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LOCAL GOVERNMENT RESOURCE REVIEW: INITIAL SUBMISSION FROM LGYH 
Local authorities across Yorkshire and Humber agree that the Local Government Resource Review must deliver on its ambition to give greater financial responsibility and autonomy to local government – both individually as authorities and collectively and as a sector – so that it can become less reliant on the complex grant system and hand-outs from National Government. 

In this first phase of the Review the Government is looking to establish a new model of business rates redistribution, which can meet public service needs at local level through a system of  ‘top ups’ or ‘tariffs’, depending on whether an area’s business rates yield falls short or exceeds service demands. On top of this, Government wants the system to provide incentives for local authorities to retain future increases in local business rate yield to promote economic growth.

The consultation paper on the Government’s proposed principles for business rates reform will need to be considered in the context of the full detail, still to be set out in a number of ‘technical papers’ over the summer. What is essential to make clear at this stage is that any new, national model of business rates retention and redistribution must be fair and reflect all local contexts and service needs - including that in Yorkshire & Humber, where public service delivery is heavily dependent on nationally redistributed business rates and where future increases in business rates yield may be a huge challenge. It must also provide a clear incentive to grow the economies of areas with low levels of business rates, not simply reward areas that already have the highest business rates yields. If not designed and managed correctly, any new system could pose significant risks to our local communities and future economic prosperity, by entrenching the existing imbalances across the country in terms of the dominance of the economies in London and the wider South East.
With the precise detail still to emerge, local government in Yorkshire and Humber is concerned that the proposals, as they stand, do not appear to provide the right kind of incentives for economic growth in the specific Yorkshire & Humber context; and do not appear to address more fundamental issues in terms of how local government and public services are financed.
Local authorities in Yorkshire and Humber wish to work with Government, the LG Group and others throughout this consultation period to ensure that any new system of business rates localisation can support the future prosperity of business and economic growth in our local areas, as well as continue to meet the public service needs of our citizens and communities. At present the fear is that a simplistic system of ‘top ups’ and ‘tariffs’ could risk further polarization between the most successful and most struggling local economies across the country. 

This initial submission, therefore, sets out the principles that we believe must shape the thinking around any final model of business rates re-localisation, so that it can deliver genuine localism and incentives for economic growth in all contexts. It also sets out how future phases of the Review need to be managed, in order to deliver a reformed finance system with genuine local leadership and trust within the sector.
 A full, detailed response to the specific questions posed in the Government’s consultation paper will follow, closer to the deadline date of 24 October, taking into consideration the detail that is still to follow. This response represents a starting point for ongoing dialogue.
SUMMARY: THE FUNDAMENTALS FOR BUSINESS RATES REFORM
i. It is critical that the Resource Review delivers a fair, stable and progressive model of business rates that equalises funding and genuine needs at the local level (i.e. not simply ‘dampened’ levels of existing Government grant); whilst also providing an incentive for all kinds of authority to grow and rebalance local economies; and is able to cope with major economic shocks. Any detailed system must not be finalised until a period of proactive modeling with the sector, so that it can be co-designed, well-tested, and fully understood before implementation. 

ii. The specific need for any model to deliver for “two tier” areas needs particular attention, as there are concerns that unintended, negative consequences could be built-in for either tier. For example, the split of business rate yield between Districts and Counties must be made to work for both tiers and all localities, regardless of whether the County area itself finds itself in a ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ position. At the level of individual Districts areas, there will be very different levels of service needs, regeneration priorities and business rates yield to balance. 

iii. Given this complexity, the Government’s initial ambition to legislate for a new model from the Autumn of  this year appears unrealistic - major damage could be caused to local services, as well as the Government’s own economic growth and rebalancing agenda, by legislating too quickly on an untested model. The need for authorities to see a draft model, test it robustly and co-design the final system is essential – neither local nor central government can afford to get this reform wrong.
iv. Of utmost importance is for any new system to be based on a trusted and transparent assessment of local needs; and there is clear potential for this to be provided by an independent body to remove the risks of political bias. Needs would also need to be reassessed regularly - at least every three-years seems sensible.
v. The fundamental point must be recognised that the business rates base in any local area can bear little if any relation to the service needs of the local community. Local authorities are also only one part of the jigsaw that influences business success and growth. In some areas the strength of business rates yield will be purely incidental – e.g. as a result of local geography, proximity to markets, historical factors - rather than any council policies/practices. Rurality can also be a significant factor in limiting the business rates yield at local level. Therefore, it should not be assumed that the link between a local authority area and its business rates yield can form the fundamental basis of how public services are funded - this is not sustainable and is likely to further polarise economies across the country over time. 
vi. There is a further issue that, should business rates begin to form directly the majority of a local authority’s funding to provide community services – from waste collection to social care - this challenges a fundamental principle around the broad equality of any citizen’s access to services, which they contribute to via their Council Tax, regardless of where they may live. Such a rebalancing of how public services are funded, towards being based on what particular types of businesses in a local area are able to pay in rates, could have significant implications for community service provision over time.
vii. There is a real danger that relocalisation of business rates will simply bring greater financial reward to local areas that already happen to have the most successful business bases. In these areas relocalisation may give authorities the financial muscle to reduce Council Tax further, perhaps even afford to reduce their business rates levels over time (if granted such powers in the future) and “suck in” even more business growth. At the same time, areas without this strength in their business community will find themselves ever more dependent on Council Tax and handouts or ‘top ups’ from central Government to meet just a basic level of service provision.

viii. What is critical, therefore, is that all local authorities are presented with a genuine incentive - either to share in some of the proceeds of future uplift in business rates revenue in their areas, or to be able to do more to create the right conditions locally for regeneration and economic growth. This should be additional to simply meeting basic service needs, and make use of future growth in business rates revenue at the national level. Without this clear additionality and incentive for all there is a real risk of a ‘zero sum game’ in many areas, if the model in practice goes no further than linking funding to need.

ix. Past experience shows (e.g. LABGI) that rewarding areas simply on the basis of business rates growth does not equate to supporting areas most in need of regeneration and economic transformation. We need a genuine incentive for regeneration-driven growth and economic rebalancing in areas of need, not simply a system of reward for increased business rates yield.
x. The focus on business rates revenue as a primary incentive for economic growth strategies could also generate numerous anomalies or perverse incentives. For example, some areas may well be dependent on the growth of businesses and industries that do not generate high levels of rates income, such as digital/hi-tech and advanced manufacturing micro-businesses. In addition, the fact that large retail businesses generate the highest rate incomes could well favour retail park and supermarket developments at the expense of other sectors – which would oppose the Government’s own manufacturing-driven growth strategy for the UK economy.
Yorkshire & Humber: FINANCIAL Context 
Over the last decade local economies across Yorkshire & Humber have become particularly dependent on public expenditure as a source of employment and growth. Publicly funded employment accounted for almost 80% of all new jobs in Yorkshire & Humber over the last 10 years. Public spending cuts can be expected to hit the local economies across Yorkshire & Humber particularly hard - both in terms of direct employment as well as the impact of reduced public sector spending in the private and community/voluntary sectors.

Authorities are already dealing with an average real terms cut in budgets of over 8% in the current year, which equates to a cut of around £¼bn in councils’ grant funding across the region in just one year (2011/12) – with the highest rates of cut, up to 15%, in areas of greatest deprivation. Whilst authorities are doing all they can to focus savings on non-frontline activities, the degree of front-loaded budget reduction is having an inevitable impact on these frontline services, with councils estimating unavoidable average cuts of 8% in frontline service budgets over the next two years. The impact on council jobs is also expected to be severe - up to 15,000 jobs may go. 

This context makes it critical for the Resource Review to deliver a genuinely localist and progressive deal for local government, to return powers and decision making around revenue-raising to the local level – where there is also direct democratic accountability to local communities. Councils are determined to do all they can to protect front-line services and need greater financial autonomy to do so. This agenda of finance reform – of business rates and beyond - is fundamental, therefore, to the future provision of front-line services in Yorkshire and Humber. 
BUSINESS RATES in yorkshire & humber
Local government in Yorkshire & Humber is encouraged by the Government’s acknowledgment that local authorities are far too dependent on the complexities and instabilities of Central Government grant. To help readdress this, Ministers have been clear on their intention for both a de-centralised and more “incentivised” system of business rates.

At present the majority of local authority areas in Yorkshire & Humber receive more funding in formula grant than they are able to raise in business rates (see enclosed Appendix for a full breakdown of forecasts by authority for 2012/13). 

Across all 22 councils, it is forecast that £318m of re-distributed business rates from the national pool will be relied upon to fund local services next year. As shown in the table on the next page, this places Yorkshire and Humber as the third most dependent region on redistribution from the national business rates pool. All Midlands and Northern regions are reliant on redistribution overall and it will be these areas that face the greatest challenges from any new system of business rates localisation.

	English Region
	Total Formula Grant 2012/13
(£m)
	Business Rates (Projected) 2012/13
(£m)
	Net Reliance on Redistribution from National NNDR Pool
(£m)
	Net Contribution to National NNDR Pool

(£m)

	South East
	       1,992.6 
	         3,549.1 
	0
	1,296.00

	South West
	      1,477.7 
	        1,571.9 
	                  0 
	211.7

	Inner London
	       2,075.9 
	         3,789.5 
	0 
	1,713.7

	Outer London
	       1,830.5 
	         1,839.6 
	                      0 
	9.1

	East of England
	       1,521.1 
	         1,602.1 
	0 
	498.9

	North West
	       2,968.4 
	         2,398.5 
	570.0 
	0

	North East
	       1,202.1 
	            774.0 
	428.2 
	0

	East Midlands
	       1,491.4 
	         1,376.0 
	115.5 
	0

	West Midlands
	       2,204.0 
	         2,180.6 
	298.2 
	0

	Yorkshire & Humber
	       2,050.9 
	         1,732.9 
	318.0 
	0



Source: SIGOMA

It is critical, therefore, that the reform of the business rates system provides a fair, sustainable settlement, with clear incentives for all kinds of local authority, not just those parts of the country with the strongest business rates yields. 
It must also be recognised that some areas in Yorkshire and Humber cannot easily accommodate future business growth – e.g. areas covered by National Parks and other remote or rural locations - which will always be to the detriment of potential yield. Growth centres relative to functional economies (e.g. those areas now being covered by Local Enterprise Partnerships) are not always functions of administrative boundaries; and the business rates yield in any area may not necessarily correspond to areas with economic growth potential. 
A further critical factor is that future business growth in many areas will be dependent on sectors that generate low levels of business rates yield - such as high-tech/digital micro-businesses. Indeed, in some areas without the scope or potential for large-scale industrial growth, these small/micro sized businesses may be fundamental to their future economic success – yet any new system based on business rates yield will offer little if any incentive to achieve this.
In addition, the current system of business rates favours retail development over manufacturing, so any incentive based on business rates yield could build in perverse disincentives for manufacturing firms – directly counter to local Yorkshire and Humber economic growth strategies, as well the Government’s manufacturing-driven strategy for the UK economy as a whole.
There are also particular issues to overcome in the “two-tier” areas of Yorkshire and Humber. The nature of two-tier local government means that there is always real danger of unfair or unintended disadvantages/advantages being built in to any new model. At present two-tier areas do not have absolute clarity over what relocalisation could mean in a practical sense for local areas. The particular dynamics of two tier areas are fraught with complexity and unintended consequences and must be fully assessed and worked through in partnership with authorities before any model is set.
Particular two-tier issues, for example, relate to what “split” would be applied to the business rate yield between Districts and the County and how this would work in reality. For example, how would a situation be resolved in any new model where a County area was assessed to be in a positive position overall, in terms of business rates yield (i.e. contributing to the national pool) but where individual Districts were heavily reliant on rates redistribution? The reality will be a significant range in potential “top ups” and “tariffs” with regard to funding equalisation; and also significant differences in the regeneration needs at local level, in terms of the steps needed to boost business rates yield in the longer term. Furthermore, how would decisions be made on issues such as rate relief at the local level, or initiatives around collection rates in two-tier areas, when both the District and the County will be directly affected? These are all issues that must be fully explored during the consultation phase and future testing/modelling.
Authorities understand why Government wishes to focus the first phase of the Resource Review on business rates – the sector’s finance system is in desperate need of reform and breaking down the Review into more manageable themes, rather than seek to tackle the entire system in one go, may actually lead to much needed change. But there must be an acknowledgment throughout this work that business rates relocalisation alone is not the answer - Government must also concede that wider reform of low-level regulation, local fees and charges, borrowing and tax-raising powers is vital, to reflect the local circumstances of authorities that differ radically across the country. 
WHAT Business Rates ReFORM MUST DELIVER 
The Government’s focus on greater flexibility and local discretion around local government budgets is welcomed by local authorities in Yorkshire & Humber; but, for the reasons noted above, if implemented without great care some local areas stand to lose out considerably from a system of business rates localisation and incentives based on existing economic/business success. 
Assurances from Whitehall on the issue of equalizing funding towards local need are to be welcomed – it remains critical that Ministers continue to give explicit and unequivocal assurances that any new, relocalised system will meet genuine local spending needs; and also be clear that it will avoid any risk of further polarizing “successful” and “struggling” economies over time. 

To achieve this, the view of local government in Yorkshire & Humber is that such a system must balance the following five principles of fairness, stability, re-distribution, clear incentive and economic resilience – and to do this, it must be a system approved, trusted and ‘owned’ by the sector:

i. Fairness of any change from the outset – the starting point for any new distribution mechanism must be seen as fair and credible from the outset by the sector.

ii. Stability & Predictability is needed to allow authorities to plan strategically for the future and take full advantage of prudential borrowing opportunities etc. 

iii. Equalisation & Redistribution is critical to ensure that spending need at local level can continue to be matched with funding provision, so that local services are not put at further risk. 

iv. Incentives & Economic Growth must be integral to the new system, in such a way that all tiers and type of authority can be incentivised and rewarded - i.e. not limited to only those areas with already successful economies or business bases. Thus incentives must factor in the need for the re-balancing of economic growth across the country, not simply direct funding towards existing patterns of business activity. There is a real opportunity here to ensure future redistribution can act as a catalyst for growth; but also a real danger of a “zero sum game” in many areas – or, even worse, a spiraling of disparities between successful and struggling economies.
v. Ability to deal with economic shocks – the system must have a mechanism built in to ensure spending needs in any local area can continue to be funded, if a major economic shock reduces the business rates yield (e.g. a major factory closure); and, crucially, help support the means to recover from that shock. In one Yorkshire and Humber District, for example, the closure of three major businesses in one year reduced rates yield by almost £700,000 in a matter of months – hence, there must be a means of dealing with such events.
It is vital to also emphasise that the circumstances within any defined economic geography are not in the sole control of local authorities – in most cases, despite being utterly committed to supporting growth, councils only have very little control over some of the factors that determine economic success and business investment. The key priority must be to match funding with need and build in a means of incentivising and creating the right kind of conditions for future growth (e.g. through regeneration) in areas dependent at present on redistribution.

It is also important to recognise that this is not a simple “North vs. South” issue, as some are keen to portray it. It needs to be considered in local contexts and within most regions of the country there are significant ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ in the current system – in Yorkshire & Humber, four of our fifteen ‘upper tier’ councils are set to contribute around £160m into the national pot for 2012/13. The reality is that the current system is skewed by a very small number of authorities that have enormous business rates revenue – which bear no relation to the levels of service/spending need in the same area. This further emphasises the need for effective equalisation and redistribution that can also rebalance and incentivise economic growth.
What the Review must deliver: Business Rates and beyond
· The basis of reform should be to give power back to the sector in the area of business rates revenue and redistribution, within the context of the wider Formula Grant and local government finance system. Any notion that the agenda is about individual councils being allowed to ‘keep’ the business rates take in their local authority areas is false, as there is no correlation to local spending or regeneration needs; or indeed to the ability to raise business rates. The new model must, therefore, be agreed and owned by the sector – hence the need for the LG Group to finalise the model, in full consultation with local authorities. 

· It is critical that the basis of business rates relocalisation is rooted in a transparent local assessment of spending “need” – its starting point must not be to recreate simply existing, actual council spending levels or the effects of dampened Government grant. If relocalisation is to help achieve genuine local autonomy, then the final model has to allow councils to deliver the services it needs to, based on an agreed needs assessment. In determining the 2011/12 formula grant, Government included the undamped Supporting People allocations, recognising that, otherwise, need would not be properly recognised. This approach sets a precedent and should be followed in helping to determine the base position for localisation of business rates.

· This needs assessment should also be managed by an independent body and be re-examined regularly, at least every 3 years, to ensure it remains valid in such rapidly changing economic and social contexts.
· As noted above, however, local service and spending needs do not correlate with the business rates base in an area. Any new system must go beyond just using business rates to meet basic service needs, while only incentivising and rewarding those already with the most successful business bases. It must equally incentivise and reward areas that need regeneration and wider support to increase their economic prosperity and opportunities for growth. 
· Business rates relocalisation must also be considered in the context of total local authority funding to fund local services – particularly reflecting the fact that many areas of the North have both low business rates bases and very low Council Tax bases. Across Yorkshire and Humber, for example, 44% of domestic properties are in the lowest Band A for Council Tax purposes and just 20% are in Band D or above. This can be compared to London, where only 3% of properties are Band A and 54% are Band D or above; or the wider South East, with 9% Band A and 47% Band D or above. This shows that authorities in Yorkshire and Humber are going to face much greater challenges compared to those in other parts of the country to meet significantly increasing service pressures - due to entrenched worklessness, population changes, an ageing society etc – from their own means, even if business rates are localised.
· In the immediate term, local government in Yorkshire & Humber is supportive of retaining a national system of “pooling” for redistribution and equalisation, to match revenue provision with spending need and manage the financial risks involved. It may well be that, over time, local authorities could choose to shift from a national pool to one managed at a sub-national levels – e.g. across City Regions or LEPs – but this will take time to evolve and must reflect fully the potential impacts on national redistribution by some authorities with high business rate yields (such as Westminster City Council and the City of London) being taken out of the wider redistribution equation. 
· The new system of re-localisation must go beyond a ‘zero sum game’ for those currently dependent on the national pool and not simply recreate the existing redistribution in a different way. To do this successfully it must have built in a genuine incentive so that the sector as a whole and all authorities at the local level can benefit – even those that rely at present on significant amounts of support through redistribution. Any system of incentive must not simply give those with the largest business rate bases and where growth is easiest the greatest level of reward – it must give emphasis to those areas that most need to create the conditions locally for future growth.
· This incentive demands Government to build in genuine funding additionality and, specifically, reflect the significant future increases anticipated in business rates yield across the country. If local government is to help manage business rates as a genuine incentive to future economic growth, then at least a significant element of future business rates growth needs to be retained by the sector. 
· As noted previously in this paper, the particular dynamics of two-tier areas must be fully assessed and modelled, as there are real risks that unfair advantages or disadvantages will be locked in to any new system. 
· Similarly, whilst it is noted that the Government’s consultation paper commits to a wider review of  how police and fire & rescue authorities are funded from 2015-16, the potential impacts on the budgets of such authorities if business rates are localised must be fully considered from the outset to avoid any unintended consequences to meeting their risk-based spending needs. 
· There are concerns about the impact of regular ‘rebasing’ of any re-localised system – this could regularly undermine the level of incentive and open the system to abuse or brinkmanship at particular points in the cycle. For example, it may be possible for an area to delay the progress of a major regeneration or retail scheme, on the basis that it will provide a lower baseline for business rates growth, rather than ensure decisions are taken on the basis of genuine local economic need. Perversities such as this must be fully considered in the design stage and it is critical that the system is fully in line with the principles of fairness, predictability and stability as a result of rebasing. Revaluation will also need to consider – the impacts are considerable – the rate bill of properties such as Eland House in Westminster, increased by 64% between the 2005 and  2010 valuation, in contrast to that of Huddersfield Civic Centre, for example, which increased by just 8%. Is it right that an area such as Westminster “keeps” this level of gain?
· Any new system must deal with the risk of building in perverse incentives if business rates yield are to act at the core incentive – e.g. to favour high value retail developments over lower-value manufacturing industrial growth. The fact that the future economic success of some local areas may be based on small and micro-businesses that pay little if any business rates also needs to be fully factored in; and it must be emphasised that major regeneration schemes, in the immediate term, can have a significant negative impact on rates yield (e.g. if a shopping area is demolished for subsequent redevelopment). Again, the risk here is that areas most in need of regeneration activity could inadvertently be made to suffer, whilst those with successful economies reap the greatest rewards.
· Simplicity and transparency are also critical, so that there can be real ‘ownership’ by the sector. In this regard it is vital the LG Group – in partnership with membership bodies such as LGYH – have a key role in co-designing and agreeing any final model before it is introduced, and work to build the capacity of councils to make the most of it (e.g. by improving collection rates). 
· Given these complexities, the Government’s initial ambition to legislate for a new model from Autumn 2011 has, therefore, been source of significant concern and it is vital that we work together to get this reform right, before legislation and implementation is considered.
· Political ownership is also critical – there must be a central role for local authority Leaders and other Elected Members to drive forward this change and we are calling upon the LG Group to establish a high-level, cross-Party panel to achieve this, which the Government must work with as the model is agreed and finalised. 

· In a practical sense, detailed analysis is needed as to why particular areas have been successful in growing their business rates base and becoming a net contributor in the current system – this needs to be led as a priority at national level by the LG Group, DCLG and HM Treasury to ensure that all councils can be familiar with the kind of industrial, social and demographic circumstances that can decrease reliance on redistribution. 

· Corresponding reform of the planning system at local level will also be needed. At present, new development in an area cannot be fully assessed in terms of the possible council revenue benefits it could bring – and, whilst there will clearly be highly sensitive issues associated with it, this must be re-considered in the context of greater incentives within the local government finance system. A further, detailed debate is needed on this, in parallel with business rates reform - connected fully with the “neighbourhood” planning reforms proposed in the Localism Bill, which could, in effect, fragment any strategic overview of new development across a local authority area and put at risk any business rates-linked incentive.

· Detailed analysis is also required of the potential impacts of localisation in terms of any ability to set and/or vary the business rate itself in the future. It could be sensible to consider options in this regard, where authorities may wish to work together and in partnership with the private sector to consider variations in the rates (e.g. to turn around declining high streets). But there is also a real danger that areas with already strong business rates bases will be those most able to reduce their rates and “suck in” even greater business growth at the expense of other areas. These issues need to be fully thought through before any policy announcements are made.
· Finally, Government must be explicit in its commitment to work with the sector beyond Phase 1 of the Resource Review so that councils can be provided with all the necessary means of becoming more independent and stable in financial terms. Whilst the terms of reference for Phase 2 of the Review have now been set out, from a Y&H perspective, the future of this work must also consider comprehensive powers and flexibilities for local authorities to set local fees and charges across the board and freedom from all forms of low level regulation (including, for example, those around local media advertising and council tax letters), as well as complete local flexibility around council tax rates. These are not matters that any Government committed to ‘localism’ should be seeing to control from Whitehall.
Concluding points

The advantages and incentives of any new system to the whole of local government needs to be made more explicit, with a clear emphasis on ensuring that those areas most in need of creating the conditions for future growth are supported to do so. At present, the proposals appear biased towards rewarding those areas that already have the most successful business bases; and could also risk a range of perverse consequences by assuming that increasing business rates yield is the best way to incentive economic prosperity across the country. Without sight of any detailed model to test at this stage, the balance between meeting spending needs and providing an economic incentive for all is difficult to see. 

There must, at the very least, be a robust period of consultation, testing and co-design of a detailed model, which can allow the final system to evolve in partnership with the entire sector and all tiers of local government, before legislation progresses. 

It cannot be emphasised enough that these changes to the Local Government Finance System have to be got one hundred percent right. In every sense – politically, operationally, from local through to central Government – getting this reform wrong would be disastrous. 
This issue is far too fundamental to the future delivery of services to the public, as well as wider growth and rebalancing of the UK economy, to rush through any untested model. The timetable indicated for the implementation of these reforms, therefore, seems far too rushed to support actual beneficial change or to understand how transitional arrangements could support a “no worse off” position in the short to medium term.
LGYH therefore supports the wider calls for further, in-depth consultation - with the sector and others with an interest - to get this reform right and generate both the real incentives for growth and stability to deliver services that local economies, local businesses and local communities really need across the country. 
APPENDIX

IMPACT OF BUSINESS RATES LOCALISATION BY COUNCIL IN YORKSHIRE & HUMBER 

	
	Total Formula Grant 2012/13

(£m)
	NNDR (Projected) 2012/13

(£m)
	Net Contribution to National NNDR Pool in 2012/13

(£m)
	Net Reliance on Redistribution from National NNDR Pool in 2012/23

(£m)

	Barnsley
	         101.2 
	              47.6 
	0 
	53.5

	Doncaster
	         133.4 
	              82.6 
	0 
	50.9

	Rotherham
	         113.0 
	              69.5 
	0 
	43.5

	Sheffield
	         260.8 
	            195.6 
	0 
	65.2

	Bradford
	         252.3 
	            135.7 
	0 
	116.6

	Calderdale
	           75.0 
	              55.0 
	0 
	20.0

	Kirklees
	         146.2 
	            102.8 
	0 
	43.4

	Leeds
	         288.1 
	            344.3 
	56.2                   
	0

	Wakefield
	         128.2 
	            113.4 
	0 
	14.8

	East Riding of Yorkshire
	           93.7 
	              82.2 
	0
	11.4

	Kingston upon Hull
	         145.0 
	              90.7 
	0 
	54.3

	North East Lincolnshire
	           67.7 
	              64.4 
	0 
	3.3

	North Lincolnshire
	           57.9 
	              77.1 
	                    19.2 
	0

	York
	           44.7 
	              88.0 
	                    43.2 
	0

	North Yorkshire
	         110.5 
	                 -   
	                    40.4 
	0

	Craven
	             2.9 
	              16.3 
	?
	?

	Hambleton
	             4.2 
	              24.6 
	?
	?

	Harrogate
	             7.3 
	              56.0 
	?
	?

	Richmondshire
	             2.9 
	              11.2 
	?
	?

	Ryedale
	             3.1 
	              15.0 
	?
	?

	Scarborough
	             8.0 
	              29.3 
	?
	?

	Selby
	             4.7 
	              31.6 
	?
	?

	
	       2,050.9 
	         1,732.9 
	      318.0 
	318.0


Note: This modelling has not estimated District Council impact, given lack of any clarity over how the system would work in two tier areas

Source: SIGOMA
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