a letter addressed to Lincolnshire County
Council, considered it extraordinary that the Commission could ignore
the wishes of 60% of the people of Humberside.
68. Mr P W J Carver, a Deputy Lieutenant of Humberside, supported
the retention of Humberside. He also expressed his sympathy with all
those who objected to the county name and who wished for a new one
to incorporate references to East Yorkshire and North Lincolnshire.
He believed that the retention of the existing name would further
increase hatred of the county. Mr P Crampton. MEP for Humberside,
supported the interim decision and agreed that it seemed untimely to
consider radical change as 1992 approached.
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69. Representations were also received from twelve county, district
and parish councillors. Five supported the retention of Humberside.
Their main arguments were that the retention of Humberside was the
best option for the development of the Humber estuary and that any
of the alternatives would have disastrous consequences for services
and be the end of a well-established county. They believed that the
future of Humberside belonged to the young and saw the name of the
county as the only problem.
70. Seven councillors opposed the interim decision. Whilst three
supported Option 3, others said that the interim decision had been
taken against the wishes of the people, who should now be allowed to
choose between Options 1 and 3 in a referendum. Their main arguments
were that the Commission's conclusions bore little relationship to
the true facts and they doubted Humberside*s economic integrity as
endorsed by the Commission in its interim decision letter.
One
councillor commented that the costs of transferring South Humberside
to Lincolnshire would not be as high as envisaged in the Arup report,
especially for education, police, social and fire services, because
the buildings already exist.
INDIVIDUALS

71. The Commission received in excess of 2,200 individually written
representations in response to its interim decision letter, together
with nearly 1,200 proforma and cyclostyled letters based on a
standard format. In some cases the proforma and cyclostyled letters
were copied to several recipients, including the Secretary of State
for the Environment. All these have been forwarded to the Commission
for consideration in the review.
In addition, the Commission
received 26 petitions opposing Humberside bearing more than 81,500
signatures, and two petitions supporting Humberside bearing 101
signatures. The largest petitions were sent in by the East Yorkshire
Action Group (over 28,000) and the North Lincolnshire Association
(over 41,000) in support of Option 3.
72. About 16% of the comments overall could not be clearly
categorised in terms of preference.
A substantial majority (about
80%) of the remaining comments received was in favour of the
abolition of Humberside. Only about 4% specifically supported its
retention.
Of the options for change, Option 3 commanded the
greatest support.
However, it was still unclear from a small
proportion of letters whether respondents wanted the restoration of
the old East Riding (that is, without Kingston upon Hull), or whether
they envisaged a county covering the whole of North Humberside. It
was also unclear in some cases whether those seeking a change of name
for the county (approximately 10% of the overall response) wanted a
change of boundaries as well.
73. Many of those opposed to Humberside regarded the county as an
unnatural creation bestriding the natural boundary of the Humber and
joining together two separate communities of Yorkshire
and
Lincolnshire people. They argued that there was little interaction
between the two banks and that the Humber Bridge had not encouraged
movement across the estuary.
Most of the representations cited
identity and loyalty to historic counties and expressed a strong
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sense of alienation from Humberside.
Many letters from South
Humberside complained that expenditure was concentrated in the north
at the expense of the south. Some representations also claimed that
Lincolnshire's lower community charge showed that it was a more
efficient and well-run authority than Humberside which was accused
of being profligate and inefficient.
74. Many representations recommended Option 3 as "the most popular
and least expensive option". Many quoted the RSGB figure of 62% of
the population surveyed who supported a boundary change of some kind
and urged the Commission to act on the evidence of the wishes of the
people and abolish Humberside.
75. Those representations in support of Humberside expressed a high
level of satisfaction with the services provided by the County
Council.
Many of them emphasised the importance of the county in
attracting industry and promoting development in and around the
estuary. The Single European Market of 1992 was viewed as a "golden
opportunity" for Humberside to realise its economic potential.
76.
Other points raised included allegations that the media had
whipped up support for the abolition of Humberside and that campaigns
for abolition were biased and orchestrated. It was suggested that
many people did not bother to read, or did not fully comprehend the
implications of, petitions handed to them to sign. Some respondents
thought opposition to Humberside was based on the name and emotive
feelings rather than on any perceived advantages accruing to the
affected areas following radical change.
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77. Some respondents expressed concern over the cost of change in
the event of abolition and noted that uncertainty over a final
decision was detrimental to industry and development in the county.
They did not see alternatives to Humberside providing better
services. Some commented on the high quality of existing services
and facilities, particularly of education and those for the young and
the elderly.
78. Some respondents argued in line with the Commission's interim
decision letter, that loyalties to traditional counties should be
able to co-exist with support for Humberside as an administrative
unit. Many writers who supported retention of the existing county
felt Humberside should be allowed more time to engender loyalty and
identity, especially amongst the younger generation.
THE COMMISSION'S APPROACH TO THE REVIEW - RE-APPRAISAL OF ITS
ANALYSIS
79.
In its interim decision letter of 7 March 1990, the Commission
outlined its interpretation of its duty to make proposals desirable
in the interests of effective and convenient local government. It
noted that there were three strands to any consideration of boundary
changes -the wishes of the local inhabitants, the pattern of
community life, and the effective operation of local government and

17

associated services. The Commission indicated that it did not in
principle place any one of the three strands above the others; it
added, however, that in a particular review, one strand might assume
greater importance relative to the other two, because of the
particular circumstances of the case.
80.
In coming to its interim decision on the future of Humberside,
the Commission gave no special weight to any one of the three strands
and after considering the representations, concluded that Humberside
should be retained. In brief, the Commission recognised that the
wishes of the people, as shown by the RSGB study and by the
representations received, favoured a division of the county, but
there was no consensus on the pattern of authorities which should
replace it. Except in Boothferry, the pattern of community life
seemed separate on each bank, with relatively few links across the
Humber Estuary, but equally there were few links demonstrated between
either of the two banks and the neighbouring counties. The effective
operation of services pointed to the retention of Humberside,
particularly evidence on economic development.
The Commission
therefore concluded that the balance of advantage lay with retaining
Humberside. It recognised that traditional loyalties are deeply felt
but expressed the hope that they should be able to co-exist with an
administrative unit encompassing the whole estuary.
81 . The very large response to the interim decision letter summarised
in paragraphs 11 to 78 above has required re-appraisal of the
Commission's analysis.
The case has been put that, on all three
strands of analysis, Humberside has been found wanting. Much of the
response has been a reiteration, or amplification, of views already
expressed but this has been of crucial importance in demonstrating
the strength and persistence of feelings.
Some significant new
points have also been made.
The criticism advanced of the
Commission's interpretation of earlier evidence has in itself called
for a re-appraisal of the interim decision.
The Commission has
therefore carefully weighed the new evidence along with that received
before the issue of its interim decision.
THE WISHES OF THE PEOPLE
82. First, the volume and intensity of fresh representations from
the public, which come from all parts of the county, now suggest that
opposition to Humberside's existence as a local government unit is
so widespread and so deep-seated as to make it very unlikely that it
could, for many years to come, be able to command a sufficient degree
of loyalty and support. The Commission had expressed the hope that
a longer term loyalty would develop but, on all the evidence now
before it, this seems unlikely to occur.
83.
Far from diminishing hostility against the county, the
Commission's interim decision appears to have increased it and to
have hardened attitudes. The Commission therefore judges that, on
the test of alienation which it had itself postulated, and despite
all the County Council's efforts since re-organisation, Humberside,
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in its present form, can only be said to have failed to have
established itself as a county.
That cannot be a satisfactory
position for any council facing all the challenges imposed by the
changing role of local government and the need to plan ahead for the
twenty-first century.
84.
Secondly, and equally important, the responses to the interim
decision letter give a better understanding of what people want to
see replacing Humberside. In the letter the Commission pointed out
that no consensus on what should replace Humberside emerged from the
RSGB study.
The representations had often failed to make clear
exactly what alternative people wanted.
The Commission therefore
asked, in its letter, that those responding to it should make clear
which option they were supporting. The result has been to provide the
Commission with a much clearer picture of what residents want.
85.
The Commission recognised in its interim decision letter the
strong sense of loyalty to traditional areas, of belonging to
"Yorkshire" or "Lincolnshire" which had been demonstrated both in the
submissions made to it and in the RSGB study. At that time the doubt
as to whether many of those writing to the Commission wanted a change
to the county boundaries or merely a change of name, coupled with the
lack of consensus amongst those wanting an alternative, led the
Commission to conclude that it would not be justified in placing
special weight on the "wishes of the people" compared with the other
two strands identified in paragraph 79.
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86. The Commission recalls that loyalty has been of considerable
concern throughout its consideration of Humberside.
It discussed
loyalty in its Report no 563 on the first review and the Secretary
of State referred to it in his letter of direction. The RSGB study
was the first survey of its kind undertaken for the Commission
because of the importance of obtaining an impartial view of people's
attitudes and preferences, including their sense of identity and
belonging.
That study has been criticised but the Commission
believes that its design and execution were essentially sound.
87.
The Commission has considered whether it should, as both
Lincolnshire County Council and Glanford Borough Council have urged,
hold a further survey or referendum.
It does not however believe
that it would be justified either in incurring that extra expense,
or in imposing the further lengthy delay it would entail for
authorities already coping with the practical implications of
uncertainty.
The RSGB study clearly showed that the majority of
people are opposed to the continuation of Humberside, even though,
given the choice of several options, there was then no clear
consensus on the most desirable alternative.
In the Commission's
judgement, the rejection of Humberside is not likely, given the
hardening of attitudes already referred to, to change in any new
survey. This factor, coupled with its interpretation of the very
large number of representations since received, strongly suggest that
any further survey or referendum would be a work of supererogation.
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88. Representations received since the publication of the interim
decision letter have shown a consensus on a desirable alternative.
The majority of the letters and petitions which have been received
have not only re-iterated the opposition to the current County of
Humberside but have also supported the alternative defined by the
Commission as Option 3. The Commission has therefore re-examined the
findings of the RSGB study in the light of this new consensus.
89.
It is clear from the study that people see a sharp division
between the two parts of the present county, with few believing they
have much in common with those from the opposite bank of the Humber.
While many of the people interviewed harked back to old counties
which are not possible in the present pattern of local government (in
particular, the Yorkshire Ridings), the response since the interim
decision letter demonstrates that the majority of them could
reasonably be expected to be content with any approximation which
still recognises their Yorkshire or Lincolnshire heritage.
The
survey showed that a majority of residents in the north favoured
options which included a new county of East Yorkshire.
It also
demonstrated that a majority of residents in the south would like to
see their area separated from the north, though some preferred an
enlarged Lincolnshire while others favoured a new North Lincolnshire.
That ambiguity has now been resolved.
The North Lincolnshire
Association's decision, taken after the publication of the
Commission's interim decision letter, to give its support to Option
3, has been confirmed by a petition with over 41,000 signatures from
the south bank.
90. The Commission had expressed the hope in its interim decision
letter that loyalty to traditional areas could co-exist with
acceptance of Humberside as an administrative county. However, it
is now clear that there is a widespread desire amongst its residents
to harmonise local government administration
with traditional
geographical areas.
It must now seem doubtful, therefore, that
loyalty to the new county will develop in the way that the Commission
had hoped. In the Commission's judgement there can now be no doubt
that the abandonment of the attempt to unite the north and south
sides of the Humber by means of a single county council spanning both
banks of the estuary, will be warmly welcomed by a substantial
majority of its residents.
THE PATTERN OF COMMUNITY LIFE
91 . The Commission had been criticised for not making more of the
connections which exist between Lincolnshire and the Humberside south
bank. It has therefore re-examined the evidence in the RSGB study
from this angle also. The study shows the relatively minor flow of
journeys outside Humberside and the self-containment of the south
bank
itself.
Some
local
journeys
cross
the
present
Lincolnshire/Humberside boundary, but this is inevitable because some
main roads cross into Lincolnshire and back again. The north bank
is similarly self-contained.
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92.
The Humber estuary is a barrier crossed only by the Humber
Bridge, and it separates most of North Humberside from most of South
Humberside.
The Commission notes that statements to the Humber
Bridge Inquiry have been used to support different points of view
about the use and impact of the Bridge. The Commission also notes
that use of the Bridge is lower than had been originally anticipated,
partly because of the tolls but also because development close to the
southern land-fall has not materialised as then expected.
93. The separation of the north and south banks is reflected in the
evidence the Commission has received about the organisation of
voluntary bodies and associations.
A large number still align
themselves to the traditional counties.
Given the lack of
interaction across the Humber and the continued opposition to the
county, it is likely to be more difficult than the Commission had
hoped in its earlier letter for such groups to base themselves on the
concept of Humberside. Traditional loyalties would seem to ensure
that the older allegiances, to the former counties, will be longer
lasting and will remain important components of the social fabric.
THE EFFECTIVE OPERATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND ASSOCIATED SERVICES
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94. The Commission is less convinced by representations made against
Humberside on the grounds of effective operation of services. The
debate has provoked criticism both of Humberside's services and of
the Commission's attempt to quantify the costs and benefits of
change. Some of the principal parties quote from newspaper articles,
comment and other sources to assert that Humberside is an ineffective
authority.
Serious deficiencies in services have been alleged,
presented as evidence that Humberside is not conducive to effective
and convenient local government. The Commission considers that these
allegations are revealing in indicating the depth of dislike for the
County Council, but there is little in them directly relevant to the
issues before the Commission.
95.
The reports on which the press stories were based seem to
provide no clear evidence about the provision of Humberside's
services in general, let alone about the effect of its current
boundaries.
Similarly, claims that large items of capital
expenditure would be incurred if Humberside should continue, but
would be saved if it was abolished, appear speculative.
96. The Commission has looked again at the implications of Option
3, the only realistic alternative to Humberside, for the effective
operation of services, and sees no reason to dispute the general
conclusion set out in the Arup report about the costs and benefits
of change: that Option 3 would be the least expensive of the proposed
options for change.
Nevertheless, it is clear that any change
involves a cost. The consultants identified transitional and running
costs in moving to Option 3, but noted that they were dependent on
the assumptions set out in their report.
On their central
assumptions transitional costs were estimated at £10.7M and running
costs at E2.3M. The Commission took the view earlier that costs of
this order should not rule out change if other factors pointed
strongly to a better alternative. This remains its view. Benefits
that might be expected to arise from the greater sense of
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I
satisfaction and loyalty to counties based more closely on
traditional areas are mainly intangible and cannot satisfactorily be
quantified.
97. While Option 3 would involve a significant shift in population
between the two existing counties, Humberside and Lincolnshire, it
would not result in any unit of local government of a size (whether
in terms of population or area) outside the range of shire counties
in England, as would have been the case, for example, with an
enlarged North Yorkshire.
The Commission is confident that the
authorities would be able to function effectively in their new form.
There can be no reason, in other words, taking into account normal
geographical factors, for the Commission to believe that in terms of
the operation of services, Option 3 offers any substantial inherent
disadvantages; indeed, the removal of a wide estuary as a barrier to
movement inside a county must in some respects simplify the delivery
of services, even allowing for the high degree of decentralisation
of current county services.
98. The Commission has already recognised in its interim decision
letter deficiencies in the present Humberside/Lincolnshire boundary.
The shape of that boundary and the way in which it cuts across lines
of communication must themselves impose some extra costs on the
delivery of county services and make them less convenient and
identifiable to local users. Its removal as a county boundary would
thus represent additional benefit from Option 3.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
99. It is common ground that the Humber Estuary is important to the
United Kingdom's overseas trade and each bank makes its distinct
contribution to industrial processing and manufacturing.
The
Commission, however, has been criticised for its belief that there
are advantages in retaining the estuary in one county authority, and
for suggesting that the area's development potential after the single
European Market in 1992 would be prejudiced by changed administrative
boundaries. Some port interests and firms support the Commission's
interim conclusion. Other respondents, however, have suggested that
the advantages have been exaggerated. They maintain that the most
significant port developments pre-dated Humberside County Council and
that the geographical imbalance between the two banks, particularly
the fact that 95% of available industrial land is on the south bank,
renders a unified view of the estuary unnecessary.
100. Economic development and the effects of promotion are difficult
to determine and the Commission has seen no firm evidence to prove
conclusively either that Humberside County Council has predominated
as an agent of growth in recent years, or that other agencies have
had a more important role. It is particularly difficult to judge the
success of development policies in the face of the past decline of
traditional industries. However, even if Humberside has done more
than its detractors would acknowledge, the response to the interim
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decision letter suggests that the Commission may have given undue
importance to the County' s role in the economic planning of the
estuary. The Commission believes that any county authority looking
after either bank would take full account of the potential for
economic development in its planning role and in its support for
industry, and that it would establish appropriate liaison machinery.
101. The Commission considers that it is pertinent to recall again
in this context that a major factor in the creation of Humberside was
the expectation of early and massive growth in employment and
population around the estuary. That growth has not occurred, because
of national demographic and economic factors rather than any failing
on the part of the County Council, but nevertheless it means that one
of the principal reasons for the creation of the county no longer
holds good.
THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSAL
102. As explained above, the Commission considers that the response
to its interim decision letter requires it to think again on the
future of the County of Humberside.
There have been forceful
expressions of dislike of Humberside County Council, of the very
name, and of the throwing together of different people on each side
of the Humber estuary into one unit of local government.
They
clearly show that the pattern of local government at county level
does not match the loyalties and perceptions of large numbers of its
residents.
While no convincing case has been made to show that
Humberside is unable to provide adequate services to the area it
serves, the fact that so many residents cannot identify with the
county means that local government will be less effective than it
could be, because it will not engage the loyalty and enthusiasm of
its electorate.

i
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103. The Commission's first report on Humberside (No 563) had said
that there might come a point "at which longstanding and strongly
held feelings of alienation towards an authority on the part of large
numbers of its residents must in themselves call for a re-examination
of the justification for its existence". That feeling of alienation
must, in the Commission's view, now be acknowledged to exist. There
has, in the correspondence since the interim decision letter, been
a marked swing to Option 3, which the Commission identified as the
only feasible alternative to the present county.
104.
The Commission considers that the basic issue before it is
whether or not it should propose the division of Humberside. At the
time of its interim decision the Commission thought it should not do
so, for the reasons set out in its letter of 7 March 1990. However,
in the light of its re-appraisal outlined in paragraphs 79 to 101
above, the Commission now believes that it is in the interests of
effective and convenient local government that the county should be
divided.
Its principal grounds for this changed conclusion are
firstly, the fact that opposition to the county has both widened and
hardened; secondly, that there is now much more of a consensus in
favour of Option 3; and thirdly, that the Commission no longer
believes that there is a realistic prospect of Humberside winning the
loyalty of a majority of its residents for many years to come. The
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Commission considers therefore that in this case the wishes of the
people must be accorded special importance, and that Humberside
should be divided between two counties on the basis of the Humber
estuary, one of which should respect the Yorkshire heritage of the
north bank and the other the Lincolnshire heritage of the south bank.
105.
In the light of this conclusion the Commission has given
further thought to the detailed way in which such a division should
be carried out.
106. First, the Commission has considered again the future of the
Borough of Boothferry which under Option 3 would have been divided,
with the Isle of Axholme going to the district of Glanford in
Lincolnshire.
The Commission now thinks it would be more in the
interests of effective and convenient local government to keep
Boothferry intact.
While the district does include parts of the
historic counties of Yorkshire (both East and West Ridings) and
Lincolnshire (Lindsey), it appears to have generated no hostility and
to have established itself in the eyes of its residents as an
effective authority. Further, the RSGB study showed more support for
Humberside and less attachment to Lincolnshire on the part of the
residents of the Isle of Axholme than elsewhere on the south bank.
It has also been represented that the River Trent would constitute
a strong, natural boundary.
Bearing in mind the difficulty of
finding a satisfactory county boundary to separate the Isle of
Axholme from the rest of Boothferry, and the fact that, without the
Isle, Boothferry would be left as a very small district, the
Commission sees advantage in retaining Boothferry intact, thus
avoiding the disruption of splitting a district.
107. Secondly, the Commission has investigated the legal mechanisms
for achieving the division of Humberside. It is satisfied that it
could legally propose the abolition of Humberside under section
47(1)(c) of the Local Government Act 1972.
Equally, the same
geographical pattern of boundaries could be achieved by "alteration"
of the areas concerned under section 47(1)(a) of the Act.
The
Commission believes that "alteration" would be more satisfactory
because it is likely to be less disruptive and less costly to both
Humberside and Lincolnshire County Councils.
108. The Commission recognises that one limitation of proceeding by
way of "alteration" is that it cannot then propose a change of name
for Humberside. It is well aware of the very strong feeling against
that name and in favour of East Yorkshire. However, this is a change
which is entirely within the power of the County Council itself; the
Commission has no doubt that the people of the county, within its new
boundaries, will make their views known through their elected county
councillors.
109.
The Commission therefore proposes that the districts of
Cleethorpes, Glanford, Great Grimsby and Scunthorpe, should be
transferred to the existing county of Lincolnshire; and that the
remaining districts of Humberside, namely Boothferry, East Yorkshire,
Holderness, Kingston upon Hull and The East Yorkshire Borough of
Beverley, should constitute a reduced County of Humberside. For the
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I
purpose of its draft proposal, the Commission proposes to use the
existing district boundaries for the new county boundaries. This
proposal is shown in the map at Annex B.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

110. The Commission is required to propose consequential changes to
the electoral arrangements as a counterpart to its changes to
administrative boundaries, within the rules set out in the 1972 Local
Government Act.
If the Commission decides to confirm its draft
proposal to the Secretary of State (after considering the response
to this letter), it will then be necessary for it to propose the
electoral consequences of enlarging Lincolnshire. In due course, the
authority will be invited to supply figures of the electorates for
the areas concerned, as well as for 5 years ahead since the
Commission is required to take expected demographic changes into
account.
1 1 1 . In complying with the Act the Commission must have regard to
two factors in particular - the size of the council and the equality
of representation. As both factors have substantial implications,
the Commission feels it right to draw attention to them now in
general terms, without prejudice to its eventual draft proposals on
electoral arrangements which would be the subject of separate
consultation later.
112. It is already clear to the Commission that substantial change
may need to be made to Lincolnshire's electoral arrangements
following the addition of South Humberside. The existing county is
generously endowed with county councillors for its electorate in
comparison with the part of Humberside which would move into the
county. At present, Lincolnshire has 76 county councillors and South
Humberside 26. It would not be equitable simply to add the present
South Humberside county councillors to the existing Lincolnshire
County Council, because there would then be a serious imbalance
between the number of electors per county councillor in the old and
new parts of the enlarged county. The Commission would also need to
consider the appropriate size of council.
The normal range for
counties is from 60-100 councillors. It would not be feasible just
to create additional county councillors for South Humberside, to
equalise the standard of representation, because that would produce
a council well over the normal maximum of 100. The Commission would
therefore need to consider fresh electoral arrangements for the whole
of the enlarged Lincolnshire. This could result in a substantial
reduction in the number of county councillors representing the
present Lincolnshire. In both the existing Lincolnshire and South
Humberside, therefore, it is likely that the number and size of most
electoral divisions will need to be changed.
113. At this stage the Commission does not see an equivalent need
to review the electoral arrangements for the reduced Humberside, even
though the County would only have 49 councillors, below the
recommended minimum of 60, because no significant imbalances in
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representation would be created.
The Commission considers that,
subject to any views eventually put forward by Humberside County
Council and others, a council of 49 should suffice until the next
cycle of mandatory electoral reviews, due to begin in 1996.
SECOND ORDER BOUNDARY ISSUES
114. The Commission wishes to avoid unnecessary debate at this stage
about second order boundary issues. Consequently, it re-emphasises
that it does not propose to deal with any of those mentioned in its
interim decision letter until decisions have been taken on the
current review.
Representations have since been made about the
boundary of, for example, Scunthorpe with Glanford and these will be
dealt with at the same time. The Commission notes that the present
Humberside/Lincolnshire boundary would, if the present draft
proposals are implemented, not be an issue at county level. However,
problems would remain at district level and it would be appropriate
to return to this boundary, as the boundary between districts, in due
course when resources allow. The Commission also accepts the need
to consider further, at a later stage, the precise boundary between
Humberside and Lincolnshire in the estuary.
CONSULTATION AND PUBLICITY

115.
Section 60(2) of the Local Government Act 1972 requires the
Commission to consult the council of any local government area
affected by a review; any bodies representative of staff employed by
local authorities who have asked to be consulted; and such other
persons or bodies as it thinks fit. It must also take such steps as
it considers necessary for securing that persons who may be
interested are informed of any draft proposals, and of the place
where the proposals or decision can be inspected. It must deposit
copies of those proposals for inspection over a specified period at
the offices of any principal council whose area may be affected, and
take into consideration any representations made to it during that
period.
Copies of this letter are accordingly being sent to the
persons and bodies listed in Appendix 1 to this letter.
Further
copies may be obtained from the address at the head of the letter.
Copies will be supplied on request to any body representative of
staff employed by the authorities, and to any person or body
requesting one.
116. The Commission considers that adequate publicity in the areas
concerned will be given if notices are published in local newspapers.
It has arranged for a notice in the form of Appendix 2 to be inserted
in those newspapers listed in Appendix 3 for two consecutive weeks
from 1st to 14th December 1990.
117. The local authorities listed in Annex A are requested to place
copies of this letter on deposit for inspection at their main offices
for a period of six weeks. Both they and the other local authorities
listed in Appendix 1 are also asked to place a copy of the notice on
display at places where public notices are customarily displayed.
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COMMENTS ON THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSAL
118. The Commission invites comments on its draft proposal.
Any
person or body wishing to make comments is asked to observe the
following points:a. it is helpful to the Commission to have reasons why its draft
proposal is being either supported or opposed;
b. if the reasons are already contained in earlier documents in
the possession of the Commission it will be sufficient to refer to
these although additional material can of course be included with
the letter;
otherwise the letter should put forward a fully
reasoned argument.
RE-ASSESSMENT OF DRAFT PROPOSAL
119. The Commission will re-assess its draft proposal in the light
of all the written representations it receives. If it finds that it
then has sufficient information to reach a conclusion it will
announce this in the form of a report to the Secretary of State for
the Environment. If it considers that additional consultations are
required, it may seek further views.
EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION

120. The principal parties (listed in Annex A) are requested to send
copies of their comments to each other. Other local authorities,
including parish councils, are asked to send copies of their comments
to both the County Councils of Humberside and Lincolnshire.
CLOSING DATE FOR COMMENTS
121. The Commission asks that all comments should be forwarded to
it at the above address quoting "Section H" as soon as possible and
in any case to arrive not later than 31 January 1991.

i

ENQUIRIES
122. Any enquiries about this letter should be addressed to
Mr M R Mullard on 071-238-5018
Yours faithfully

I
I
i
I
i
i

S T GARRISH
Secretary
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Annex A

-

List of Principal Parties

Annex B

-

Map showing proposed boundary between
Humberside and Lincolnshire

Appendix 1

-

List of persons and bodies to whom
copies of this letter are being sent

Appendix 2

-

Public Notice

Appendix 3

-

List of local newspapers
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ANNEX A
THE PRINCIPAL PARTIES
Humberside County Council
Lincolnshire County Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorshire Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council
Holderness Borough Council
Kingston upon Hull City Council
Scunthorpe Borough Council
Selby District Council
The East Yorkshire Action Group
The North Lincolnshire Association
The Yorkshire Ridings Society
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APPENDIX 1

RECIPIENTS OF THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSAL LETTER

The Chief Executives of :
Humberside County Council
Lincolnshire County Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Nottinghamshire County Council
Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough Council
The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council
Holderness Borough Council
Kingston upon Hull City Council
Scunthorpe Borough Council
Bassetlaw District Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
Ryedale District Council
Selby District Council
Scarborough Borough Council
Boston Borough Council
East Lindsey District Council
Kesteven District Council
South Holland District Council
West Lindsey District Council
The East Yorkshire Action Group
The North Lincolnshire Association
The Yorkshire Ridings Society
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The Clerk of the Parish or Town Council, or Chairman of the Parish
Meeting, of all parishes in Humberside and those in Lincolnshire who
commented on the Interim Decision Letter.
The Rt Hon Michael Alison, MP
Mr Joe Ashton, MP
Sir Richard Body, MP
Mr Michael Brown, MP
Mr James Cran, MP
Mr David Davis, MP
Mr John Greenway, MP
Mr Edward Leigh, MP
Mr Kevin McNamara, MP
Mr Austin Mitchell, MP
Mr Elliot Morley, MP
Mr John L Prescott, MP

(Selby)
(Bassetlaw)
(Holland with Boston)
(Brigg and Cleethorpes)
(Beverley)
(Boothferry)
(Ryedale)
(Gainsborough and Horncastle
(Kingston upon Hull North)

(Great Grimsby)
(Glanford and Scunthorpe)

Mr Stuart Randall, MP
Sir Michael Shaw, JP, DL, MP

(Kingston upon Hull East)
(Kingston upon Hull West)
(Scarborough)

Sir Peter Tapsell, MP
Mr John Townend, MP
The Rt Hon Harold Walker, MP
Mr Mick Welsh, MP

(Lindsey East)'
(Bridlington)
(Doncaster Central)
(Doncaster North)

The Earl of Halifax
The Earl of Yarborough
Lord Hotham
Lord Kimball
The Bishop of Lincoln
The Lord Lieutenant of Humberside
Mr P W J Carver - a Deputy Lieutenant of Humberside
Mr Peter Crampton -MEP for Humberside
The County and Borough Councillors who commented on the Commission's
interim decision
Headquarters of the Conservative Party
Headquarters of the Labour Party
Headquarters of the Liberal Democrat Party
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Department of Education and Science
Department of Health
Department of Social Security
Regional Administrator, Trent Regional Health Authority
Regional Administrator, Yorkshire Regional Health Authority
Headquarters, British Telecom

The Secretary, Eastern, East Midlands, North Eastern, and Yorkshire
Electricity Companies
The Secretary, East Midlands, Northern, North Eastern, Gas Companies

The Chief Executive, Anglian, Northumbrian, North West, Severn-Trent,
York, Yorkshire, Water Companies
The Yorkshire and Humberside Tourist Board
Port Authorities in Humberside
Editors, Municipal Journal and Local Government Chronicle
Local television and radio stations serving the area
The Secretary, Association of County Councils
The Secretary, Association of District Councils
The Secretary, National Association of Local Councils

The Secretary, County Associations of Local Councils
The Secretary, Association of Chief Police Officers for England and
Wales
The Secretary, Police Superintendents' Association for England and
Wales
The Secretary, Police Federation for England and Wales
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APPENDIX 2

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
FURTHER REVIEW OF HUMBERSIDE
NOTICE OF DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR CHANGE TO THE COUNTY BOUNDARY BETWEEN
HUMBERSIDE AND LINCOLNSHIRE
NOTICE IS GIVEN that the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England has, in the course of its further review of Humberside,
considered the responses made to its interim decision, published in
its letter of 7 March 1990, not to make any proposals for radical
change to that County.
In the light of the evidence received the Commission has concluded

i
i
i
i
i

that the interests of effective and convenient local government in
the area would best be served by the transfer of the districts of
Cleethorpes, Glanford, Great Grimsby and Scunthorpe from Humberside
to Lincolnshire.
The

Commission

has, therefore

decided to withdraw

its interim

decision and has made a draft proposal accordingly.
Copies of the Commission's letter explaining its draft proposal can
be inspected, together with maps illustrating the change, during
office hours at the offices of the County Councils of Humberside and
Lincolnshire:
Humberside County Council

Lincolnshire County Council

County Hall
Beverley
North Humberside

County Offices
Newland
Lincoln

HU17 9BA

LN1 1YL

i
33

or at the main offices of the Borough and District Councils of
Beverley, Boothferry, Cleethorpes, East Yorkshire, Glanford, Great
Grimsby, Holderness, Kingston upon Hull and Scunthorpe. Copies of
the Commission's letter have also been sent to every parish council
in Humberside and Lincolnshire. Further copies are available from
the Commission's office, address below
Comments on the Commission's draft proposal are invited. They.should
be made,, in writing, to:The Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Room 122

20 Albert Embankment
LONDON
SE1 7TJ
quoting reference LGBC/J/20 so as to arrive not later than
31 January 1991.

S T GARRISH
Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission
27 November 1990

34

I

I
I
I
I
I

APPENDIX 3

LIST OF LOCAL NEWSPAPERS

Beverley Guardian/Driffield Times
Bridlington Free Press
Epworth Bells
Goole Times and Chronicle
Grantham Journal
Grimsby Evening Telegraph
Hull Daily Mail
Lincolnshire Echo
Lincolnshire Standard (East, West and North West Editions)
Mercury (Scarborough)
Northern Echo
Scarborough Evening News
Scunthorpe Evening Telegraph
Selby Times
Spalding Guardian
Stamford Mercury
York and District Advertiser
Yorkshire Evening Post
Yorkshire Post
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ANNEX 7

SUMMARY OF THE RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT PROPOSAL LETTER
1 . The Principal Parties
1 .1 All the Principal Parties, who are listed at Annex 4,
responded to the draft proposal, except Selby District Council,
who indicated that it had nothing to add to its original
submission - that it wished to remain in North Yorkshire.
1.2 Humberside County Council opposed the draft proposal on the
grounds that change at this stage would not be in the best
interests of effective and convenient local government. It urged
a speedy conclusion to the review, since it considered it
inappropriate for us to be considering a boundary adjustment of
the scale now proposed for Humberside, in view of impending plans
for the re-organisation of local government. It challenged the
Commission's changed position since the issue of the interim
decision letter. The County Council reinforced its earlier points
relating to its effective service delivery, self-containment,
community of interest regarding work and leisure activity, and
its corporate identity, which had been widely established and
which had enabled it to attract inward investment. It said that
a principal consideration in the creation of Humberside was the
need to treat the estuary as an economic whole and that promotion
of economic development had been a priority. Port and commercial
interests had continued to support this view. The County Council
commented that the Commission, in its interim report, had
accepted this argument, considering that, on balance, advantage
lay with the retention of the estuary within one authority.
It
commented on the Commission's earlier statement, that it had been
shown to be an effective authority.
1.3 The County Council argued that the abolition of, or change
to, the county would be costly and disruptive, as the Arup Study
had identified, and carried with it the risk that community
chargepayers, on both sides of the estuary, would very likely
have to pay the extra transitional costs. The County Council felt
there would subsequently be the same risk of alienating the
chargepayers in Lincolnshire.
The alternative would be a
reduction in the level of services.
1.4 In relation to the wishes of the people, the County Council
commented that the Commission had contradicted its earlier
position which had relied on the "statistically significant" RSGB
data based on random sampling of the population, but which had
shown no clear majority for any of the options presented. It
commented that the Commission, following the response to the
interim decision letter, had then re-examined the RSGB findings
in tandem with conclusions drawn from the examination of a
relatively small number of individual and cyclostyled letters,
and a larger number of petition signatures whose authenticity the
County Council challenged. The County Council also commented
that the proportion of the population represented in the response
who argued for abolition of, or change to, Humberside were
essentially self-selecting and that their responses constituted

a "protest vote". Those supporting the interim decision had not
responded because they had no reason to do so at that stage. It
stated that media polls had shown fifth and sixth formers to be
overwhelmingly in favour of the retention of Humberside and that
accorded with the Commission's earlier stated view that loyalty
to the present county would grow with time. The County Council
considered that no new evidence had been provided to support a
change from the interim decision.
1 .5 Humberside County Council commented on the Commission's
earlier view, restated in its draft proposal, that there was no
appreciable pattern of community life, nor were there significant
links between the two banks of the Humber.
It contested
paragraph 93 of the Commiss ion's draft proposal letter which
suggested that the separation of the north and south banks had
been reflected in the evidence which it had received about the
organisation of voluntary bodies and associations. The County
Council stated that there was no indication of any evidence to
support a change of decision; indeed the Commission had stated
in its interim decision letter that many organisations had forged
a new identity based on the area of Humberside. It queried the
Commission's decision to retain Boothferry intact, which,
although a sensible decision in itself, had not been one of the
options put forward in the Commission's interim decision letter.
This, the County Council argued, was inconsistent with the
Commission' s argument set out in paragraph 104 of its draft
proposal letter, 'Humberside should be divided between two
counties ....one of which should respect the Yorkshire heritage
of the north bank and the other the Lincolnshire heritage of the
south bank1. Boothferry, in its view, embraced both.
1 .6 The County Council was particularly concerned that the
proposed reduction of the county would adversely affect the
operation of emergency services; in particular it would not be
able to provide its own police force and would have to operate
jointly with Lincolnshire, to cover a very wide area, at a time
when the local crime rate was rising rapidly. The concentration
of chemical industries, in particular around the estuary, meant
that, following implementation of the draft proposal, clear
demarcations for joint county operations would be required within
the estuary, since the River Humber itself would be outside the
revised county boundaries. It noted that under
current
arrangements the Humberside Fire Service operated along the river
as well as on both banks.
1.7 The County Council stated that the Commission had changed
its earlier view, that the estuary should be planned and
developed as a whole, to noting that it did not matter that two
different counties would be responsible for the two banks. It
made a number of comparisons between its own and Lincolnshire's
delivery of services and considered that Huxaberside County
Council had worked demonstrably well.
In terms of economic
performance, it argued that despite national economic and other
influences
which had, at times, impacted adversely
on
Humberside's growth, it had restructured the county's economy
which was currently an area of above-average economic growth with

an increasing.European outlook.
1 .8 Lincolnshire County Council endorsed the Commission1 s draft
proposal on the grounds that it recognised deep-seated opposition
to Humberside; acknowledged that the pattern of community life
is separate on each bank of the Humber estuary which, itself,
provides a major barrier to movement; respected and met with the
wishes of the people, which, in the County Council's view, should
be awarded special importance; and would deliver worthwhile cost
benefits and be in the interests of effective and convenient
local government.
1.9 The County Council maintained its view that support for
Humberside would be unlikely to change over time and that the
RSGB survey showed the extent of alienation towards the county.
This, taken together with the results of three subsequent polls
on the south bank, was, in the County Council's view, evidence
of the "grass roots" preference for a return to Lincolnshire.
It said that it would welcome a straight test of public opinion.
1.10 The County Council reinforced its view that the Humber
estuary divided the communities on each bank and referred to
evidence provided by the RSGB survey to this effect, and to the
Humber Bridge Enquiry and debates in 1990 in Parliament during
which similar views had been expressed. The County Council noted
the Commission's reasons for proposing retention of the Isle of
Axholme in Boothferry and Humberside, but expressed the hope that
the Isle of Axholme would be included in Lincolnshire to accord
with the wishes of the people there. It considered that loyalty
was an important constituent of effective local government.
1.11 Lincolnshire County Council referred to its submission in
response to the interim decision letter, demonstrating that
effective and efficient delivery of services was inextricably
linked to the effect of a county divided in two by an estuary.
It disputed Arup's central assumptions regarding transitional
costs and considered that the majority of those surveyed by RSGB
thought the potential benefits outweighed the expense.
It
commented that under Option 3 large capital expenditure required
for a new County Police Headquarters or substantial extensions
to the existing Humberside County Offices would not be required.
1.12 The County Council considered that, under the Commission's
draft proposal, Lincolnshire would not fall outside the present
range of shire counties in population and size and would operate
efficiently and effectively.
It maintained that a reduced
Humberside would be a viable administrative unit.
It also
considered that the proposal to restore the Humber estuary as a
boundary would facilitate and improve service delivery and that
associated services such as health authorities and private sector
organisations would, in the main, work effectively under the new
arrangements. Whilst disputing the method of campaign conducted
by Humberside County Council, Lincolnshire County Council
considered that the two authorities could work together. It also
noted a number of bodies and organisations which already operate
along the boundaries of an enlarged Lincolnshire, ignoring the
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present county boundary.
1.13 The County Council noted that it saw the Commission's
proposals as advantageous for the Single European Market and
promotion of the estuary since, in its view, the 'National Route
for Europe1 campaign would be strengthened by a reunited
Lincolnshire.
It also commented that it would welcome working
with the Yorkshire and Humberside Development Association and
would like to become part of a new Yorkshire and Lincolnshire
Development Association to strengthen the Association's role. It
referred to what it saw as the important role of district
councils in economic development and local promotions.
1.14 North Yorkshire County Council was glad that no changes
were proposed directly affecting it.
It considered that the
Commission had paid little attention so far to the heavy costs
of change as experienced by previous re-organisations.
These
also involved indirect costs such as the establishment of new
policies
and
standards
of
provision
especially
where
harmonisation was involved. The County Council also noted that
the cost effects of the disruption of existing services and the
diversion of management time and attention away from normal
operational issues to the problems of reorganisation could last
many years; it urged that the "cost of change" factor should be
part of the public debate.
1.15 Boothferrv
Borough
Council.
whilst
welcoming
the
Commission's recognition of the arguments for its retention
intact, strongly supported the retention of Humberside and
referred to its previous submissions.
1.16 The Borough Council commented that the draft proposal
contained no new information to justify departure from the
original and interim decisions.
In particular, it considered
that the proposal centred on sentiment, inculcated by campaigns
and polls,
rather than on effective and convenient local
government and felt that the review had lost credibility. It
felt that this factor, combined with the effect of transitional
costs at a time when the structure of local government was under
review, was not in the best interests of local residents.
1.17 Boothferry Borough Council also contended that the County
of Humberside was an administrative county only for the purpose
of providing effective and convenient local government and that
the Yorkshire and Lincolnshire heritage continued. It considered
that the draft proposal would have a detrimental effect upon the
local economy and services. It said that the current uncertainty
over the future of Humberside adversely affected staffing levels
and, consequently, service to the public.
1.18 The Borough Council was also concerned over the extended
time allowed for the receipt of views following the Commission's
interim decision letter and felt that it allowed
proabolitionists to organise their campaigns in such a way as to
distort the picture. It also commented that, in the pre-1974
local referenda, the majority of Isle of Axholme residents voted
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to become part of the new Humberside County.
1.19 Glanford Borough Council endorsed the Commission's draft
proposal and advocated a unified Lincolnshire, based on
traditional lines, in order to achieve what it saw as the public
acceptance Lincolnshire required to move forward.
It also
stressed what it saw as the important role of district councils
for planning and economic development.
1 .20 The Borough Council considered that genuine democracy should
reflect traditional loyalties and endorsed the Commission's
assessment of Humberside residents' perception of there being a
sharp division between the two banks of the county, and their
wish
to harmonise
local
government administration
with
traditional geographical areas. It considered the results of the
RSGB survey to have been selectively quoted but that nonetheless
there were indications in it that the public would accept a
united Lincolnshire.

i
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1.21 Glanford Borough Council deplored what it considered to be
a pressurising propaganda campaign mounted by Humberside County
Council to support its case for retention, supported by local
media campaigns and polls. Notwithstanding this, however, it
noted local polls showing that overall adult support for transfer
of the south bank to Lincolnshire was roughly 65% for and 35%
against.
It claimed that Humberside's supporters argued that
Humberside should be retained because the younger generation
regard themselves as Humbersiders, not Lincolnshire people, and
that this contradicted Humberside*s argument that
local
government is merely an administrative unit. The Borough Council
said that, as the Commission observed in paragraph 109 of its
interim decision letter, "knowledge of local authorities probably
grows with age" although the RSGB Survey identified that 83% of
18-24 year-olds knew little about the subject. It considered that
newspaper polls of schoolchildren revealed more support for
Humberside because of pressure exerted by schoolteachers who had
a vested interest in Humberside's continued existence. The
Borough Council repeated its earlier views that hopes for loyalty
to Humberside in the long term had been unfounded because of the
separate pattern of community life on each side of the Humber.
It said that it made no claim on the Isle of Axholme but if the
Commission decided to transfer it to Lincolnshire the Council
would welcome its inclusion in Glanford.
1.22 The Council commented that the two sides of the river had
different priorities and that the north would always be in a
position to impose its will over the south, and that south bank
residents would be in a position to exercise considerable
influence over local government
policies
in a unified
Lincolnshire.
It quoted the RSGB survey as indicating that
Humberside's services were not as widely appreciated as claimed
Humberside County Council.

1.23 Glanford Borough Council considered that there was no
evidence of a need for a single local government area covering
the whole of the estuary, either in terms of strategic planning
or economic development. It noted that Associated British Ports
was the body responsible for the development and operation of
Grimsby and Hull ports rather than Humberside County Council. It
disputed that Humberside1s identity was easily recognised in
Europe, claiming that the Trent, Humber, Hull, Grimsby and
Immingham were all recognised within the shipping fraternity,
whereas Humberside was not.
It also stated that Lincolnshire
County Council already offers comprehensive 'single market1
business advice and development services and that local chambers
of commerce were already geared up for the Single European Market
in 1992. It commented that tourism in the Humberside area is
still linked to traditional names.
1 .24 The Citv of Kingston Upon Hull, in continuing to present its
case for metropolitan status, commented that there were problems
for Hull in operating a two-tier system: Humberside County
Council provided services to a large rural hinterland as well as
to the major urban area centred in Hull, each of which
represented different interests.
It considered antipathy to
Humberside to be unique and that this had led to the current
review.
It considered that the current two tiers of local
government in Hull, involving split levels of responsibility for
service delivery, resulted in inefficiency, lowered effectiveness
and the duplication of facilities and functions. It said the
County Council's location in Beverley was too remote from Hull
to be operationally effective.
1 .25 The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverlev Borough Council said
that it found no logic in the draft proposal and urged the
Commission to revert to its interim decision. It considered that
a change of name to "East Yorkshire and North Lincolnshire County
Council" would provide the most satisfactory solution to the
pressure for change. It also felt that the review of Humberside
should be suspended pending the announcement of the Secretary of
State's proposals for local government structural change.
1 .26 East Yorkshire Borough Council expressed its objections to
the Commission's draft proposal which it considered did not
provide for a viable county on the north bank. It reaffirmed its
previous submissions (to recommend Humberside County Council to
change its name so as to include East Yorkshire) and supported
the City of Kingston Upon Hull's case for the introduction of
unitary multi-purpose authorities.
1.27 Holderness Borough Council maintained its support for the
retention of Humberside and asked that consideration be given to
a change of name.
1.28 Cleethorpes Borough Council, although originally expressing
its support for the creation of a new county of North
Lincolnshire, commented that the cost of change, as they affected
community chargepayers, was not justifiable in the light of the
current review of local government structure. It also said that

certain important services delivered by Humberside County Council
were of a higher standard than those provided by Lincolnshire
County Council. It urged that for the time being the borough
should remain in Humberside.
1.29 Great Grimsbv Borough Council reaffirmed its wish to remain
in Humberside, which it regards as a clearly recognised unit of
local government under the current two-tier structure, and asked
the Commission to withdraw its draft proposal so as to avoid
further uncertainty. It expressed a strong wish to be given
"most purpose authority" status.
1.30 The Borough Council expressed particular concern about the
economic disadvantages accruing from splitting Humberside and the
impact upon future economic development of the area. It was also
concerned about the implications for promotional and pro-European
initiatives, working relations and inward investment.
It
commented on the effects of transitional costs on service
provision, particularly in education and services to the elderly
and handicapped, and the adverse effects of uncertainty arising
from the prolonged review of Humberside.
1 .31 The Borough Council also commented that eight out of the
nine Humberside district authorities currently supported the
retention of Humberside in its present form and, in view of the
democratic nature of local government, it was important to give
full consideration to their views.
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1.32 Scunthoroe Borough Council urged that Humberside should be
left intact, both from the viewpoint of the costs of change and
the consequential burden to the chargepayer, and in the light of
the current review of local government structure. It considered
that the Commission had ruled out the democratic nature of local
government by not taking into account the views of the majority
of Humberside's composite local authorities who voted in favour
of retention following the Commission's interim decision letter.
It considered that the current proposal would also reduce the
cost effectiveness of a two-tier system of local government, and
believed that regional links in future could be jeopardised if
the draft proposal were to be adopted.
1.33 The Borough Council also argued for removal of the Humber
Bridge tolls. It endorsed Humberside County Council's views that
young people's support for Humberside would steadily grow,
reaching 50% support in ten years' time.
It considered the
essence of the Commission's new proposals represented a quite
dramatic change in the emphasis placed upon certain criteria,
including the effective nature of local government at the present
time, and that these had been laid aside on account of the volume
of response to the Commission's interim decision.
1.34 The East Yorkshire Action Group welcomed the Commission's
draft proposal as being the least costly and the most popular
alternative to the county of Humberside. It repeated its view
that
Humberside's residents, including a majority of young

people, did not strongly identify with the county and that nearly
two-thirds of those interviewed by RSGB were not in favour of
Humberside continuing as now.
It quoted the RSGB report as
indicating that a change of name was insufficient since
Humberside's efforts to acknowledge heritage by means of local
signs bearing traditional names had been unsuccessful, as had
attempts to persuade the post office to deliver letters with preHumberside addresses.
It commented that it would welcome a
further formal test of public opinion but considered that such
a test would still provide a similar result to the RSGB survey.
It felt that this had shown a clear preference for Option 3. It
quoted the RSGB study as identifying the failure of the Humber
Bridge to unite the two banks of the county and that even if
tolls were abolished it would not attract more traffic.
1.35 The Action Group commented that the greater part of
Humberside is not an estuarial environment and that the debate
on the county had made little reference to the rural economy and
characteristics of the area. It disputed Humberside's assertion
that its continued existence is necessary for estuarial
development and unification of the two banks of the Humber.
1.36 The Action Group considered the Isle of Axholme to identify
more closely with Lincolnshire and asked for a further test of
local preferences.
1 .37 It was critical of Humberside County Council's campaign for
its retention and disputed the findings and comments of those
supporting the county. It asked how a county disliked by so many
could lead to effective and convenient local government and said
that Lincolnshire could offer services to an equally high level
of satisfaction as.that claimed by Humberside. It also urged an
investigation into the cost benefits of the adoption of Option
3 and claimed that savings of around £28 million would accrue due
to cessation of travel between the two banks by Humberside County
Council employees and avoidance of the need to provide a planned
new police headquarters and social services buildings.
1.38 The Action Group said that Humberside County Council had
admitted it owed much of its economic development to Hull, which
did not support the county's retention. It considered that the
County Council's self-marketing image produced a negative
response with the result that many enterprises and companies
disassociated themselves from it by using the traditional county
names. It maintained that there was already in existence a selfcontained and integrated north bank market, co-terminous with the
East Yorkshire county based at Beverley. It raised the issue of
the review of local government and felt that
it was
inconceivable that any radical review of local government
structure would perpetuate a county as much disliked as
Humberside.
1.39 The North Lincolnshire Association welcomed the draft
proposal and stated that, of the options that would abolish the
county of Humbers ide, the change to East Yorkshire and an
enlarged Lincolnshire attracted the most support.
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1.40 It commented that it was essential that the public felt
their local government fairly represented their needs. It noted
that the RSGB study had clearly identified antagonism to
Humberside in all of the areas analysed by the survey. It felt
from this that existing arrangements failed to satisfy the two
strands of local government concerning the wishes of the local
people and pattern of community life, and that any local
government area which so clearly failed to satisfy local
residents' feelings of loyalty and identity would never be
conducive to the effective operation of local government
services.
1 .41 The Association expressed its concern over statements it saw
as misleading concerning the implications of change for services
provided at county level, such as education, police, fire and
social services, by campaigners for the retention of Humberside
in its present form. It also considered that some local media
had been one-sided in their handling of the issue and that
Humberside County Council had applied undue pressure to the
signing of petitions and other forms of support. It considered
that a ballot of south bank schoolchildren had been flawed since
the children did not know all the issues involved and had been
subjected to pressure by those who had vested interests in
Humberside's retention.
1 .42 The Association contested the claim that Lincolnshire County
Council, in contrast to Humberside County Council, did not
provide proper school meals to schoolchildren or free bus passes
to the elderly and considered that unfair efforts had been
applied to undermine the standing of Lincolnshire County Council.
1.43 It repeated its earlier views on its perception of the
barrier effect between the north and south banks of Humberside,
and that the concept of an estuarial authority was of doubtful
value as there was no evidence that any economic benefits had
accrued from Humberside as a single estuarial authority.
It
argued that historically, and currently, the two banks had worked
together in friendly co-operation and competition; and the need
for co-ordinated
development had been overstated
since
development sites are almost exclusively on the south bank which
attracts special development status for the purpose of European
Regional Development funding
1 .44 The Association disputed Humberside County Council's claim
that it was the main promoter of industrial development, since
such development is business led; few businesses worked in
Humberside as an integrated market on their own.
It did not
consider that the draft proposal would jeopardise estuarial
development or affect arrangements for entry to the European
Single Market in 1992. It expressed confidence in Lincolnshire's
continued ability to attract inward investment and to provide
services to secure its economic future.
1.45 The Yorkshire Ridings Society endorsed the draft proposal
on the grounds that it recognised the permanence of the Humber
Estuary as a major divide; that it approached the concept of

effective and convenient local government; and that it
corresponded more closely to the wishes of the people as
disclosed by the RSGB survey.
1.46 The Society considered that the Isle of Axholme should be
transferred from the Borough of Boothferry (in Humberside) to the
Borough of Glanford (due to transfer to Lincolnshire under the
draft proposal), since it considered that the residents' work,
shopping and communication ties were to the west, east and south,
rather than to Goole in the north. It considered that the former
course of the river Don was not very visible on current maps but
remained an important local physical divide and in large part a
metropolitan/non-metropolitan
boundary since 1974. Under the
current proposal, the Isle would be a salient between the areas
administered by the Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council and
Lincolnshire County Council. It felt, however, that there might
be local hostility to joining Doncaster.
2.

Comments from Parish Councils in Humberside

2.1 The Commission received responses from 89 parish councils
in Humberside - 54 from the north bank and 35 from the south
bank.
Comments from North Bank Parish Councils
2.2 42 parish councils favoured the draft proposal;
12 were
against.
The majority of those which supported the draft
proposal wished to see the implementation of Option 3, or the
renaming of the north bank 'East Yorkshire"; five suggested the
designation 'East Riding'. Nine of the parish councils which
favoured the draft proposal wished to see Hull separated from the
rest of the north bank county as its special needs as an urban
area were different from those of the surrounding rural areas.
2.3 Holme-on-Spaldinq Moor Parish Council considered that the
northern part of Boothferry had little connection with the
southern part of the district, as there is no direct public
transport between the two. It suggested that a partition, using
the Rivers Derwent, Ouse and Humber, might be more appropriate.
2.4 Those parish councils opposed to the draft proposal
cons idered that the current boundaries should remain as now,
although several believed a change of name would be appropriate.
Most opponents of the draft proposal argued against the high cost
of change. Goole Town Council rejected the Commission's
assessment of public opinion and stressed the importance of an
integrated economic development strategy for the Humberside
region.
Skirlauah Parish Council considered that present
arrangements unduly favoured the City of Kingston upon Hull and
that division of Humberside would leave it in an even more
dominating position.
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Comments from South Bank Parish Councils
2.5 Of the 35 parishes, 21 supported the draft proposal and 13
opposed it.
One parish council - Kirton-in-Lindsev was
equally divided. The majority in favour of the proposal would
welcome the return of South Humberside to Lincolnshire, with only
one parish. East Halton, preferring to see the creation of a new
county of North Lincolnshire. Burton-on-Stather Parish Council
considered that Hull attracted too much finance for its own
facilities which were perceived as not readily accessible to the
rest of Humberside. It believed a return to Lincolnshire would
engender a sense of loyalty and identity amongst south bank
residents.
Holme Parish Meeting expressed disapproval of
Humberside County Council's advertising campaign.
2.6 Parish councils opposing the draft proposal considered that
standards of education and other county services would suffer as
a result of change and that the transitional costs would be too
high. Immingham Town Council considered that Humberside County
Council had worked hard to create a good communications
infrastructure, was better equipped than Lincolnshire to provide
effective county administration, and that the number Estuary
development
should
be allowed
to become the
economic
counterbalance to the Channel Tunnel. Worlabv Parish Council
considered Humberside's services to be superior to those offered
by Lincolnshire and that the cost of change to community
chargepayers would be too high.

i
i

2.7 Of the 63 parish councils on the north and south banks which
together favoured the draft proposal, many wanted to see the
implementation of Option 3, the abolition of Humberside and the
creation of a county named East Yorkshire.
2.8 About one-sixth of these parish councils considered that
Kingston upon Hull should be separated from the county of
Humberside because of what they saw as its greater share of
resources compared to the rest of the county. The majority (10
out of 15) of parishes south of the River Ouse preferred to
remain in Humberside. Of the nine Isle of Axholme parishes who
responded, three preferred to remain in Humberside, four to
transfer to Lincolnshire, one expressed no preference and one
asked for a referendum.
3.

i
i
i
i
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Comments from authorities in surrounding counties

3.1 One county council (Nottinghamshire), one metropolitan
borough (Doncaster),four
district councils and 34 parish
councils, (32 in Lincolnshire and two in North Yorkshire)
responded from outside the County to the draft proposal. There
were, additionally, five responses from Lincolnshire parishes
which arrived after the Commission's deadline for reply.
3.2 Nottinghamshire County Council expressed concern at the
proposed dismantling of Humberside at a time when the structure
of local government was again under review, as did Doncaster
Metropolitan Borough Council, which also noted that considerable
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advances in economic regeneration had occurred in Humberside,
much of which, in its view, was attributable to the County
Council.
3.3 Two of the four Lincolnshire district councils,
West Lindsev District Council and East Lindsev District Council,
welcomed the Commission's draft proposal, although West Lindsey
expressed its concern at paragraph 42 of the Commission's letter,
which referred to Scunthorpe Borough Council's
expressed
intention to extend its boundaries.
They requested the
Commission to dismiss Scunthorpe's proposal as being outside the
terms of reference of the current review of Humberside. West
Lindsey District Council also suggested that any consequential
enlargement of sparsely populated rural county electoral
divisions would make them unwieldy.
Boston Borough Council
considered that the Commission's proposal to enlarge Lincolnshire
would result in too large an administrative area; Lincolnshire
should therefore be divided into two administrative areas based
on north Lincolnshire and south Lincolnshire with any necessary
adjustments being made to the present boundaries of Lincolnshire.
South Holland District Council supported the return of the south
bank areas to Lincolnshire.
3.4 Of the parish councils, only one, Willouohton Parish
Council. supported Humberside's retention.
The other 31
Lincolnshire parishes wished to see it abolished, or the
enlargement of Lincolnshire to incorporate the areas currently
in South Humberside. Two North Yorkshire parish councils also
wished to see Humberside abolished. The five late submissions
from Lincolnshire parishes also endorsed the enlargement of
Lincolnshire.
4.

Bodies and organisations

4.1 The Commission received a total of 237 responses from bodies
and organisations in and around Humberside; a further 14 after
the closing date of 31 January 1991. Of all these, 87% sought
the retention of Humberside.
4.2 Of those seeking the retention of Humberside, The Yorkshire
and Humberside Development Association expressed concern that
the draft proposal had ignored its earlier submission and felt
that the Commission had placed greater emphasis on the expressed
views of a vocal minority than on the views of organisations
which had a clear interest and commitment to the future economic
viability of the Humberside area. It stated that most south bank
districts would wish to retain existing links with the Yorkshire
and Humberside region, and that the Commission should also
consider the wider economic impact of the proposals on the
regional economy, since it might be difficult to attract the same
levels of inward investment in future. It also noted that it
would be difficult to compare levels of output and other relevant
items with historical data since the basis of all economic
statistics in the region would change.
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4.3 The representations from the local chambers of commerce,
business, training associations and financial institutions, were
generally agreed that the estuary should be administered as a
single unit and that commercial interests were best served by the
current administration.
Change at this time was felt to be
disruptive to future development in the light of the approaching
European Single Market; transitional costs would unfairly reflect
on individuals and businesses.
4.4 BP Chemicals considered that the existence of a unified
local authority had been a catalyst (and in some cases the
driving force) for many economic initiatives in the area and that
the existence of a single county across the estuary had enabled
the establishment of essential and efficient river-based
emergency services. The Rural Development Commission noted that
its Humberside Committee, with members representative of widely
differing backgrounds, were unanimous in supporting the retention
of the county, although there was endorsement for a change of
name.
4.5 Of those supporting the draft proposal, the National
Federation of Self-Employed and Small Businesses
Ltd.
(Lincolnshire and South Humberside Region) commented that, with
the estuary forming a natural barrier, it was well recognised
that very few of its members traded with north bank businesses
and that Lincolnshire County Council had a long-established
record for efficiency and cost-effectiveness.

i
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4.6 The Grimsbv and Immingham Chamber of Commerce and Shipping
indicated that its membership had voted 2:1 against the retention
of Humberside. The North Lincolnshire Health Authority said that
the geography made the continuation of the existing county
inappropriate. The Authority considered that administration and
liaison of its health services would be more effective if
Lincolnshire was enlarged to the north, rather than having to
deal with two separate counties, namely North Lincolnshire and
the present county of Lincolnshire.
4.7 The Lincolnshire Association of Local Councils commented
that parish councils in south Humberside and in the north of the
existing county of Lincolnshire would enjoy a better relationship
with each other and with the county council as part of a county
which stretched from the Humber to the Wash. It also felt that
the communities represented would be more effectively served by
a county authority based in Lincoln than by one in Beverley.
5
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Members of Parliament, Councillors and others

5.1 Representations were received from nine Members of
Parliament, four of whom either supported the draft proposal or
sought change, and five of whom wished to retain Humberside.
5.2 Mr. Michael Brown MP (Brigg and Cleethorpes) welcomed the
Commission's draft proposal which would mean the transfer of his
constituency from Humberside to Lincolnshire and criticised the
methods employed by Humberside County Council in its campaign.
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Mr. Edward Leigh MP (Gainsborough and Horncastle) also criticised
the County Council's campaign.
Sir Peter Tapsell MP (East
Lindsey) supported the draft proposal and referred to his speech
in the House of Commons on 5 July 1990, in which he had urged the
Commission to withdraw its interim decision and to abolish the
County of Humberside.
Mr. John Townend MP (Bridlington),
although opposed to the continuation of Humberside, did not
support the Commission's draft proposal on the grounds that it
would prove too costly to implement from the viewpoint of North
Humberside residents. He considered that the introduction of two
unitary authorities (district councils) on the north bank, one,
Kingston upon Hull, the other, the remainder of the north bank
to be designated East Yorkshire, would attract popular support.
5.3 Mr. Stan Crowther MP (Rotherham) responded to the draft
proposal in his capacity as Vice President of the Yorkshire and
Humberside Development Association and commented that the removal
of South Humberside to Lincolnshire would greatly damage the
prospects of developing a sound regional economic strategy.
Mr. Kevin McNamara MP(Hull North) wished to see the retention of
Humberside and saw a change in postal addresses as a resolution
to .the issue. Mr. Stuart Randall MP (Hull west) considered that
there was no need to change Humberside's structure and that the
Commission's review did not investigate whether existing county
services provided value for money. He also felt the proposed
changes would be costly to implement and that the continuing
uncertainty over the review would result in rising unemployment
and reduced prosperity in the area.
5.4 Mr. Elliot Morlev MP (Glanford and Scunthorpe) opposed the
Commission's draft proposal and commented that the Commission had
not disputed its finding in its interim decision letter that
Humberside provided effective and convenient local government.
He referred to the strong support for Humberside's retention
given by eight out of nine Humberside district councils, together
with that of local chambers of commerce, voluntary organisations
and emergency services.
He also disputed the view that
Humberside had failed to engender loyalty during its existence
and cited widespread support for the county, especially amongst
young people who had grown up in Humberside.
He said that
Humberside County Council had done much to regenerate industry
within the county and that there should be a reduction of bridge
tolls. He felt that a further review of the county should only
be undertaken within the context of national restructuring of
local government, and was critical of what he saw as the
Commission's alteration of the basis of its two previous reviews.
5.5 Mr. Austin Mitchell MP (Great Grimsby) expressed criticism
of the Commission's draft proposal in the light of the arguments
that had led to its earlier interim decision. He was concerned
about the consequences of implementing the draft proposal in
terms of redundancies, services and other arrangements for the
administration of Humberside. He also enquired about the costs
and benefits for Lincolnshire, including liability for increased
community charge. He considered that there should have been a
referendum of all the residents of Humberside, or a survey after
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the public had been provided with full information on the costs,
benefits, gains and losses of any proposed changes. Mr. Mitchell
said that the north and south banks should be allowed to use
their preferred names and that Humberside should be left as it
is, particularly in the light of possible changes to the
structure of local government. He added that, whilst public
opinion was important, estuarial development was the key issue
of the review, especially in the context of the forthcoming
European Single Market. He said that the south bank should not
be administered by a predominantly rural county (Lincolnshire),
which he considered to be less likely to promote and finance
crucial industrial development.
5.6 Mr. P. Crampton, MEP for Humberside, opposed the draft
proposal, primarily on economic grounds, and expressed surprise
that the Commission's interim decision was reversed after finding
that Humberside County Council provided effective and convenient
local government. He considered that the Commission relied too
heavily on the quantity of individually written representations,
and that many people who were satisfied with the current
administration had not bothered to respond to the interim
decision. He noted that Humberside County Council had invested
great effort and financial resources in the region; and that the
area needed to be marketed as one unit in order to compete with
the attraction of the Channel Tunnel for exporters, in view of
the European Single Market in 1992.

i
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5.7 The Earl of Halifax considered that the draft proposal
reflected both the wishes of the people and the patterns of
community life in the area. Lord Middleton MC referred to his
speech of 13 June 1990 in the House of Lords and considered that
the Commission's draft proposal met the points he had made
regarding effective and convenient local government, the pattern
of community life and wishes of the people.
Lord Hot ham
supported the reinstatement of the East Riding of Yorkshire and
favoured the restoration of self-government for the City of Hull
and
rearrangement of the tiers of local government.
Lord
Kimball supported the draft proposal and considered that the
willingness of the Commission to reconsider its previous decision
had done much to restore peoples' respect for the genuine process
of consultation. He recorded the disappointment of some that
it was proposed to leave the Isle of Axholme in Boothferry.
5.8 Mr. R. A. Bethell. Lord Lieutenant of Humberside. considered
that the Commission had abandoned most of its own objective
analysis and had relied on the views of a small minority of the
population. He wished to see the renaming of the north bank as
the East Riding of Yorkshire and the south bank as North
Lincolnshire, with the name Humberside in brackets in each case.
Mr. R. L. Holtbv. a Deputy Lieutenant of Humberside, similarly
considered that only a small percentage of the population was
represented by the letters and petitions the Commission had
received; and that those signing petitions had done so out of
feelings of traditional loyalty and not serious consideration of
the transitional costs likely to be incurred in consequence of
implementing the draft proposal. He considered the development
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of the Humber Estuary to be sound; that it would be even more
successful if the Humber Bridge debt were to be written off and
the potential costs of any proposed local government change
invested in the area instead.
Mr. M. Wheaton, a Deputy
Lieutenant of Humberside (and former leader of Humberside County
Council 1981-84), opposed the Commission's draft proposal on the
grounds that it was inappropriate at a time of a review of local
government structure; he considered the division of Humberside
would seriously undermine the achievements of recent years in
promoting the region throughout the UK and the European Economic
Community, He disputed, in particular, the statement (contained
in paragraph 81 of the Commission's draft proposal letter) "that
the case had been put that on all three strands of analysis,
Humberside has been found wanting", and did not see any evidence
to warrant that conclusion,
5.9 Captain H. N. Nevile, Lord Lieutenant of Lincolnshire,
supported the Commission's draft proposal and considered that it
reflected public opinion in Lincolnshire and South Humberside.
He favoured the return of the Isle of Axholme to Lincolnshire,
although he expressed no firm views on the northern half of the
Borough of Boothferry. Mr. P. W. J. Carver, a Deputy Lieutenant
of Humberside, did not support Humberside's retention either as
a county or in name. He stated that he was misquoted in the
Commission's interim decision letter as supporting the county's
retention.
5.10 The Bishop of Lincoln did not commend the division of
Humberside but, from the viewpoint of diocesan administration and
cohesion, it would be preferable for the Isle of Axholme to be
in the same county as other parts of South Humberside because of
the expense and inconvenience of having to deal with two sets of
authorities at county level.
5.11 The Reverend J.G. Cole, M.A. opposed the draft proposal on
the grounds that both banks of the Humber shared similar problems
and that communication links tended to lie east-west in terms of
road, rail and river.
He asked the Commission not to take
further action pending the government's review of local
government structure. Mr. K.J. Bridge, former Chief Executive
of Humberside (1978-83), considered that there was no reason why
traditional loyalties towards the old county names could not coexist with Humberside and doubted whether there was any community
of interest between the south bank area and Lincolnshire to the
south. He noted that the hostility towards Humberside County
Council's ruling group, which would be even more firmly in
control should the proposed changes take place, had influenced
protests. He considered change inappropriate at this stage in
the light of the current review of local government structure and
felt that if Hull should gain metropolitan authority status any
residual north bank county would be too diminished to be viable.
He further considered that the issue should be decided by
practical rather than emotional considerations, and commented
that ease of administration and improvement of social and
commercial interchange had been hampered by the continued
imposition of the Humber Bridge tolls.
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5.12 Mr. J. Havdon W. Glen CBE. a former Chief Executive of
Humberside (1973-1977), opposed the draft proposal and commented
that he saw no reason why traditional county loyalties and the
current county authority could not co-exist. He said that
protesters were more likely than supporters to be organised in
voicing their opinions, and rejected the Commission's assessment
of public opinion on the grounds that, even if all the protesters
against Humberside understood the petitions they signed, they
still only represented 10% of Humberside"s population. Mr. Glen
felt that more weight should be given to the views of the
district councils which supported Humberside's retention on the
grounds of its effective and convenient local government, because
they comprised elected representatives with a duty to respect the
wishes of their electorate, which he demonstrated was about 73.5%
of Humberside's population. He also questioned what he saw as
the apparent dismissal by the Commission of support for
Humberside by local commercial interests and trade unions. He
said that although use of the number Bridge had not developed as
rapidly as previously anticipated, there had been a steady
increase in traffic each year since 1981, despite increasing
tolls. He commented that it was essential that the area should
have a single policy-making authority charting
economic
development, and drew the Commission's attention to the
Humberside Feasibility Study. He considered that no new evidence
had been produced since the Commission's interim decision to
suggest any replacement authority would be more efficient than
Humberside County Council and concluded that there should be no
change.

I

5.13 The Mavor of Boothferry (Mrs B. M. Stephenson) sought the
retention of Humberside and said that the Commission had paid
undue attention to an organised minority of the population, and
that Humberside was prospering and forging links with Europe.
6.

Councillors

6.1 41 representations were received from county, district and
parish councillors, 22 favoured the retention of Humberside, 19
were against its retention.
6.2 The consensus of opinion amongst those councillors who
either favoured the draft proposal or wished to see change,
encompassed the following main points:
(1) the RSGB Study showed that public opinion was
firmly against the retention of Humberside;
(2) there was no community of interest between
residents of the north and south banks; this would
continue to be the case, due partly to the dominance
of Hull, and partly to the cost of travelling between
the two banks, both in terms of money and time
(depending on location);

I
l
I
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(3) some considered that Lincolnshire provided better
services at a lower cost and that transitional costs
were unlikely to be as high as originally estimated:
some were prepared to accept the costs of change in
any case;
(4) some considered that Humberside County Council
imposed high charges for its services and financed
facilities on the north bank at the expense of the
south bank.
6.3 Those who supported the retention of Humberside included the
following points;
(1) Humberside County Council provided effective
local government and a wide range of services;
(2) a single authority would be more effective in
promoting estuarial development and was favoured by
commercial and other local organisations;

(3) the likely cost of the proposed changes would be
too high at a time when the structure of local
government was under review;
(4) the issue of change had been based on sentiment
rather than practical considerations; a change of name
would be helpful, together with the abolition of
Humber Bridge tolls;
(5)

young people identified with Humberside;

(6) some considered that Lincolnshire County Council
would be unlikely to cope effectively when dealing
with the problems of south bank urban centres.
7.

Comments from Individuals

7.1 The Commission received nearly 14,000 letters from
individuals in response to its draft proposal by the closing date
of 31 January 1991, of which some 7,200 were either cyclostyled
or contained stereotyped texts. Of these over 330 had been
addressed to the Secretary of State for the Environment in
London, or to the Department's Yorkshire and Humberside Regional
Office, and had been forwarded to the Commission. In addition
there were 17,600 coupons and 136 petitions bearing over 42,800
signatures. Of these 10 petitions bearing over 760 signatures
were forwarded
from the Department of the Environment.
Subsequent to the closing date, the Commission received over 200
further letters, over 110 coupons and nine petitions bearing over
1000 signatures.
Of the individual letters, 64% had been
referred from the Department of the Environment, together with
two coupons and two petitions bearing almost 180 signatures.
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7.2 Of all the individual representations received by 31 January
1991, 65% endorsed the retention of Humberside and 35% were
against. Some one hundred letters were difficult to categorise
in these terms.
If cyclostyled and stereotyped letters were
excluded (many of. which did not bear addresses) 53% favoured
Humberside, 43% of these coming form the north bank and 57% from
the south bank.
47% per cent were against the retention of
Humberside, with 57% of these coming from the north bank and 43%
from the south bank.
Of the small number of people who
identified themselves as aged under 23 (less than 100) 85%
supported the retention of Humberside and 15% opposed it. There
were over 160 letters seeking the transfer of the Isle of Axholme
to Lincolnshire (of these nearly 70% were cyclostyled or
stereotyped).
Of the late representations 36% supported the
retention of Humberside and 62% opposed it. The remainder were
un-categorisable.
7.3 It is clear that some individuals wrote on more than one
occasion and in some cases may have written identical letters to
the Commission and to the Secretary of State. Some letters were
unsigned.
Opponents of the retention of Humberside
7.4 Many correspondents did not seek to qualify their views but
simply called for the abolition of, or change to, Humberside.
Some simply endorsed the Commission's draft proposal without
further qualification. In the main, correspondents sought to
revert to administrative and geographical areas that reflected
what they saw as their traditional roots with which they
expressed strong affinity. They cited the River Humber as a
natural boundary between Yorkshire and Lincolnshire. Many saw
Humberside as an unnatural alliance of different communities
north and south of the estuary and this had reinforced feelings
of alienation.
Others argued that Humberside's failure to
inspire loyalty and identity hampered the County Council's
ability to provide effective local government.
7.5 Many respondents asked that the Commission should continue
to heed the wishes of the people and cited as evidence to support
their views the results of the RSGB study and the various opinion
polls conducted by the local media.
Whereas some people, who
supported the administration of Humberside County Council, had
suggested a change of county name, it was unclear from other
letters that appeared to oppose Humberside whether, in fact, a
name change would satisfy them; this was exemplified by their
expressions of identity with
(East) Yorkshire or (old)
Lincolnshire without specifically referring to antipathy to
Humberside.
7.6 Some correspondents claimed that Humberside County Council
was profligate and highly bureaucratic; this accounted for what
they saw as the high level of community charge.
Some were
angered by the cost of the County Council's promotional campaign
designed to safeguard its future. Others were critical of the
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enlistment of schoolchildren by the County Council in support of
its campaign and argued that children could not understand all
the issues involved or had been misinformed about them.
7.7 Some correspondents appeared to have misunderstood the
purpose of the Commission's draft proposal and thanked it for
abolishing Humberside and bringing back East Yorkshire. Others
called for the abolition of Humberside and the establishment of
an East Yorkshire county covering the north bank, or reversion
to the traditional pre-1974 counties - although recollection of
the precise nature of those boundaries was not always accurate.
Others were in favour of Option 3 as identified in the
Commission's interim decision letter. Many writers expressed
strong affinity to East Yorkshire and some specifically called
for the restoration of the East Riding, with Hull as a separate
county borough.
7.8 Many south bank respondents complained about what they
considered to be the poor quality of Humberside County Council's
services and the inherent problems of the co-ordination of
services across the estuary. Some writers said that the standard
of service provision was higher in Lincolnshire; its education
service received some praise especially through comparison of
examination results with Humberside's.
A few cited problems
experienced with the county's social, health or educational
services.
7.9 Some south bank correspondents complained about being
administered from Beverley on the north bank while others from
both banks saw Hull as a dominating influence.
There were
accusations of Humberside "targeting council funds and resources
towards north bank services and amenities, to the detriment of
the south bank. A few writers suggested they were willing to pay
less community charge for a lower level of service. Some did not
support the concept of integrated estuarial development and
argued that there was little interaction between the two banks.
7.10 There was support from those resident in the Isle of Axholme
for returning their Isle to Lincolnshire, on the grounds that the
Isle traditionally belonged there and had many existing and
historic links with the county. There was limited support for the
establishment of a North Lincolnshire authority and a few writers
wished to see the restoration of Grimsby as a county borough.
Supporters of the retention of Humberside
7.11 Some respondents said that economic considerations should
predominate, despite the fact that they retained their
affiliations to Yorkshire and Lincolnshire. Others suggested a
change of name would satisfy those opposed to Humberside. Some
described themselves as the 'silent majority' who had not
expressed views at earlier stages of the review, but who now
opposed any change to Humberside.
Others considered that
opposition to Humberside was due to outmoded feelings of
sentiment on the part of a small but vocal minority. Some also
stressed that young people, especially those born since the
20

inception of Humberside, had begun to identify with the county,
and some young people themselves wrote to express this view.
7.12 Those supporting Humberside often wrote of the County
Council's high quality services and commented that it provided
effective local government.
There was much concern amongst
teachers and parents and relevant organisations about the future
standard of education under Lincolnshire.
Some pensioners
opposed change on the grounds of the likely impact on social
service provision and associated benefits for the elderly. Many
respondents indicated their willingness to pay a higher community
charge in return for the quality of services they receive from
Humberside County Council, rather than pay a lower community
charge to Lincolnshire for what they considered would be a lower
level of service.
7.13 Many considered Humberside to be an integrated economic unit
which benefited from administration by one authority; its
commercial potential would only be fully realised with the advent
of the Single European Market in 1992. Many local businessmen
supported this view and considered that the Humber estuary had
been an important focus for economic development in the area and
that it should continue to be integrated. Some considered that
the abolition of tolls on the Humber Bridge would encourage
interaction and hasten economic growth.
Others contrasted
Humberside*s urban focus with Lincolnshire's more rural outlook;
they claimed few links with Lincolnshire and said that the
industrial development of the south bank would be hindered if the
draft proposal were to be implemented.
7.14 Many respondents praised the police, fire and emergency
services and transport systems.
A number spoke highly of the
education services, in particular, the provision of specialist
education for handicapped children and the careers advice offered
in schools. Many from the south bank expressed the fear that the
level of service under Lincolnshire would be lower.
7.15 A number of respondents thought that the financial cost and
general disruption caused by change would be too great and
questioned the advisability of change in the light of the current
review of local government structure and finance.
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ANNEX 9

RECIPIENTS OF THIS REPORT
The Chief Executives of:
Humberside County Council
Lincolnshire County Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Nottinghamshire County Council

Boothferry Borough Council
Cleethorpes Borough Council
East Yorkshire Borough Council
The East Yorkshire Borough of Beverley Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council

Holderness Borough Council
Kingston upon Hull City Council
Scunthorpe Borough Council
Lincoln City Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
Boston Borough Council
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Scarborough Borough Council
Ryedale District Council
Selby District Council
East Lindsey District Council
West Lindsey District Council
North Kesteven District Council
South Kesteven District Council
South Holland District Council
Bassetlaw District Council

i
i
i
i
i

The East Yorkshire Action Group
The North Lincolnshire Association
The Yorkshire Ridings Society

The Clerk of the Parish or
Meeting, of all parishes in
counties of Lincolnshire,
Borough of Doncaster, who

Town Council, or Chairman of the Parish
Humberside, and of those parishes in the
North Yorkshire and the Metropolitan
commented during the Further Review of

Humberside.

The Rt Hon Michael Alison, MP
Mr Joe Ashton, MP
Sir Richard Body, MP
Mr Michael Brown, MP
Mr James Cran, MP
Mr Stan Crowther, MP
Mr David Davis, MP
Mr John Greenway, MP
Mr Edward Leigh, MP
Mr Kevin McNamara, MP
Mr Austin Mitchell, MP
Mr Elliot Morley, MP
Mr John L Prescott, MP
Mr Stuart Randall, MP
Sir Michael Shaw, JP, DL, MP
Sir Peter Tapsell, MP
Mr John Townend, MP
The Rt Hon Harold Walker, MP
Mr Mick Welsh, MP

(Selby)
(Bassetlaw)
(Holland with Boston)
(Brigg and Cleethorpes)
(Severley)
(Rotherham)
(Boothferry)
(Ryedale)
(Gainsborough and Horncastle)
(Kingston upon Hull North)
(Great Grimsby)
(Glanford and Scunthorpe)
(Kingston upon Hull East)
(Kingston upon Hull West)
(Scarborough)
(Lindsey East)
(Bridlington)
(Doncaster Central)
(Doncaster North)

Mr P Crampton MEP

(Humberside)

The Earl of Halifax
The Earl of Yarborough
Lord Hotham
Lord Kimball
Lord Middleton MC
The Bishop of Lincoln
Mr R A Bethell, Lord Lieutenant of Humberside
Captain H N Nevile, Lord Lieutenant of Lincolnshire

Mr P W J Carver, a Deputy Lieutenant of Humberside
Mr R Holtby, a Deputy Lieutenant of Humberside
Mr M Wheaton, a Deputy Lieutenant of Humberside
Mr K J Bridge, former Chief Executive of Humberside

Mr J Haydon W Glen, former Chief Executive of Humberside
Mrs B M Stephenson, Mayor of Boothferry
Councillor A V Skinner, Mayor of Scunthorpe
The Reverend J G Cole, Diocese of Lincoln Board of Mission

The County and Borough Councillors who wrote in response to the
Commission's draft proposal letter
The Secretary, Association of County Councils
The Secretary, Association of District Councils
The Secretary, National Association of Local Councils
The Secretary, County Associations of Local Councils for Humberside,
Nottinghamshire, Lincolnshire, North and South Yorkshire
Headquarters of the Conservative Party
Headquarters of the Labour Party
Headquarters of the Liberal Democrat Party
Departments of the Environment and Transport for East Midlands, and
Yorkshire and Humberside
Departments of Health, Social Security, Education and Science,
Home Office
Humberside Family Health Services Authority
The Chairman, North Lincolnshire Health Authority
General Manager, Trent Regional Health Authority
General Manager, Yorkshire Regional Health Authority
General Manager, East Yorkshire Health Authority
H M Coroner, North Humberside and Scunthorpe
Humberside Probation Service
B P Chemicals
Headquarters, British Telecom
The Secretary, Eastern, East Midlands, North Eastern, North Western,
and Yorkshire Electricity Companies
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The Secretary, East Midlands, Northern, North Eastern, North Western
Gas Companies
The Chief Executives, Anglian, Northumbrian, North West, SevernTrent , York, Yorkshire, Water Companies
The Lincolnshire Association of Local Councils
The Grimsby and Immingham Chamber of Commerce and Shipping
Yorkshire and Humberside Development Association
The Association of Yorkshire and Humberside Chambers of Commerce
Local Chambers of Commerce
National Federation of Self-Employed and Small Businesses Ltd
Yorkshire and Humberside Regional Association
CBI, Yorkshire and Humberside Region
Port Authorities in Humberside

Humberside Co-operative Development Agency
The Yorkshire and Humberside Tourist Board
Rural Development Commission
The Countryside Commission
The Humberside Training and Enterprise Council
Humberside and Lincolnshire Agricultural Training Board

The British Institute of Management, Humberside
The Humberside Association of Councils for Voluntary Service
National Association of Citizens' Advice Bureaux
The Secretary, Association of Chief Police Officers for England and
Wales
The Secretary, Police Federation for England and Wales
Humberside Police Federation
Humberside Police Superintendents' Association
Lincolnshire Police Federation
Association of Police Superintendents for England and Wales
Editors, Municipal Journal and Local Government Chronicle
Local television and radio stations serving the area

