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THE IPSWICH SOCIETY

In association with the Civic Trust

President – The Worshipful The Mayor of Ipswich


Response to the Boundary Committee’s “Draft proposals for unitary local government in Norfolk and Suffolk July 2008”
Executive Summary

Of the two models recommended by the Boundary Committee for consultation, the Ipswich Society strongly supports the preferred proposal for two unitary authorities in Suffolk, comprising a North Haven unitary authority covering Ipswich, Felixstowe, and connected areas; and a Suffolk unitary authority comprising the rest of the county.

The Secretary of State’s five criteria, and the range of services to be delivered, suggest an over-arching principle: that the boundaries for the new authorities in Suffolk should recognise the emergence of quite distinct communities of common interest, for both now and the future.  The Society’s original proposal recognised three such communities: an enlarged Ipswich, a Suffolk Coastal including Felixstowe and Lowestoft, and a Suffolk Rural.  However, the popular support enjoyed by that model is not matched by the assessment of its economic viability.   Of the two models deemed capable of satisfying all five criteria, therefore, the Society recognises that the development needs of the North Haven area - to provide a focus for economic development and a strategic transport gateway for trade and tourism between the UK, mainland Europe and the world - are quite distinct from those of the rest of Suffolk, and will best be met by creating two distinct unitary authorities.

Local government should indeed be local, but unitary authorities must be large enough to be viable.  Ipswich is rightly proud of its eight centuries’ tradition of self-determination under the Charter of 1200, and is now the focus for much new development, not least the establishment of a new university; but it is also recognisably a part of the wider North Haven region which boasts the expanding Port of Felixstowe and the thriving technology centre of Adastral Park at Martlesham.  The demands for regional infrastructure, supporting services and shared amenities all require concerted strategic direction from a local authority committed to a clear vision for North Haven, and the active involvement of the communities participating in these developments.  The Society strongly argues, moreover, that Westerfield and Tuddenham are properly part of the North Haven community of interest and should be included within that authority.  We also note the interest expressed by Hadleigh.    
In contrast, if Ipswich were subsumed into a single unitary authority for the whole of Suffolk, sheer weight of representation would result in rural interests being given priority over those of the urban regions, as has prevailed in matters governed by the present Suffolk County Council since 1974.  Creating a single county-wide authority would reduce the self-governance of Ipswich even further, and the Society strongly endorses the Boundary Committee’s understated conclusion that "the aspirations of Ipswich may not best be met under this model ", with strategic consequences for the whole country. 
The Ipswich Society therefore supports Ipswich’s future development as part of a North Haven unitary authority, ideally to be re-named “Orwell”.  
19th September 2008
Response to the Boundary Committee’s “Draft proposals for unitary local government in Norfolk and Suffolk July 2008”

Introduction

1. Founded in 1960, the Ipswich Society is a community of over 1200 people with a common interest in all aspects of the life of the town, from the preservation of the best of its heritage, through well-planned and sensitive new developments for the present, to the promotion of a prosperous economy for the future.  It is affiliated to the Civic Trust.
2. Ipswich is experiencing unprecedented growth, but has suffered a lack of strategic leadership or empowerment under two-tier local government.  The Regional Spatial Strategy calls for the creation of 15,400 new homes and 18,000 new jobs by 2020.  The town centre area is undergoing extensive redevelopment, notably (but far from exclusively) on the Waterfront and in the Education Quarter, an area whose roads have been described as unsuitable for public transport and where the requirement for ease of pedestrian access from the Waterfront to the town centre conflicts with the main route for road traffic across town.
3. Ipswich lies at a strategic hub for road and rail freight transport connecting the Ports of Felixstowe and Ipswich with London and the Midlands.  Since 1982, the Orwell Bridge within the Southern bypass has relieved central Ipswich of much container traffic, yet it remains vulnerable to closure due to bad weather and accidents, when the only route for diversions is through Ipswich itself.  Likewise the rail link between Felixstowe and Ipswich for container traffic is mostly single track and, pending any upgrade to the Midlands route to accommodate larger modern containers, all traffic travels south on the congested commuter rail link to London which is reported to be operating at capacity.
4. This alone suggests a developing synergy across the North Haven area in needing to manage the growing demands of freight transport and other traffic between Felixstowe and the rest of the country.

5. These requirements are an outcome of increasing globalisation in economic development and activity.  Another is the credit crunch created by global influences in financial markets which directly affect the viability of new local developments.  A third is global warming induced by man-made greenhouse gas emissions, calling for far-reaching changes in our living patterns in order to adapt to or to mitigate the climate change that they induce, which will tend to be opposite to “business as usual” development trends for transport and the built environment.
6. To manage such demanding development objectives in such globally unpredictable circumstances calls for authorities who are committed to a clear vision for the future and who have unfettered access to the necessary controls.

7. This is in stark contrast to the experience in Ipswich since the dissolution of the County Borough in 1974 and the passing of authority to Suffolk County Council (SCC) for many strategically important services, notably strategic planning, transport planning, passenger transport and highways.  While it is a feature of the town’s heritage that the pedestrianised town centre street pattern is largely unchanged since Saxon times, it is much less of a boast for the congested access routes through and around the town, which remain unchanged to the point of neglect at a time of such extensive growth.  
8. This surely suggests that Ipswich is the poor relation in a County Council dominated by representatives of rural constituencies and, with even lower representation in that Council’s Cabinet, Ipswich has suffered from the evident divergence between rural and urban interests, priorities and demands.  According to recent reports, SCC failed even to bid for central funding for improved cycle routes in Ipswich. 
9. The Society therefore welcomes the opportunity to redress this imbalance through the establishment of two new unitary authorities, one to drive the strategically important economic development of the North Haven area, and a second to focus on the quite distinct demands of rural Suffolk. 

10. The Society endorses the five criteria to be satisfied by proposals for new unitary authorities, especially on strategic leadership, empowerment of communities, and value-for-money services.  The following section offers arguments and evidence in relation to the proposed models and, where appropriate, qualifications to the application and assessment of the five criteria.
The five criteria

Broad cross-section of support
11. The consultation document rightly acknowledges that weight of popular support alone is not enough, and the Society would urge that there should be rigorous scrutiny for whether the model supported by each respondent is supported specifically for reasons of responsible self-determination, rather than for inappropriate self-advancement at the expense of other minority communities of interest. 

12. If, for example, the majority of Suffolk’s population resides in the rural county and depends on revenues from urban Ipswich in order to meet its rural priorities, it is hardly likely to support a North Haven unitary authority taking those revenues away for urban priorities, no matter how just that would be.  Conversely, as with representation on the present SCC, North Haven will never outweigh rural Suffolk’s sheer weight of numbers.  This is not to criticise SCC so much as human nature: no doubt the same would be true if urban residents were in the majority, and rural residents suffered representational neglect.  But clearly the sheer weight of popular support may therefore favour the status quo or something very similar – one-Suffolk – which is clearly not in North Haven’s or the country’s best interests, as the Boundary Committee recognises in its preferred proposal.  
13. By way of example, at a round-table discussion held by the Boundary Committee in Ipswich on 1st August 2008, it was clear that the representatives of those units of the SCC which deliver social services were fearful of losing their revenue allocations from the urban areas of the county, since the delivery of social services in rural areas is more expensive due to the greater time and expense incurred in longer journeys.  The point here is perhaps subtle but fundamental: social services are deemed to be a responsibility of the community, and are rendered to assist the community’s disadvantaged residents, being funded by the more fortunate members of the community, but what are the proper boundaries for the community?  Rural Suffolk may claim to be disadvantaged compared with urban Ipswich and Felixstowe, but the latter may argue that the forms of deprivation suffered are different between town and county, and those of the town are perhaps neglected by the county majority.  The appropriate solution is therefore to recognise that there are two distinct communities of interest, whose differing requirements for social services should be assessed and delivered by local authorities who genuinely understand the specific community context in which they need to be applied.  
14. The consultation document also rightly points out that many people are indifferent or opposed to change, but there is a converse view that justifiable change may nonetheless be opposed by people with an interest in the status quo, whose interests may suffer if change is introduced.  In particular, why would elected representatives want to change the boundaries of the constituencies that elected them?  Why would existing authorities want to surrender authority to a new authority?  Faced with the prospect of change, might those incumbents therefore use their authority and influence to muster support for those circumstances that had been favourable to them?  Again this is not personal criticism so much as recognition of human nature.  
15. It is therefore crucial that all arguments concerning the different models for unitary local government should be examined for their motivation, whether they are properly directed to the overall benefit of the community they cover, or whether instead they will consistently produce advantage for certain groups at the expense of other consistently neglected groups.  Hence the importance that boundaries should define communities of common interest, subject to the practical constraint that each community should be of sufficient size to be viable.
16. The Society therefore supports the model featuring a North Haven unitary authority and a rest-of-Suffolk unitary authority (with or without Lowestoft, according to where the residents of Lowestoft see their best future prospects).  
17. However, the Society strongly asserts that the villages of Westerfield and Tuddenham, which have common boundaries with Ipswich, are essential elements of the North Haven community of interest.  The present Boundary Committee proposals place them with rural Suffolk but, under the rationale described in paras 6.14 and 6.39 of the consultation document, relating to economic dependence, travel-to-work, etc, surely they should be included in North Haven?
18. Moreover, the North Haven area forms a strategic transport hub, which is in need of further development.  The Orwell bridge in particular is vulnerable to frequent closure due to bad weather and accidents, and there is no alternative route for diversion other than through the town of Ipswich.  One controversial possibility is to build a Northern bypass to complete the outer ring around Ipswich and thus provide the necessary resilience, and the route would affect Westerfield and Tuddenham.  That bypass would be of enormous benefit to Ipswich, but of little consequence for the county of Suffolk, who therefore have no proper stake in the decision process.  
19. However, a further possibility has been proposed, in the form of a tunnel under the Orwell between Felixstowe and Harwich.  This would not provide the same level of resilience to closure of the Orwell bridge, but it would still offer much improvement which would benefit Ipswich.

20. Regardless of how practical either proposal may prove to be, these two possibilities clearly demonstrate the importance of recognising the whole of North Haven as a community of common interest for evaluating and choosing between the possible strategic transport options, and hence as the natural administrative unit for determining and indeed motivating the necessary development of transport infrastructure to serve the region and the country.  Westerfield and Tuddenham therefore properly belong to this community of interest, by virtue of their current connection with Ipswich and of their strategic importance to the development of North Haven. In contrast, these considerations will have little impact on the rest of Suffolk, whose continuing but superfluous involvement could serve only to hold back the proper decision-making processes for the development of North Haven.
21. However, if the residents of Westerfield and Tuddenham were opposed to any possibility of the building of a Northern bypass, they might see their best opportunity to maintain the favourable status quo either in an alignment with rural Suffolk, or by opposing the North Haven model altogether.  But surely this would be to deny their proper responsibility to the community of North Haven from which they clearly derive so much benefit?

22. For all these reasons, therefore, the Society respectfully urges the Boundary Committee to be objectively sceptical as to whether support expressed for one or other model is based on genuine self-determination for the proper community of interest, or on opportunistic self-advancement at others’ expense.  The boundaries should then be drawn to define communities of common interest, which can take genuine responsibility for their own progress, and for the care of their disadvantaged, as part of their own proper agenda for self-determination.
Leadership
23. The Society endorses the characteristics of leadership defined in the consultation document in paras 2.30-31 et seq, which clearly depend on defining the appropriate communities of interest as described above.
24. Under two-tier government, Ipswich has suffered a considerable lack of strategic leadership in areas devolved to county administration, which has instead prioritised rural matters and has demonstrated an indifference to, and a lack of understanding of, urban issues.

25. One particularly emotive example comes from the recent five murders of street prostitutes from Ipswich in December 2006.  The leader of SCC appeared on television, prefacing comments on the tragedies with an exhortation to viewers to continue to visit Suffolk for its beautiful beaches and wonderful nature reserves.  Such insensitivity speaks volumes for the perceived “county view” of Ipswich.  SCC has since made significant contributions to implementing a multi-agency local strategy to deal constructively with street prostitution, in line with the Home Office’s own strategy and indeed going somewhat further: but where is the sense in rurally-dominated authorities such as SCC being responsible for administering such urban issues of which they have no experience and therefore no understanding, and which arguably require such a tragic development even to bring them onto the agenda?
26. More rational examples can be seen in transport provision.  The areas to the south and east of the town centre of Ipswich are undergoing radical re-development along the Waterfront and through the establishment of University Campus Suffolk.  This area is also a pinch-point for road traffic, to the extent that it is estimated that around 40% of traffic on the southern bypass is actually local crosstown traffic avoiding this area.  It is also an area earmarked for further high-density residential developments, yet it lacks public transport connections, having been described as unfit for bus routes.  The explanation would seem to be that SCC is responsible for the provision of roads, and Ipswich Borough Council (IBC) for the planning of the built environment, but the two never appear to engage to plan for the strategic regeneration of the town in pursuit of the Regional Spatial Strategy’s challenging targets for new homes and jobs.  Indeed, the Society was to have been involved in promoting a public meeting to discuss recommendations from a firm of consultants (Colin Buchanan) for the alleviation of traffic problems in this area, but such is the state of disengagement between the two authorities that such a meeting would now be counterproductive until the unitary issue is decided.
27. While these issues and omissions might be seen as failures of two-tier local government, they are also indicative of the dangers of giving responsibility for urban development to a rurally-dominated authority.  SCC’s transport strategy of 2006 contained little for Ipswich, perhaps one new road scheme out of twelve or so for the whole county, at a time of such immense strategic change.  While that single scheme for Ipswich may have proved to be the only one to meet the Government’s criteria for consideration, it alone did not represent the totality of demand for urban improvements, for instance to establish a single bus station for the town, which could have been championed by a more urban-oriented authority.  More recently, SCC was reported to have failed even to bid for central funding for improved cycle routes in Ipswich, such is their apparent lack of engagement.  

28. In contrast, IBC has recently produced a detailed and comprehensive Local Development Framework document which has objectively laid out the issues and options and has invited comment on preferred options through various consultation routes.  This demonstrates the potential for progress when the responsible authority is engaged, motivated, and understands the challenges and the need for effective action.  
29. These issues of leadership arise from the present structure rather than the politics of local government.  While recognising that any new unitary authority would be different from both the present SCC and IBC, the Society nonetheless believes that a North Haven unitary authority would be by far the preferable option to take responsibility for and to lead that region’s strategic development.

Deliver the empowerment of citizens and communities
30. The Society endorses the principles laid out in paras 2.38 to 2.40 of the consultation document, which again require that community boundaries should reflect genuine communities of common interest.
31. By way of illustration, the one-Ipswich Local Strategic Partnership (LSP) holds five geographically-based Area Forums (Central, NE, NW, SE, SW) which meet quarterly to provide a two-way consultation medium between the local authorities and the residents.  They can be very effective, on matters as diverse as residential parking and local strategic development for the town.  But there is one fundamental flaw: they are defined by electoral Ward boundaries, which cut through genuine communities of interest.  
32. For example, for several of the Wards chosen to be represented by the Forums for the outer four geographical quarters, the interests of the innermost parts of the Ward actually align with the Central Area rather than the periphery.  One blatantly inappropriate boundary, separating the Central and SW Area Forums, cuts right through the community which was recently affected by the five Ipswich murders.  Conversely, one of the Wards chosen for the Central Area Forum extends all the way to the northern extreme of the borough boundary: since that boundary is with Westerfield, the inference is that Ipswich’s Central Area Forum would share a boundary with the proposed rural Suffolk unitary authority!  
33. This is plainly both undesirable and inefficient: residents who live near the town centre but in one of the four outer Forum Areas will have to attend two Forums, one to meet with their natural community colleagues for the town centre and to give voice to common concerns, and one to meet with their elected representatives and authority officers to get something done about them.  And each Forum then has to take on the issues from several natural communities, needlessly expanding the agenda and spreading the available consultation time unnecessarily thinly, thus diluting the opportunity of engagement for those attending.  This is ostensibly a boundary issue which is denying community identities and impeding proper representation and involvement, which again underlines the fundamental importance of setting boundaries which describe natural communities of interest.  A simple answer has been proposed, namely to allow more flexible and inclusive representation across Forum Area boundaries, but to no avail.

34. Moving to county-wide issues, however, there is further evidence of divergence between urban and rural interests and the efficiency with which they are represented.  SCC is responsible for waste disposal and, as a solution for the impending exhaustion of landfill by 2020, it proposes to build an incinerator.  It suggests that this will be good environmentally, since useful energy will be produced from the burning process.  However, the Environmental Protection Panel (which serves to advise IBC) was given a briefing on various schemes for waste disposal, which showed that incineration is only marginally better than landfill, since it wastes valuable resources which could be re-cycled, and creates damaging greenhouse gases (GHGs).  The much preferred solution would be mechanical and biological treatment (MBT), which would indeed recover those valuable materials for re-cycling and much reduce GHG emissions, while still producing useful energy in the form of biogas.  As a result, the EPP’s advice to IBC was not to participate in the proposed incineration scheme.
35. However, SCC appears not to be taking any such advice on board.  It has chosen Great Blakenham as its preferred site, on the grounds that it is close to the main centre of population (Ipswich) which will then minimise transport costs and emissions, but appears to ignore the concerns of residents regarding the possibility of more toxic emissions.  Moreover, there are apparently five other possible sites, but SCC is currently conducting a consultation which has yet to reveal where those other sites are.  Thus the evidence presented by SCC is of a remote and autocratic authority which cares neither for the environment, nor the residents’ concerns, nor the value of consultation.  The latest development is that SCC has also proposed that it may raise the level of landfill, though it is not clear from the reports whether this is as an alternative to incineration or as an addition, given that incineration will still leave a residue for landfill.
36. Another topical example is provided by reports of SCC’s approval of the South-West Ipswich and South Suffolk (SWISS) centre for education, proposed to replace post-16 education at Chantry High, Claydon and Thurleston High schools, Westbourne Sports College, and Belstead and Thomas Wolsey special schools.  The bone of contention concerns the transport plan, which assumes that 60% of prospective students will use buses, and that a further significant percentage will walk or cycle.  But the centre will be located outside the Ipswich Borough boundary, well away from the bus stations in central Ipswich (hence also from the Education Quarter, with whose central location one might have expected some considerable synergy for a new post-16 centre).  Pinewood Parish Council has reportedly objected “in the strongest possible terms” on the grounds that this green travel plan is unrealistic and could lead to up to 900 extra vehicles adding to peak hour congestion and requiring a new £120,000 per year parking enforcement scheme for nearby residential streets, since there will be no provision for students travelling by car to park at the centre itself.  These concerns are endorsed by residents’ recent correspondence to the Evening Star.
37. While the SWISS centre is undeniably a welcome development in an area of educational deprivation, the issue relates to why the centre was not sited in Ipswich’s new Education Quarter if green travel is paramount, or how green travel could be practical when access by public transport to an out-of-town location will be so much more complicated for such a broad catchment area.  SCC appears not to have provided a workable solution: it has not empowered the prospective students with the flexible access required of such a facility, and it has potentially disempowered the local residents by leaving them to deal with the consequences for the SCC’s failure to plan adequately for the students’ realistic travel needs.  While cycling is an intended feature of the travel plan, SCC failed even to put in an application for central funding for improved cycle routes across town.  
38. These issues for a county-based administration are cited as evidence in addition to matters already raised in relation to empowerment, such as the wishes of urban residents for improvement to local transport infrastructure and services.  

39. The Society is therefore of the view that, whatever model is eventually adopted for unitary local government, there are some necessary changes in culture to be promulgated before effective two-way communication and consultation can be effected between the authorities and genuine communities of common interest.  But on balance, the current model suggests that a new authority for North Haven would have much less far to travel on that metaphorical path than a single county-wide authority, by virtue of greater local awareness, empathy and motivation to deal with the concerns of its local communities.  Perhaps there is also a role for the Boundary Committee in re-assessing the electoral Ward boundaries, given their new significance in defining Forum Areas for consultation with residents.
Value-for-money services
40. There are two distinct aspects to this question, namely whether all of the services listed in Table 2 are really proper to unitary authorities, and do they represent value for money?  
41. On the first element, separate arrangements are already made for policing (which is not mentioned) and for the fire service (which is listed), so plainly there is scope for partnerships and joint arrangements according to the specifics of delivering each particular service.  Library services might also be candidates for such arrangements, since it is plainly more efficient for a wider range of stock to be made available to a larger number of residents over a wider area, than to fragment the asset base in order for each individual unitary authority to run its own independent library service.  SCC’s library service is already in the forefront of such developments in operating more efficient purchasing syndicates with other local authorities and, although there is much competition from high-discount on-line sellers such as Amazon, what will happen to demand when disposable income becomes more limited and people begin to prefer to borrow rather than to own?  What will be the true carbon-cost of a book when carbon costs have to be properly audited?  So perhaps library services might qualify for special joint arrangements between authorities (as do police and fire services), in order to take advantage of more favourable bulk purchasing arrangements while continuing to provide a valuable social service to the community.
42. Other Heritage services may also be provided more effectively from a larger funding base rather than being sub-divided between smaller authorities.  Ipswich and Colchester museums are currently run cooperatively between authorities for this reason.  Similar concern has been expressed within the Society that support for archives, archaeology and museums may suffer under the new unitary proposal.  Perhaps there is scope, therefore, for the whole of the present Libraries and Heritage portfolio to be examined for the opportunity for service to be provided more economically on a larger geographical scale, which the smaller constituent authorities can then “buy into” (or commission from) while still enabling a more specific local customer focus.
43. Moving to value for money, would services be delivered with better value if they were outsourced altogether?  This would suggest an emphasis on pile-high-sell-cheap efficiency, cost-effectiveness, profits and market forces, which are hugely impersonal.  Would this be an appropriate basis for delivering social services?  It is interesting to see how both the electorate and the local authorities seem to speak with one voice at election time in reciting the mantras of wanting “better services for lower council taxes” and “more for less” but, in contrast, Table 5 of the consultation document shows that what people actually value is quality of service delivery and responsiveness to individual needs, above accountability and cost.  Perhaps both the residents and the authorities need to be encouraged to “join up their thinking”: value-for-money does not mean more-for-less which is, after all, plainly unsustainable without some means of enabling productivity to be continuously improved.   
44. A further aspect of value-for-money emerges where service provision is subject to geographically-based competition for funds.  This does not currently apply to library services, where the same stock is equally available to everyone in the county.  But it clearly does apply to strategic planning, transport and highways, also to social services and waste disposal, as described in the foregoing sections.  Hence residents in the neglected urban areas will not feel they get value for money from the present SCC, and nor might they expect to from a county-wide unitary authority.
45. Curiously, on the matter of leisure and recreation for which IBC is responsible, Ipswich residents might feel that they have not got value for money from IBC’s strategic ambition to renovate the Regent Theatre (at huge capital expense and with continuing substantial revenue deficits) as a facility for the benefit of the wider region rather than focusing on the most appropriate use of Ipswich’s council tax revenue.  But this in turn may be evidence of the recognition that Ipswich is already a centre for entertainment and leisure for the wider North Haven area, and is therefore a positive indicator of what may be possible under a North Haven unitary authority.

46. The Society therefore believes that each service listed in Table 2 of the consultation document may warrant careful examination for the best means of delivery.  Ultimately, services should be provisioned by authorities which correspond to natural communities of interest; and they should be delivered according to the customer priorities in Table 5 which strongly suggest that it is the personal element which makes such services valuable, rather than the relentless and unsustainable “more-for-less” imperative of the impersonal mass marketplace.  
47. Finally, the following service-specific comments illustrate that North Haven forms a natural community of interest for service delivery, which is frustrated by the present dominant influence from the county:

· On education, the case for the proposed South-West Ipswich and South Suffolk (“SWISS”) centre recognises the need to address local levels of educational deprivation, but a North Haven authority might more readily combine such important educational provision with a practical green travel plan appropriate to a natural catchment going beyond the boundaries of Ipswich to cover Claydon, Hadleigh, East Bergholt, and Holbrook;
· Ipswich presently has little influence on the SnOasis development proposed for Great Blakenham on the outskirts of Ipswich, yet it will have immense impact for the whole of North Haven;

· Although any new transport infrastructure schemes are subject to strict selection criteria, the disengagement of the principal strategic partners (IBC and SCC) represents a further fundamental obstacle to proper urban development;
· Bus services already serve outlying villages around Ipswich, which forms a natural focus for village residents;

· Both audience and participants in cultural activities are spread throughout the North Haven area, rather than being location-specific, hence it would be more beneficial for funding and revenues to be directed across the whole area rather than being unrepresentatively sub-divided as at present with, for instance, the Ipswich Regent Theatre serving the whole area while being supported primarily by IBC;

· Waste disposal for North Haven is predominantly via Great Blakenham, and North Haven should therefore have more say in how the waste is disposed of than is the case with present county-based authorities, as mentioned earlier;
· Finally on strategic economic development, there are increasing synergies across North Haven which would be better nurtured by an authority with an appropriate vision to make the necessary connections.  As a minor illustration, there is a new business emerging for the management of empty containers which, having previously arrived full via Felixstowe, can usefully be transported back via Ipswich to Rotterdam for collection by inter-continental container ships on their return journey.  Such opportunities will be better grasped by an authority whose focus is not primarily on rural issues.
Affordability
48. This criterion refers specifically to absorbing the costs of transition within five years, but precisely which costs do they comprise, and can they be clearly and unambiguously differentiated from other costs which would be expected to change?  Transition costs might reasonably contain at least three elements: firstly the change in the overall costs of administering services under the new authority; secondly the change in costs arising from new methods of delivering the same services as before; thirdly the change in costs from recognising new priorities for service delivery.  All three elements might reasonably be termed costs of transition, but are they all intended to be part of the affordability criterion?  Given the political sensitivity of council tax levels, the cost of transition has perhaps understandably been a source of some controversy between the two present authorities, which therefore needs to be clarified.  Otherwise the criterion of affordability may actually be impossible to evaluate meaningfully since, by definition, comparing “before” and “after” will not be to compare like with like.  
49. If, for instance, a particular problem of urban deprivation went unrecognised by the SCC, it would require no budget.  But a new and more perceptive urban unitary authority might give it due priority, requiring new budget.  Would this fall into the category of “transition costs”, and thus break the affordability criterion?  Surely there must be some means of assessing efficiency and productivity in delivering like services, while recognising that the new authorities are being set up specifically to address emerging challenges which would otherwise be neglected.  This would then require either new budgets or, perhaps more likely, some re-prioritisation of service delivery, which may inevitably confound any audit of the criterion of affordability unless the scope of “the costs of transition” is defined very specifically with the above issues in mind.

50. Moreover, if the tyranny of “more-for-less” is to be broken, there has to be recognition of the desperate need for consultation and re-prioritisation of services and the means of funding them.  This may suggest a means other than council tax.
51. Referring again to the round-table meeting of 1st August in Ipswich, and the evident and genuine concern from SCC at the loss of revenues if the North Haven area became a separate authority, perhaps the answer is that council tax is not the most appropriate way of deriving revenue from the residents of the county according to their wealth.  Indeed, the same may be true of urban residents.  Other means for consideration, and indeed consultation, might therefore include local income tax, local capital gains tax, and indeed some sort of wealth tax.  While such a change is plainly beyond the scope of the present consultation, it is perhaps a valid consideration in applying and prioritising affordability alongside the other four criteria in order to evaluate the potential of the principal models.
52. Perhaps what really matters is not continuity of affordability, given the fundamental desire and need for change which necessarily implies discontinuity, but rather a re-appraisal of the services to be delivered and the means of funding them, in accordance with the proper communities of interest and responsibility.
Other models for unitary local government in Suffolk
53. The above rationale emphasises the importance of selecting boundaries to correspond to communities of common interest.  The Society appreciates the Boundary Committee’s practical emphasis on the two preferred models on grounds of viability, but notes also that while a North Haven unitary authority may make strategic and economic sense for the future, continuing correspondence in the local media suggests that it may not be attracting popular support, not least because of the perception of a loss of identity rather than a gain in self-determination.  Irrational as this may seem, it could nonetheless prejudice a successful outcome.

54. The question of Lowestoft and Yarmouth also remains unresolved, and indeed the Committee has sought views on how best to resolve this question.  If Lowestoft were retained in Suffolk, the case may be strengthened for re-considering three unitary authorities, namely an enlarged Ipswich, a Suffolk Coastal, and a Suffolk Rural.  Such a model was proposed initially by the Society, and while the strategic and economic case may be weaker, the compensating potential for popular support from these three distinct communities of common interest may result in strong community engagement, which would be much preferable to popular opposition and consequent disengagement arising from the sense of being over-ruled. 

55. If such a model were to be re-considered, the enlarged Ipswich should certainly encompass those districts linked by the A12/A14 bypass, covering at least part of Babergh to the west (as far as Hadleigh?), Pinewood to the south, Warren Heath, Purdis Farm, Kesgrave, and Martlesham to the east, and Westerfield and Tuddenham to the north; on the other hand, the more rurally-interested areas such as East Bergholt, Shotley, and Waldringfield (which are currently destined to join North Haven) could perhaps more appropriately be associated with one of the county-based authorities.

56. This consideration is prompted by the potential difficulty in completely satisfying simultaneously all five of the Secretary of State’s criteria for the emergent unitary authorities, and the Society hopes that the rationale it has provided may assist the Boundary Committee in applying the five criteria with duly weighted priority to produce an acceptable accommodation.  
57. To put this suggestion in context with the foregoing arguments:

· the Society strongly supports the drive for unitary local government in Suffolk;

· of the two models offered for consultation by the Boundary Committee, the Society strongly favours the two-unitary model comprising North Haven and rest-of-Suffolk; 
· the Society sees merit in a third model comprising three unitaries as described above, especially if there is a lack of popular support for either of the two preferred models; 
· above all, the Society sees unitary local government as preferable to the two-tier status quo.
Conclusion
58. Arguments have been presented which emphasise the fundamental importance of natural communities of common interest in defining the boundaries within which unitary local government for Suffolk should be administered, and by which the Secretary of State’s five criteria for local government should be met.

59. The unit(s) of administration should be small enough to be local, yet large enough to be economically viable.

60. The growing importance of consultation with residents underlines the importance of defining boundaries to reflect meaningful communities of interest, with particular reference to the five Area Forums presently administered at the finer level of detail by the one-Ipswich LSP.

61. With regard to the five criteria:

· A broad cross section of support is essential, but should also be explicitly motivated towards genuine self-determination and responsibility for communities of interest, rather than to provide a basis for perpetuating self-interest or of “robbing Peter to pay Paul”;

· Strategic leadership likewise requires an authority with a clear vision for the development potential and requirements of its proper constituency, and with clear access to the necessary controls;

· Empowerment of citizens and communities likewise requires their interests and concerns to be properly recognised through sensitively-drawn boundaries and due democratic representation;

· Value-for-money services will then be delivered only when constituents’ tax revenues are directed by a properly-constituted democratic authority to satisfying the needs of the communities of common interest;

· Affordability properly refers to meeting the costs of transition over a five year period, but there will be scope for confusion and misrepresentation as new authorities define new priorities.  Perhaps there is scope for re-evaluating how local authority services could more appropriately be funded, to reflect the forms of wealth from which the communities’ tax revenues should be derived.
62. Of the two models selected for consideration by the Boundary Committee, the Ipswich Society strongly endorses the two-authority model for Suffolk (the Committee’s preferred option) as the model which most nearly meets the distinct requirements for the separate communities of common interest corresponding to North Haven and the rest of Suffolk.

63. The naturally-evolving pattern of service delivery also reflects these natural communities of interest.

64. The Ipswich Society strongly endorses the Boundary Committee’s view that while a single unitary authority for the county would be viable by virtue of its size, this would be at the expense of the smaller of the two distinct communities of interest, namely North Haven, whose interests would always be under-represented in a county-wide authority.  The consequent systematic de-prioritisation of development needs would be not only to the detriment of North Haven, but also to the wider country to which a thriving North Haven is strategically valuable as an economic gateway linking the UK with the rest of the world.
65. The Society respectfully asserts, moreover, that the rationale of the Boundary Committee’s recommendations would support the inclusion of Westerfield and Tuddenham within the North Haven area, by virtue of present economic influence and future strategic importance.

66. The Society further recognises, however, that a model chosen for Suffolk’s future development may not achieve popular support in the present, and may even provoke opposition and disengagement.  While that is for the Boundary Committee to deliberate, the Society would suggest that there might then be merit in re-considering a model based on three unitary authorities – an enlarged Ipswich, a Suffolk coastal (including Lowestoft), and a Suffolk Rural – in preference to defaulting to a hugely unsatisfactory two-tier status quo.
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