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INTRODUCTION

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body that conducts electoral reviews of local authority areas. This electoral
review is being conducted following the decision fo review Cumbria County
Council's electoral arrangements, to ensure that the number of voters
represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the authority.

This review is being carried out because based on the 2009 electorate figures;
more than 30% of the divisions have electoral variances of over 10% from the
average for the county., '

A full public consultation is now being conducted on these draft
recommendations. Following the consultation period which ends on 16 January
2012, the Boundary Commission will consider the evidence received and will
publish their final recommendations for the new electoral arrangements for
Cumbria County Council in the spring of 2012.

~

PROPOSALS

Copeland currently has 12 single member electoral divisions. Six of which have a
variance of more than 10% from the county average by 2016.
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In the south it has been necessary to divide Millom town between two divisions
as it currently has 20% more electors than the county average and the Boundary
Commission do not consider this can be justified, particularly in the absence of
strong evidence. They have therefore created a Miflom South Division comprising
the south of the town and a Millom North & District division comprising the north

of the parish and a number of parishes to its north.

They propose single-member. divisions of Gosforth, Cleator Moor West and
Cleator Moor East & Frizington. In order to improve electoral equality it was
necessary to transfer part of Cleator Moor parish to the rural Cleator Moor East &
Frizington division to reduce the number of electors in Cleator Moor West and to
increase the number in the rural area to ensure good electoral equality. They
propose transfetring the west area of Cleator Moor as this has direct road links
into the proposed Cleator Moor East & Frizington Division. The proposed
Gosforth division will comprises of Gosforth town, the rural parishes along the
coastal strip and the fell land area around Wast Water. Under these draft
recommendations Cleator Moor West, Cleator Moor East & Frizington and
Gosforth divisions would have 1% fewer, 3% fewer and 8% more electors per
councillor than the county average by 2016 respectively.

The proposed Egremont divisions comprises the Egremont town area of
Egremont parish. Mirehouse South & St Bees division comprises part of
Mirehouse area of Whitehaven, St Bees parish and the north part of Egremont
parish. The transfer of part of Whitehaven to a more rural division was necessary
to minimise electoral variances in Whitehaven and the rural area. Egremont and
Mirehouse South & St Bees divisions would have 7% more and 3% fewer
electors per councillor respectively that the.county average by 2016.

In the remainder of Whitehaven they propose single-member Bransty, Mirehouse
North, Mirehouse West and Woodhouse divisions which would have 2% fewer,
3% fewer, 2% fewer and 1% fewer electors per councillor respectively than the
county average in 2016. They consider that these divisions secure good levels of
electoral equality while also using strong boundaries.

As part of an electoral review, the Botindary Commission are required to have
regard to the statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy,
Economic Development and Construction act 2099 {the 2009 Act). The

- Schedule provides that if a parish is to be divided between different divisions or

wards it must also be divided into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies
wholly within a single division or ward. ' :

They recommend that Cleator Moor Parish Council should comprise of 12
councillors, as at present, representing three wards: Cleator Moor East (returning
2 members), Cleator Moor North (returning five members) and Cleator Moor
South (Returning five members).

Egremont Town Council should comprise of 10 councillors, as at present,
representing four parish wards: Egremont Central (returning two members),
Egremont East (returning one member), Egremont North (returning three
members) and Egremont South (returning four members)




2.9

2.10

2.1

3.1
()

Millom Town Council should comprise of 15 councillors, as at present,
representing four parish wards: Haverigg (returning three members}, Holborn Hill
North (returning two members), Holborn Hilt South (returning three members) |
and Newtown (returning seven members)
A complete copy of the Draft recommendations is shown at appendix 1

Details of existing county divisions are shown at appendix 2

CONCLUSION | |

The Working Party is asked to:

Con3|der the draft proposals and submit any representatlons by 16" January
2012,

List of Background Documents

List of Consultees: : Chief Executive; S 151 Officer; Portfolio Holder
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Translations and other formats

For information on obtaining this publication in another language or
in a large-print or Braille version please contact the Local
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Summary

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent body
that conducts electoral reviews of local authority areas. The broad purpose of an
electoral review is to decide on the appropriate electoral arrangements — the numib&r
of counciliors, and the names, number and boundaries of wards or divisions — for a
specific local authority. We are conducting an electoral review of Cumbria County
Council to provide improved levels of electoral equality across the authority.

The review aims to ensure that the number of voters represented by each councillor is
approximately the same. The Commission commenced the review in October 2010.
This review is being conducted as follows:

Stage  Stage starts Description
(SDic;:ncﬂ 12 October 201(_) Submission of proposals for council size to the LGBCE
One 29 March 2011 Submission of proposals of warding arrangements to the

[.GBCE

Two 20 June 2011 LLGBCE's analysis and deliberation

Three 25 October 2011 Publication of draft recommendations and consultation on
them

Four 17 January 2012 Analysis of submissions.received and formulation of final
recommendations '

Submissions received

We received 37 submissions during its initial consultation on council size. During
Stage One, we received 30 submissions, although these did not include any scheme
which covered the whole of the county. The Liberal Democrat Group on the council
provided some proposals for Carlisle, Eden and South Lakeland districts, but not for
Barrow-in-Furness, Copeland or Allerdale. The Labour Party put forward iimited
proposals for the Barrow-in Furness, Allerdale and Copeland areas. The Commission
also received localised evidence of community identity from parish councils and local
residents. All submissions can be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Analysis and draft recommendations

Electorate figures

Cumbria County Council has forecast an increase in electorate of 3% across the
whole county, for the six-year period 2010-2016. We were not initially persuaded that
the Council had sufficiently justified its electorate forecasts. In particular we noted that
the Council had calculated a figure for electorate growth by district and simply
provided a pro-rata figure for each constituent polling district. We considered it a
significant risk that the forecasts would not take account of specific development sites
within the county and queried the Council's methodology but it said it stood by its
original forecast methodology. While we remain concerned about the Council's
approach, on balance we are willing to accept these figures as the only forecast
available at this time. However, we would welcome any further comments on this issue
during the consuitation phase.




Council size

Cumbria County Council currently has a council size of 84 councillors. We received 37
submissions during our consultation on council size. The Council recommended the
retention of 84 members, providing evidence of its geographic and socio-economic
conditions. It also asserted that size, rurality, sparsity and deprivation levels present
additional challenges to county councillors, adding to their workloads. its proposal had
cross party support. We also received representations on a council size of 65 from.
John Stevenson MP and Carlisle City Council and South Lakeland District Council. A
number of other respondents also expressed support for a reduction in council size.

Overall, we were not persuaded that there was sufficient rationale to justify any of the
proposed council sizes. However, following further discussions with the political
leadership of the Council, we obtained more detailed information relating to the roles
and responsibilities of elected members. In light of this, we propose the retention of a
council size of 84 for Cumbria County Council.

General analysis

In the absence of an authority-wide scheme and substantive evidence in many patrts of
the county, the Commission has been obliged fo develop proposals based primarily on
the need to achieve good levels of electoral equality. This has been balanced against
evidence of community identity where such localised submissions have been received.
Our draft recommendations provide for 84 single-member divisions. In each district,
where possible we have sought to reflect communication links, geographic factors and
evidence of community identity received during Stage One. Given the absence of
substantial evidence so far about appropriate boundaries, based on our statutory.
criteria, we are especially keen to receive evidence during the consultation period
which will helps us to determine our final scheme, ' g

What happens next?

There will now be a consultation period, during which time we encourage comment cn
the draft recommendations for the proposed electoral arrangements for Cumbria
County Council contained in the report. We take this consultation very seriously
and it is therefore important that all those interested in the review should let us
have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree with these draft
proposals. We will take into account all submissions received by 16 January 2012.
Any received after this date may not be taken into account. We would particularly

- welcome local views backed up by demonstrable evidence. We will consider alf the
evidence submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our final
recommendations. Express your views by writing directly to us at:

Review Officer

Cumbria Review .

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House :

76-86 Turnmill Street

London EC1M 5L.G

reviews@Igbce.org.uk

The full report is available to download at www.lgbce.org.uk
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1 Introduction

1 The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body that conducts electoral reviews of local authority areas. This electoral review is
being conducted following our decision to review Cumbria County Council's electoral
arrangements, to ensure that the number of voters represented by each counculor is
approximately the same across the authority.

2 We wrote to Cumbria County Council as well as other interested parties inviting
the submission of proposals first on the council size and, subsequently, on division
arrangements for the Council, The submissions received durmg these stages of the
review have informed our draft recommendations.

3 We are now conducting a full public consultation on the draft recommendations.
Following this period of consultation, we will consider the evidence received and will
publish our final recommendations for the new electoral arrangements for Cumbria
County Council in the spring of 2012,

What is an electoral review?

4 The main aim of an electoral review is to try to ensure ‘electoral equality’, which
means that all councillors in a single authority represent approximately the same
number of electors. Our objective is to make recommendations that will improve
electoral equality, while also trying to reflect communities in the area and provide for
effective and convenient local government.

5 OQur three main considerations — equalising the number of electors each
councilior represents; reflecting communlty identity; and providing for effective and
convenient local government — are set out in legisiation’ and our task is to strike the
best balance between them when making our recommendations. Our powers, as well
as the guidance we have provided for electoral reviews and further information on the
review process, can be found on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Why are we conducting a review in Cumbria?

6  We decided to conduct this review because, based on the December 2009
electorate figures, more than 30% of the divisions have electoral variances of over
10% from the average for the county. In addition, one division, Dalston &
Cummersdale varies by 33% from the average for the county.

How will the recommendations affect you?

7 The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
County Council. They will also decide which division in which you vote in, which other
communities are in that division and, in some instances, which parish or town council
wards you vote in. Your division name may change, as may the names of parish or
town council wards in the area. If you live in a parish, the name or boundaries of that
parish will not change.

! Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009,
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8 Itis therefore important that you let us have your comments and views on the
draft recommendations. We encourage comments from everyone in the community,
regardless of whether you agree with the draft recommendations or not. The draft
recommendations are evidence based and we therefore stress the importance of
providing evidence in any comments on our recommendations, rather than relying on
assertion. We will accept comments and views until 16 January 2012. After this point,
we will be formulating our final recommendations which we are due to publish in spring
of 2012. Details on how to submit proposals can be found on page 21and more
information can be found on our website, www.lgbce.org.uk '

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?

9  The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.

Members of the Commissioh are:

Max Caller CBE (Chair)

Professor Colin Mellors (Deputy Chair)
Dr Peter Knight CBE DL

Sir Tony Redmond

Dr Colin Sinclair CBE

Professor Paul Wiles CB

Chief Executive: Alan Cogbilt
Director of Reviews: Archie Gall




2 Analysis and draft recommendations

10 Before finalising our recommendations on the new electoral arrangements for
Cumbria County Council we invite views on these draft recommendations. We
welcome comments relating to the proposed division boundaries, division names and
" parish or town council electoral arrangements, We will consider all the evidence
submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our final '
recommendations,

11 As described earlier, our prime aim when recommending new electoral
arrangements for Cumbria is to achieve a level of electoral fairness ~ that is, each
elector’s vote being worth the same as another's. in doing so we must have regard to
the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009,2 with the
need to:

. secure effective and convenient local government
° provide for equality of representation _
. have regard to the boundaries of district and borough wards in drawing
boundaries for county divisions
. ensure that proposed county divisions do not cross external district and borough
boundaries .
. reflect the identities and interests of local communities, in particular .
o the desirability of arriving at boundaries that are easily identifiable
o the desirability of fixing boundaries so as not to break any local ties

12 Legislation also states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors in an area, but also on estimated changes in
the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period from
the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong, clearly
identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the review.

13 In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral faimess is unlikely to be

- attainable and there must be a degree of flexibitity. However, our approach is fo keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum. We
therefore recommend strongly that in formulating proposals for us to consider, local
authorities and other interested parties should also try to keep variances to a
minimum, making adjustments to reflect relevant factors such as community identity
and interests. As mentioned above, we aim to recommend a scheme which provides
improved electoral fairness over a five-year period.

14 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of Cumbria
County Council or result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums. The proposals do not take account of parliamentary
constituency boundaries, and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009,
s ]




Submissions received

15 Prior to, and during, the initial stages of the review, we visited Cumbria County
Council and met with members and officers. We are grateful to all concerned for their
co-operation and assistance. We received 37 submissions at council size stage and
30 submissions during Stage One, all of which may be inspected at both our offices
and those of the Council. All representations received can also be viewed on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Electorate figures

16  As part of this review, Cumbria County Council submitted electorate forecasts for
the year 2016, projecting an increase in electorate of 3% over the period from 2010 to
2016.

17 We were not persuaded that the council had sufficiently justified its electorate
forecasts. Specifically, we noted that the Council had calculated a figure for electorate
growth by district and provided a pro-rata figure for each constituent polling district.
We considered that there was a risk that the forecasts would not take account of
specific development sites within the county and asked the authority to provide these
details. We requested additional detailed evidence of developments. However, the
Council stated that it stood by its forecasts and could not provide the information
requested. . '

18 We reiterated our concerns about the Gouncil’s forecast methodology and made
stressed to the authority that, in these circumstances, we would be required to develop
a scheme that has a particular emphasis on achieving good electora! equality both
now and in 2016 o mitigate the risk of any inaccuracies in the forecasts creating
unexpectedly high variances in specific areasd In these circumstances, we have used
the forecasts provided by the Council as the basis of the draft recommendations.
However, we would welcome any further comments on these forecasts during
consuitation.

Council size

19 Cumbria County Council currently has 84 counciliors elected from 84 single-
member divisions. At the beginning of the electoral review, we consulted locally on the
most appropriate number of councillors (counci size) for the authority and received 37
submissions. The council size proposals received ranged from 60 to 84 members.

20 Only one submission, from Cumbria County Council, contained any substantial
argument to justify its proposed council size. We also received submissions from John
Stevenson MP (Carlisle), Carliste City Council and South Lakeland District Council. In
addition we also received five submissions from residents, one from a housing trust
and 23 from parish councils.

21  Cumbria County Council proposed the retention of the current council size of 84
members which, it argued, would enable it to function effectively. We noted that this
proposal has cross-party support. The Council's submission outlined evidence'in
relation to the governance and management structure, and the workioad and role of
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councillors. It also provided a commentary on Cumbria’s unique geographic and socio-
economic conditions. [t contended that, among other things, the size, rurality, sparsity
and deprivation levels in the county added weight to the argument to retain 84
councillors. In particular, the Council asserted that these issues presented additional
challenges to county councillors, adding to their workloads. .

22 We received representations from Carlisle City Council, which stated support for
a council size of 65 but without supporting evidence, and South Lakefand District
Council, which forwarded comments from individual councillors. John Stevenson MP
argued for a councll size of 65 on the grounds that the role of a councillor has changed
‘dramatically’ since the 1970s. He cited communication improvements: the cabinet and
scrutiny system as opposed to the committee system; and a focus on councillors as
community leaders as arguments as to why fewer councillors were needed.

23 Copeland Conservative Association and Cumbria County Labour Party both
supported retaining the ekisting council size. A number of the comments made by
parish and town councils and local organisations were not relevant to the decision on
council size. Of those that did comment on council size, three argued for a reduction'to
either 60 or 65, while 11 argued for the existing council size. We considered that little
rationale had been provided for either retaining or decreasing the number of
councillors. Five representations were received from local residents, none of which
contained specific evidence regarding council size.

24 We wrote to John Stevenson MP inviting further evidence based on the
considerations set out in our Guidance; however this was not forthcoming. On
balance, we do not consider there to be sufficient evidence to justify a proposal for a
council size of 65 elected members. :

25 We noted that the Council's submission provided an interesting commentary on
the existing arrangements at the Council, with some speculation on how new
Government initiatives might impact the workload of councillors. However, we were
not persuaded that sufficient rationale had been provided relating to any consideration
of alternative council sizes and member roles on outside bodies. The general
argument in favour of retaining the status quo centred on the particular geographic
and socio-economic issues facing Cumbria. While these are important considerations
they are not, of themselves, sufficient justification for retaining the existing council
size. We considered that further information was required from the Council to justify its
proposals for council size. In light of this, we met with the political leadership of the
council to discuss their proposals further. The Council provided further information
relating to member roles on outside bodies and planned delegation of certain
responsibilities to area-based committees which would result in an overail increase in
. member workload. Further information was also provided on the regularity of non-
executive committees.

26  On balance, given the Council's commentary on its existing council size and the

further information it provided, we recommend the retention of the existing council size
of 84 members as the basis of our draft recommendations.

Electoral fairness

27 Electoral fairness, in the sense of each elector in a local authority having a vote
of equal weight when it comes to the election of councillors is a fundamental
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democratic principle. It is expected that our recommendations should provide for
electoral fairness whilst ensuring that we reflect communities in the area, and provide
for effective and convenient local government.

28 In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we calculate the average number of
electors per councilior. The county average is calculated by dividing the total
electorate of the county {394,336 in 2010 and 404,694 by 2016} by the total number of
councillors representing them on the council — 84 under our draft recommendations.
Therefore, the average number of electors per councillor under our draft
recommendations is 4,694 in 2010 and 4,818 by 2016.

29  Under the draft recommendations, only three of our proposed 84 divisions will
have electoral variances of more than 10% from the average for the county by 2016.
We are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness
under our draft recommendations for Cumbria.

General analysis

30 We received 30 submissions during Stage One, but did not receive a county wide
scheme.

31  The Liberal Democrat Group on the Council provided some proposals for
Carlisle, Eden and South Lakeland districts, but not for Barrow-in-Furness, Copeland
or Allerdale. The Labour Party put forward limited proposals for the Barrow-in-Furness,
Allerdale and Copeland areas. We also received localised evidence of community
identity from parish and town councils and local residents in the county.

32 In the absence of an authority-wide scheme or substantive evidence in many
parts of the county, we have developed a scheme primarily to achieve high levels of
electoral equality. This has been balanced against evidence of community identity '
where such localised submissions have been received. In each district, we have
sought to reflect communication links, geographic factors and evidence of community
identity received during Stage One.

33  We proposing that the councilors are allocated across the districts as follows:

Allerdale Borough — 16 members
Barrow-in-Furness Borough — 11 members
Carlisle City — 18 members

Copeland Borough — 12 members

Eden District — 9 members

South Lakeland District — 18 members

34 We note that in @ number of areas respondents have requested that electoral
divisions remain coterminous with ward boundaries. Where possible we have sought
to do so but, in a number of areas, it has been necessary to move away from this in
order to secure good electoral equality and provide divisions that provide effective and
convenient local government and that reflect local community identities. We have also
visited the county and looked at a number of areas. Our observations when touring the
area have been taken into account in developing our draft recommendations. It should
be noted that in a number of areas, including Carlisle, Kendal and Workington, it has
been necessary to ward a number of parishes to ensure good electoral equality. Our
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proposails provide for a uniform pattern of 84 single-member divisions with the
following allocation of councillors between districts:

Electoral arrangements

.35 This section of the report details the submissions received, our consideration of
them and our draft recommendations for each area of Cumbria. The following areas
are considered in turn: .

Allerdale Borough (page 9)
Barrow-in-Furness Borough {(page 11)
Carlisle City (page 12)

Copeland Borough (page 13)

Eden District (page 15)

South Lakeland District (page 15)

e & o & o o

36 Details of the draft recommendations are set out in Table C1 on pages 28-34-
and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report. ’

Allerdale Borough

37 Allerdale Borough lies to the north-west of the county. The coastal towns of
Workington and Maryport lie to the west of the borough, while Cockermouth lies
towards the centre, with the Lakeland town of Keswick to the south-east. Allerdale
currently comprises 16 single-member divisions, nine of which would have variances
of more than 10% from the county average by 2016. Under a council size of 84
members the borough is allocated 16 members; as at prgsent.

38  We did not receive any district-wide proposals for Allerdale, Allerdale Borough
Council expressed support for the review but did not offer specific comments. The
Labour Party, and Lorton and Seaton parish councils expressed support for retaining
the existing arrangements. Above Derwent Parish Council stated that it saw itself as
part of Keswick and did not wish to be separated from the Keswick area. Loweswater
Parish Council stated that it considered Cockermouth as the ‘patural centre’ for the

parish.

39 We acknowledge the requests to retain the existing electoral arrangements but
given the poor fevels of electoral equality under the current arrangements, it has been
necessary to develop revised electoral arrangements that achieve good electoral
equality in the area, S

- 40 In Workington we propose compact urban single-member Moss Bay & Moor
Close and St Michael’s divisions. We also propose a single-member St John'’s & Great
Clifton division taking in the west of Workington town, Stainburn and Great Clifton,
which all share good road links. In the south of Workington we propose a Harrington
division combining the Saiterbeck and High Harrington areas. These divisions all have
good electoral equality with no division having an electoral variance of greater than 6%
from the average by 2016,

41 To the north of Workington we propose single-member Seaton, Maryport North
and Maryport South divisions. We considered a division combining Seaton and Flimby
but, following our tour of the area, we considered that Flimby has stronger
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communication links with Maryport town. Therefore, in order to secure good levels of
electoral equality, we have divided Maryport into two divisions, Maryport North and
Maryport South which would have 8% more and 1% more electors than the county
average by 2018, respectively. '

42 We also propose single-member Cockermouth North and Cockermouth South
divisions. Cockermouth parish contains too many electors to enable it to have a single
councillor and it has therefore been necessary to divide the parish between two
divisions. Cockermouth North takes in the north of Gockermouth parish and Papcastle,
to which it has good communication links. Cockermouth South division takes in the
south of Cockermouth parish, together with more rural parishes to the south and west
of the town which share strong communication links with the south of Cockermouth.
These divisions will ensure good electoral equality with 5% more and 1% fewer
electors per councillor respectively than the county average by 2016. To the north of
Cockermouth we propose a single-member Dearham & Broughton division which
would have 9% fewer electors per councillor than the county average by 2016.

43  |n the south we propose a Keswick division comprising Keswick parish, and
Borrowdale and St John's Castlerigg & Wythburn parishes. Both parishes have good
road links into Keswick along the B5289 and A581 roads respectively. To the north
and west of this area we propose a Bothel & Wastrels division. We acknowledge-that
this division covers a large geographical area including numerous Lakeland fells but
this is unavoidable in seeking to secure good electoral equality. This division has
fewer electors than others in Allerdale, which we consider reflects its geog raphical
size. Keswick and Bothel & Wastrels divisions would have 5% fewer and 10% fewer
electors per councillor than the county average by 20186, respectively.

44 In the north east of Allerdale we propose single-member Wigton and Thursby
divisions. We considered a Wigton division based solely on Wigton parish, with all the
surrounding parishes that adjoin the town forming a separate single-member Thursby
division. However, such an arrangement would be inconsistent with our general
approach of avoiding the creation of ‘doughnut’ divisions where a small town is
completely surrounded by a rural ward. We consider that such divisions are
inappropriate and overlook the tendency for a town to be the focus for rural areas for
shopping, medical and other services. Accordingly, we would only depart from this
approach where we have received compelling evidence to do so. We are therefore
proposing a single-member Wigton division comprising Wigton, Woodside and
Waverton parishes. The proposed Thursby division would include Kirkbride parish
which we did consider placing in the Abbeytown division. However, on balance, we
considered it better to transfer Kirkbride parish to Thursby division to avoid the
establishment of a ‘doughnut’ division, while acknowledging that this marginally
interrupts the communication links between the communities within Abbeytown
division. We would especially welcome the views of local people, supported by
persuasive evidence on our draft recommendations for this area and the alternatives
we have discussed. Our proposed Thursby and Wigton divisions would have 9% fewer
and 9% more electors per councillor than the county average by 20186, respectively.

45  Finally, in the north west we propose single-member Abbeytown and Apastria
divisions. As mentioned above, we considered placing Kirkbride parish in the
proposed Abbeytown division but, following consideration of the issues in the Thursby
and Wigton areas, we are proposing to transfer it to Thursby division. As a result, a
small section of roads linking the communities in this division wilt run through the
proposed Thursby division. However, on balance, we consider this accepiable given
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the improvement in electoral equality it secures in Thursby division. Our Abbeytown -
and Apastria divisions would have 7% fewer and 8% fewer electors per councilior than
the county average by 2016, respectively. '

46  Our draft recommendations for Allerdale can be seen on table C1 on page 28 —
35 and Maps 1, 4a, 4b and 4c accompanying this report.

" Barrow-in-Furness Borough

47 Barrow-in-Furness Borough, in the south-west of the county, is geographicaily
the smallest borough in the county. It comprises Barrow-in-Furness town and Walney
island to the west, which links to the mainland via Jubilee Bridge. Barrow-in-Furness
currently comprises 12 single-member divisions, seven of which would have variances
of more than 10% from the county average by 2016. Under a council size of 84 the
borough is allocated 11 members, one fewer than at present,

48 We received only one submission for this area. The Labour Party argued that
divisions should be left as they are, stating that they have worked well, and have a
degree of logic in their localities. However, it is not possible to retain the existing
divisions given the decrease in the number of councillors now ailocated to the
borough. As a result we must redraw the boundaries within Barrow-in-Furness to take
account of this allocation under a council size of 84 councillors. Given this, and the
relative lack of community evidence, we have developed division arrangements that

~ primarily secure good electoral equality. | ;

49  We propose revised single-member Hawcoat, Hindpool, Ormsgill and Roosecote
divisions and new Abbotsmead, Barrow Island & Salthouse, and Newbarns & Beacon
Hill divisions. We consider that these divisions secure good electoral equality and use
strong boundaries. The divisions would have 5% more, 3% more, 7% more, 7% more,
2% fewer, 7% more and 8% more electors per councitior than the county average by

20186, respectively, ‘

50  We propose the retention of the existing Walney North and Wainey South
divisions. We note that these divisions have relatively poor electoral equality with 10%
fewer and 11% fewer electors per councillor than the county average by 2016,
respectively. However, we have examined options to improve these variances but
consider that this area is distinct from the rest of Barrow-in-Furness as it is separated
by the Walney Channel with only a single crossing point. On balance we consider any
options to create divisions that cross the channel would not reflect communities or
provide for effective and convenient local government.

51 Finally, we also propose the retention of the existing Daiton North division and a
minor amendment to Dalton South division as they both have good electoral equality.
These divisions would have 5% more and 1% fewer electors per councilior than the
county average by 2018, respectively.

92  Our draft recommendations for Barrow-in-Furness cén be seen on table C1 on
page 28 — 34 and Maps 1 and 9 accompanying this report.
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~ Carlisle City

53 Carlisle City is the most northerly district in Cumbria. It comprises Carlisle city
and is surrounded by predominantly rural parishes. Carlisle currently has 17 single-
member divisions, five of which would have variances of more than 10% from the
county average by 2016. Under a council size of 84 the city is allocated 18 members,
one more than at present.

54 We received eight submissions for Carliste City, including a district-wide scheme
from the Liberal Democrat Group. The Liberal Democrat Group's proposals provided
for good electoral equality. However, we note that adopting this proposal would require

that the Garlands overspill area of Carlisle city would remain in a division with the rural

areas of the district. Following our tour of the area we consider that this area has
better links to Carlisle city area, as well as sharing community identities and interests,
and should therefore be included in an urban division. The consequence of
transferring the Garlands area into Carlisle city has a significant consequential effect
on divisions across the urban area, making it difficult to accommodate the Liberal
Democrat Group's proposal for this area.

55 In the urban area, John Stevenson MP (Carlisle) stated that the roads leading off
from Warwick Road should all be located in a single division, since they share similar
characteristics. Along with a local resident, he also argued that the Harraby and
Botcherby estates in the south of the city have similar needs and should be within a
single division. Mr Stevenson, as well as a local resident, also suggested that the
Garlands area, currently split between three divisions, should be united within a single
division. Councillor Bainbridge (Stanwix Rural ward), argued that Drumburgh Avenue
and Wolsty Close are urban overspill and should be placed in an urban Carlisle city

. division rather than in a rural division, as they are at presént. '

56 |n the rural area, Arthuret Parish Council said that Longtown is a ‘service centre’
in the existing division of Longtown & Bewcastle but that it has little connection to the
parishes which are 10 miles away to the north of the River Eden. Hethersgill and
Stanwix Rural parish councils expressed support for the existing arrangements.

57 \We have given careful consideration fo the evidence received and sought {o
reflect local communities while also securing good levels of electoral equality. We are
adopting Mr Stevenson’s proposal to place the Garlands estate in a single division, the
Garlands division. As stated above, our tour of the area confirmed that the Garlands
estate should be in a single urban Carlisle city division.

58 However, we are unable to adopt Mr Stevenson’s proposal to unite the Harraby
and Botcherby estates in a single division. We have explored options to do so, but
following the decision to transfer the Garlands estate area into an urban Carlisle city
division we are unable to indentify a satisfactory division pattern for the Harraby and
neighbouring Upperby areas which achieves good electoral equality. All division
patterns that we have-examined have produced unsatisfactory boundaries for the
remainder of the existing Harraby division which is bounded to the north and west by
railway lines. We therefore propose retaining the Durranhill sidings as the boundary
between the Harraby and Botcherby divisions. We also propose transferring the
Alexandra Drive area of Wetheral parish into Botcherby division as it has no direct
“road links to the parish. :
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59  We note Mr Stevenson’s suggestion that the Warwick Road area should be in the
St Aidan’s division. However, we are unable to transfer this area out of the Botcherby
division without significantly worsening electoral equality in the existing St Aidan’s and
Botcherby divisions and therefore requiring further amendments to these divisicns and
those neighbouring them. We note that the Warwick Road area has good
communications links into Botcherby division. We also propose a number of boundary
amendments between St Aidan’s and Currock divisions and between Currock and
Upperby divisions. '

80 In the remainder of the urban area we are broadly retaining the existing Belah,
Belle Vue, Castle, Denton Hoime, Morton, Stanwix Urban and Yewdale divisions
subject to a number of minor amendments in order to use stronger boundaries and
better reflect communities., We propose transferring the Drumburgh Avenue and
Woisty areas in Stanwix Rural parish to the proposed Belah division as they have no
direct access to the remainder of Stanwix Rural parish. Belah, Belie Vue, Castle,
Denton Holme, Morton, Stanwix Urban and Yewdale division would have 9% more,
2% more, 4% more, 5% more, 3% more, 5% more and 6% more electors per
counciilor than the county average by 2016, respectively.

61 In the rural area of Carlisle we are proposing new single-member divisions to
accommodate the additional councillor allocated to Carlisle as a whole and the
transfer of the Garlands estate into the urban area. Dalston & Cummersdale division
would take in the parishes to the west of Carlisle city, including Beaumont and
Kingmoor parishes. While we acknowledge that these parishes are currently divided
by the River Eden, from our tour of the area we note that they will soon be joined by
the Carlisle bypass. To the north we have proposed a Longtown division, comprising
Arthuret parish and the parishes to north-east and south-west. To the south of this is
the Houghton & District division. Dalston & Cummersdale, Longton and Houghton &
District divisions would have 3% more, 8% fewer, and 8% fewer electors per councilior
than the county average by 2018, respectively,

62 To the south east of Carlisle we propose a Wetheral West division comprising St
Cuthbert Without and Wetheral parishes. To the east we have proposed Wetheral
East division, comprising the parishes in the far south-east of the area. Finally, to the
north we are proposing Brampton division, comprising Brampton in the far west of the
division and the rural parishes to the east. Wetheral East, Wetheral West and
Brampton divisions would have 8% fewer, 4% fewer and 4% fewer electors per
councillor than the county average by 2018, respectively.

63  Under our draft recommendation, no division in Carlisle City would have an
electoral variance of more than 9% by 2016. Our draft recommendations for Carlisle
can be seen on table C1 on page 28 — 34 and Maps 1, 2 and 3 accompanying this
report.

Copeland Borough

64  Copeland Borough is located in the west of the county. The town of Millom lies to
the south and Whitehaven in the north-west. Copeland currently has 12 single-
member electoral divisions, six of which would have a variance of more than 10% from
the county average by 2016. Under a council size of 84 members the borough is
allocated 12 members, as at present.
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65 At Stage One we received submissions from Moresby, Gosforth and Arlecdon &
Frizington parish councils. Gosforth Parish Council made no specific proposals but
argued that boundaries are easier to move in rural areas, while Moresby and Arlecdon
& Frizington parish councils both stated that they are currently individually split by
division boundaries and wished to be whole parishes within their respective county
divisions. The Labour Party submission stated that Greenbank polling district should
be included in Mirehouse division. We received no other comments on the divisions in
this area. :

66 We have given careful consideration to the submissions received. However, in
the absence of any borough-wide proposals we have had to develop our own
proposals to improve electoral equality in this area, including the six divisions which
have electoral variances of over 10% from the county average.

67 In the south it has been necessary to divide Millom town between two divisions
as it currently has 20% more electors than the county average and we do not consider
that this can be justified, particutarly in the absence of strong evidence. We have
therefore created a Millom South division comprising the south of the town and a
Millom North & District division comprising the north of the parish and a number of
parishes to its north. We acknowledge that Millom North & District division covers a
large geographical area and would require the transfer of a number of sparsely
populated rural parishes into a partially urban division. However, we have been unable
to determine a better alternative that also secures good electoral equality. Under our
draft recommendations, Millom North & District and Millom South divisions would have
79 fewer and 3% fewer electors per councilior than the county average by 20186,
respectively.

68 We also propose the single-member divisions of Gosforth, Cleator Moor West
and Cleator Moor East & Frizington. In order to improve electoral equality it was
necessary to transfer part of Cleator Moor parish to the rural Cleator Moor East &
Frizington division to reduce the number of electors in Cleator Moor West and to
increase the number in the rural area to ensure good electoral equality. We propose
transferring the west area of Cleator Moor as this has direct road links into the
proposed Cleator Moor East & Frizington division. The proposed Gosforth division
comprises Gosforth town, the rural parishes along the coastal strip and the feil land
area around Wast Water. Under our draft recommendations Cleator Moor West,
Cleator Moor East & Frizington and Gosforth divisions would have 1% fewer, 3%
fewer and 8% more electors per councillor than the county average by 2016,
respectively. :

69 Our proposed Egremont division comprises the Egremont town area of Egremont
parish. Mirehouse South & St Bees division comprises part of the Mirehouse area of
Whitehaven, St Bees parish and the north part of Egremont parish. The transfer of part
of Whitehaven to a more rural division was necessary to minimise electoral variances
in Whitehaven and the rural area. Egremont and Mirehouse South & St Bees divisions
would have 7% more and 3% fewer electors per councillor respectively than the
county average by 2016.

70 In the remainder of Whitehaven we propose single-member Bransty, Mirehouse
North, Mirehouse West and Woodhouse divisions which would have 2% fewer, 3%
fewer, 2% fewer and 1% fewer electors per councillor respectively than the county
average by 2016. We consider that these divisions secure good levels of electoral
equality while also using strong boundaries. Finally, we propose the retention of the
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existing Howgate division. This division would have an electoral variance equal to the
county average by 20186.

71 Our draft reéommend_ations for Copeland can be seen on table C1 on page 28 —
34 and Maps 1, 5, 6 and 8 accompanying this report.

Eden District

72 Eden District is located in the east of the county. The town of Penrith lies in the
centre of the district and is surrounded by predominantly rural parishes. Eden currently
comprises nine single-member electoral divisions, one of which, Alston & East
Fellside, would have an electoral variance of more than 10% from the county average
by 2016. Under a council size of 84 Eden is allocated nine members, as at present.

73 The Liberal Democrat Group, Appleby, Kirkby Stephen and Langwathby parish
councils, and a local resident all stated that the existing division arrangements for the
district should be retained. We did not receive any other submissions about this area.

74 We have given careful consideration to the evidence received and note the
support for retaining the existing electoral arrangements. We aiso note that with the
exception of Alston & East Fellside division all the divisions have good electoral
equality. We have examined options to improve electoral equality in Alston & East
Feliside division, but have been unable to determine alternative division patterns that
do not worsen electoral equality elsewhere in the district. Therefore, given ifs position
at the edge of the district and a lack of alternative options we propose retaining the
existing Alston & East Fellside division. Given the good electoral equality in the
remaining divisions in Eden, we also propose retaining these as part of our draft
recommendations. ’ :

75 Under our draft recommendations we propose nine single-member divisions, with
only one division having a variance greater than 10% both currently and in 2016. Our
draft recommendations for Eden can be seen on table C1 on page 28 — 34 and Map 1
accompanying this report.

South Lakeland District

76 South Lakeland District lies to the south of the county, with Kendal town lying
towards its centre. The town of Ulverston lies to the west, with Windermere to the
north. South Lakeland currently has 18 single member divisions, two of which would
have variances of more than 10% from the county average by 2016. Under a council
size of 84 members South Lakeland is allocated 18 members, as at present.

77 At Stage One the Liberal Democrat Group put forward proposals for a number of
modifications to the existing electoral divisions. In the rural area it proposed:
transferring Colton parish from Cartmel division to High Furness division and
transferring Staveley-in-Cartmel from Grange division to Cartmel divison. it also
proposed transferring part of Grange-Over-Sands parish to Cartmel division, reflecting
the district wards recommended in the previous electoral review of the district. Finally,
in the rural area, it proposed a minor amendment to the boundary between Lyth Vailey
and Windermere divisions to ensure a small improvement in electoral equality and
coterminosity with existing borough wards. In the Kendal area it proposed a number of
amendments generally seeking coterminosity with the district wards.,
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78 South Lakeland District Council stated that, where possible, divisions should be
coterminous with district wards. Grange Town Council made no specific proposals but
stated that electoral arrangements should have regard to local geography. New Hutton
Parish Council expressed support for the existing electoral arrangements. We did not
receive any further comments for this area. .

79 We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We consider that
the Liberal Democrat Group's proposals in the rural area generally secure good
electoral equality and reflect local communities. We did however examine options to
improve electoral equality in the proposed Kent Estuary division, but noted that these
would worsen electoral equality elsewhere or create artificial boundaries. We are
therefore basing our draft recommendations for the rural area on the Liberal Democrat
Group's proposals.

80 In the Kendal town area we have concerns about the communication links in a
number of the Liberal Democrat Group's proposed divisions, particularly inits
proposed Kendal Castle division which has no direct road links between the Castle
Green Road and Heron Hill areas. The only road links run through the proposed
Kendal Nether division. We have therefore decided to move away from its proposals
for number of these divisions. We are retaining the existing Kendal Strickland Fell
division, as proposed by the Liberal Democrat Group. The Liberal Democrat Group
also proposed retaining the existing Kendal Highgate and minor amendments to
Kendal South division. We propose minor amendments to these proposed divisions to
improve electoral equality and use strong boundaries. Finally we propose significant
amendmenis to its proposed Kendal Castle and Kendal Nether divisions to address
the issue of Castle Green Road and the Heron Hill area identified above. '

81 Under our draft recommendations only one of the 18 single-member divisions
would have an electoral variance of greater than 10% from the county average by

2018, Our draft recommendations for South Lakeland can be seen on table C1on
page 28 — 34 and Maps 1 and 7 accompanying this report.

Conclusions

82 Table 1 shows the impact of our draft recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2010 and 2016 electorate figures.

Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements

Draft recommendations

2010 2016
Number of councillors 84 84
Number of electoral divisions - 84 84
Average number of electors per councillor 4,694 4,818
Number of divisions with a variance mofe 2 , 3
than 10% from the average
Number of divisions with a variance more . 0 0

than 20% from the average
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Draft recommendation

Cumbria County Council should comprise 84 councitlors serving 84 divisions, as
detailed and named in Table C1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this
report.

Parish electoral arrangements

83 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Scheduie 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions or wards it must also be divided into parish wards,
-s0 that each parish ward lies wholly within a single division or ward. We cannot
recommend changes to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral
review,

84 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make such changes as a direct
consequence of our recommendations for principal authority division arrangements.
However, Cumbria County Council has powers under the Local Government and
Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to
effect changes to parish electoral arrangements.

85 To meet our obligations under the 2009 Act, we propose conseguential parish
warding arrangements for the parishes of Cleator Moor, Cockermouth, Egremont,
Kendal, Maryport, Millom, St Cuthbert Without, Stanwix Rural and Weatheral. We
would particularly welcome comments on these’ proposals from the Cleator Moor,
Cockermouth, Egremont, Kendal, Maryport, Millom, St Cuthbert Without, Stanwix
Rural, Wetheral and Workington parish and town councils and local residents during
this consultation stage.

86  Cleator Moor parish is currently represented by 12 councillors, divided into two
parish wards: Cleator Moor North (seven parish councillors) and Cleator Moor South
(five parish councillors). As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and
having regard to the statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 fo the 2009 Act, we are
proposing revised electoral arrangements for Cleator Moor parish to reflect our
proposed division arrangements in this area.

Draft recommendation .
Cleator Moor Parish Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present,
representing three parish wards: Cleator Moor East (returning two members), Cleator
Moor North (returning five members) and Cleator Moor South {returning five
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 6.

87  Cockermouth Town Council is currently represented by 12 councillors, divided
into two parish wards: Christchurch (six parish councillors) and All Saints (six parish
councillors). As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having
regard to the statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are proposing
revised electoral arrangements for Cockermouth Town Council to reflect our proposed
division arrangements in this area. '
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Draft recommendation .

Cockermouth Town Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present,
representing four parish wards: All Saints (returning four members), Christchurch
Central (returning four members), Double Mills (returning two members) and South
Lodge (returning two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated
and named on Map 4c¢ '

88 Egremont Town Council is currently represented by 10 councillors, divided into
two parish wards: Egremont North (five parish councillors) and Egremont South (five
parish councillors). As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and
having regard to the statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are
proposing revised electoral arrangements for Egremont parish to reflect our proposed
division arrangements in this area.

Draft recommendation _

Egremont Town Council should comprise 10 councillors, as at present, representing
four parish wards: Egremont Central (returning two members), Egremont East
(returning one member), Egremont North (returning three members) and Egremont
South (returning four members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are ilustrated
and named on Maps 5 and 8.

89 Kendal Town Council is currently represented by 28 councillors, divided into 14
parish wards, Kendal Castle (two parish councillors), Kendal Far Cross (two parish
councillors), Kendal Fell (two parish councillors), Kendal Heron Hill {(two parish
councillors), Kendal Highgate (two parish councillors), Kendal Kirkland (two parish
councillors), Kendal Mintsfeet (two parish councillors), Kendal Nether (two parish
councillors), Kendal Oxenholme (two parish councillors), Kendal Parks (iwo parish
councillors), Kendal Romney (two parish councillors), Kendal Stonecross (two parish
councillors), Kendal Strickland {two parish councillors) and Kendal UnderleyVillage
(two parish councillors). As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and
having regard to the statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are
proposing revised electoral arrangements for Kendal parish to reflect our proposed
division arrangements in this area.

Draft recommendation

Kenda! Town Council should comprise 28 councillors, as at present, representing 18
parish wards: Kendal Castie (returning two members), Kendal Far Cross (returning
two members), Kendal Fell (returning two members), Kendal Hawesmead (returning
one member), Kendal Helme Chase (returning one member), Kendal Heron Hill
(returning one member), Kendal Highgate (returning two members), Kendal Kirkland
(returning two members), Kendal Mintsfeet (returning two members), Kendal Nantland
(returning one member), Kendal Nether (returning two members), Kendal Oxenholme
(returning one members), Kendal Parks (returning two members), Kendal Romney
(returning one member), Kendal Stainbank (returning one member), Kendal
Stonecross (returning one member), Kendal Strickland (returning two members) and
Kendal UnderleyVillage (returning two members). The proposed parish ward
boundarijes are illustrated and named on Map 7.

90 Maryport Town Council is currently represented by 18 councillors, divided into
parish four wards: Ellenborough (five parish councillors), Ewanrigg (five parish
councillors), Flimby (three parish councillors, and Netherhall (five parish councillors).
As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to the
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statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are proposing revised
electoral arrangements for Maryport Town Council to reflect our proposed division
arrangements in this area. :

Draft recommendation ~ :
Maryport Town Council should comprise 18 councillors, as at present, representing
seven parish wards: Brooklands (returning one member), Ellenborough (returning
three members), Eilenfoot (returning one member), Ewanrigg (returning five
members), Flimby (returning three members), Glasson (returning one member) and
Netherhall (returning four members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 4a

91  Millom Town Council is currently represented by 15 councillors, divided into four
parish wards: Haverigg (three parish counciilors), Holborn Rill (three parish
counciliors), Newtown North (four parish councillors) and Newton South (three parish
councillors). As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having
regard to the statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are proposing
revised electoral arrangements for Millom Town Council to reflect our proposed
division arrangements in this area. In addition, we requested details of the parish ward
boundaries for Newtown North and Newtown South parish wards from Copeland
Borough Council. However, this information was not provided. Therefore in its
absence we are combining Newtown North and Newtown South parish wards to
create a single Newtown parish ward.

Draft recommendation

Millom Town Council should comprise 15 councillors, as at present, representing four
parish wards: Haverigg (returning three members), Holborn Hill North (returning two
members), Holborn Hill South (returning three members)-and Newtown (returning
seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 8.

92 St Cuthbert Without Parish Council is currently unwarded and represented by 15
councillors. As a result of our proposed electorai division boundaries and having
regard to the statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are proposing
revised electoral arrangements for St Cuthbert Without Parish Council to reflect our
proposed division arrangements in this area.

Draft recommendation

St Cuthbert Without Parish Council should comprise 15 councillors, as at present,
representing four parish wards: Huntsman (returning one member), Garlands
{returning five members), St Cuthbert Without (returning eight members) and
Watermans (returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
Hlustrated and named on Maps 2 and 3.

93 Stanwix Rural Parish Council is currently represented by six councillors, divided
into three parish wards: Crosby-on-Eden & Linstock (two parish councillors), Houghton
(three parish councillors) and Vallum (one parish councillor). As a result of our
proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to the statutory criteria set
out in Schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are proposing revised electoral arrangements
for Stanwix Rural Parish Council to reflect our proposed division arrangements in this
area.
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Draft recommendation
Stanwix Rural Parish Council should comprise siX councillors, as at present,
representing five parish wards: Crosbhy-on-Eden & Linstock (returning one member),
Houghton (returning two members), Pennington (returning one member), Vallum
(returning one member) and Wolsty {returning one member). The proposed parish
ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map s.

94 Wetheral Parish Council is currently represented by 15 councillors, divided into
five parish wards: Aglionby (three parish councillors), Cumwhinton (three parish
councillors), Scotby (three parish councillors), Great Corby (three parish counciliors)
and Wetheral (three parish councillors). As a result of our proposed electoral division
boundaries and having regard to the statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the
2009 Act, we are proposing revised electoral arrangements for Wetheral Parish
Council to reflect our proposed division arrangements in this area.

Draft recommendation ‘

Wetheral Parish Council should comprise 15 councillors, as at present, representing
seven parish wards: Aglionby (returning two members), Cumwhinton {returning three
members), Durranhill (returning one member), Great Corby (returning three members),
Scotby (returning two members), Warwick-on-Eden (returning one member) and
Wetheral (returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 2 and 3. '

95 Workington Town Council is currently represented by 30 councillors, divided into
six parish wards: Harrington (three parish councillors), Moorclose (six parish
councillors), Moss Bay (seven parish councillors), St Michael's (seven parish
councillors), St John's (five parish councillors) and Stairburn (two parish counciliors).
As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to the
statutory criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are proposing revised
electoral arrangements for Workington Town Council to reflect our proposed division
arrangements in this area.

Draft recommendation

Workington Town Council should comprise 30 councillors, as at present, representing
11 parish wards: Ellerbeck (returning one member), Harrington (returning three
members), iredale (returning one member), Moorciose (returning six members), Moss
Bay (returning two members}, North Side (returning one member), St John's (returning
three members), St Joseph’s (returning one member), St Michael's (returning six
members), Salterbeck (returning four members), and Stairburn (returning two
members). The proposed parish ward boundaties are illustrated and named on Map
4b,
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3  What happens next?

96 There will now be a consultation period of 12 weeks, during which everyone is
invited to comment on the draft recommendations on future electoral arrangements for
Cumbria County Council contained in this report. We will take into account fully ali
submissions received by 16 January 2012. Any submissions received after this date
may not be taken into account.

97 We have not finalised our conclusions on the electoral arrangements for Cumbria
and weicome comments from interested parties relating to the proposed division
boundaries, number of councillors and division names. We would welcome alternative
proposals backed up by demonstrabie evidence during Stage Three. We will consider
all the evidence submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our
final recommendations.

98. Express your views by writing directly to:

Review Officer

Cumbria Review

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House

76-86 Turnmill Street

LLondon EC1M 5LG

reviews@labce.org.uk

Submissions can also be made by using the consultation section of our website,
www.Igbce.org.uk ' ) d

89 Please note that the consuitation stages of an electoral review are public
consultations. In the interests of openness and transparency, we make available for
public inspection full copies of all representations the Commission takes into account
as part of a review. Accordingly, copies of all Stage Three representations will be
placed on deposit locally at the offices of Cumbria County Council and at our offices in
Layden House (London) and on our website at www_lgbce.org.uk. A list of
respondents will be available from us on request after the end of the consultation
period.

100 If you are a member of the public and not writing on behalf of a council or
organisation we will remove any personal identifiers, such as postal or email
addresses, signatures or phone numbers from your submission before it is made
public. We will remove signatures from all letters, irrespective of whom they are from.

101 In the light of representations received, we will review our draft recommendations
and consider whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier, it is therefore _
important that all interested parties let us have their views and evidence, whether or
not they agree with the draft recommendations. We wiil then publish our final
recommendations,

102 After the publication of our final recommendations, the changes we have
proposed must be approved by Parliament. An Order — the legal document which
brings into force our recommendations — will be laid in draft in Parliament. The draft
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Order will provide for new electoral arrangements to be implemented at the next
elections for Cumbria County Council in 2013. :
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Mapping

Draft recommendations for Cumbria

103 The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for Cumbria
County Council:

Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed division boundaries for
Cumbria.

Sheet 2, Map 2 illustrates the proposed electoral division boundanes in Carlisle
City

Sheet 3, Map 3 illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries in Wetheral
parish and Carlisle city

Sheet 4, Map 4a illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries in
Maryport in Allerdale borough

Sheet 4, Map 4b illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries in
Workington in Allerdale borough

Sheet 4, Map 4c illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries i in.
Cockermouth in Allerdale borough

Sheet 5, Map 5§ illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries in
Whitehaven and Egremont in Copeland borough

Sheet 6, Map 8 illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries in Cleator
Moor and Egremont in Copeland borough

Sheet 7, Map 7 illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries in Kendal in
South Lakeland borough

Sheet 8, Map 8 illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries in Millom in
Copeland borough

Sheet 8, Map 9 illustrates the proposed electoral division boundaries in Barrow-
in-Furness
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Appendix A

Glossary and abbreviations

AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty)

A landscape whose distinctive
character and natural beauty are so
outstanding that it is in the nation’s
interest to safeguard it

Constituent areas

The geographical areas that make up
any one ward, expressed in parishes

| or existing wards, or parts of either

Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined for
electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors ean vote in whichever division
they are registered for the candidate
or candidates they wish fo represent
them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral imbalance

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented by
a councillor and the average forthe
local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Local Government Boundary
Commission for England or LGBCE

The Local Government Boundary
Commission for England is
responsible for undertaking electoral
reviews. The Local Government
Boundary Commission for England
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assumed the functions of the
Boundary Commission for Engiand in
April 2010

Multi-member ward or division

A ward or division represented by
more than one councillor and usually
not more than three councillors

National Park

The 13 National Parks in England and
Wales were designated under the
National Parks and Access to the.
Countryside Act of 1949 and can be
found at www.nationalparks.gov.uk

Number of eiectors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Parish

A specific and defined area of iand
within a single local authority enclosed
within a parish boundary. There are
over 10,000 parishes in England,
which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on any
one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward -

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes, Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish ward
they live for candidate or candidates
they wish to represent them on the
parish council
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PER (or periodic electoral review)

A review of the electoral
arrangements of all local authorities in
England, undertaken periodically. The
last programme of PERs was
undertaken between 1996 and 2004
by the Boundary Commission for
England and its predecessor, the
now-defunct Local Government .
Commission for England

Political management arrangements

The Local Government and Public
Involvement in Health Act 2007
enabled local authorities in England to
modernise their decision making
process. Councils could choose from
two broad categories; a directly
elected mayor and cabinet or a
cabinet with a leader

Town council

A parish council which has been given
ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status

' can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered for
the candidate or candidates they wish
to represent them on the district or
borough council
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Appendix B
Code of practice on written consultation

The Cabinet Office’s Code of Practice on Consultation (2008)
(http:/iwww.bis.gov.uk/files/file47158.pdf) requires all government departments and
agencies fo adhere to certain criteria, set out below, on the conduct of public
consuitations. Public bodies, such as the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England, are encouraged to follow the Code.

The Code of Practicé applies fo consultation documents published after 1 November
2008, which should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and
confirm that the criteria have otherwise been followed.

Table B1: The Local Government Boundary Commission for England’s
compliance with Code criteria

Criteria Compliance/departure

Timing of consu!tatlon should be built into the planning We comply with this
process for a policy (including legislation) or service from  requirement.

the start, so that it has the best prospect of improving the

proposals concerned, and so that sufficient time is left for

it af each stage.

It should be-clear who is being consulted, about what We comply with this
questions, in what timescale and for what purpose. requirement.

A consultation document should be as simple and concise We comply with this
as possible. It should include a summary, in two pages at  requirement.

most, of the main questions it seeks views on. It should

make it as easy as possible for readers to respond, make

contact or complain. :

Documents should be made widely available, with the We comply with this
fullest use of electronic means (though not to the requirement.
exclusion of others), and effectively drawn to the attention

of all interested groups and individuals.

Sufficient time should be allowed for considered We consult at the start of the
responses from all groups with an interest. Twelve weeks  review and on our draft
should be the standard minimum period for a consultation. recommendations.

Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly We comply with this
analysed, and the results made widely available, with an requirement.
account of the views expressed, and reasons for

decisions finally taken.

Departments should monitor and evaluate consultations,  We comply with this
designating a consultation coordinator who will ensure the requirement.
lessons are disseminated.

27




8¢

%8 01Z's oLe's %6 ¥Tl's ¥T1's I YuoN podAtep
%G~ 99G'Y 995y %t~ G8v'y g8y L AIIMSIA
o fm . : o e , . uoybno.g
%6 ASI o 4 AS 1 4 %6 S8y G8T ¥ L 9 WeYesH
%9 sy vy %S~ cov'y Cov'y ;r uobuleH
%ol 6SL'y 6SLY %0- o' y19' ! oS
0 ° "YINOWISN207)
[ 1 H i o
%S 690°S £690'G %9 _‘mm ¥ 186 ¥ i ynow hw_w__wow
%01- oveE'y ove'y %6 09Z'¥ 09C'y b S[2lISBAN B [PUi0g
%8~ 'y 'y %L~ yoe'y 1254 1 eyysedy
Yol- va,v z8v'y %9~ cov'y cov'y } umojheqqy
ybnoiog ajepia||y

% Jojjrounos % J10]]I2UNO2

obelaae woi} Jad sioj09@ (9102) abeiane woyy Jad s10}93]2 (0102) sdojjouno alWeuU UCISIAIQ
2121012913 8]210}03]] 10 JaquInN
SoUBLIEA JO JaguinN aoueBlLIBA JO JaquinN

[19UNOY AJUNOY BLIGWINY JO§ SUCIIEPUSWIWOIAI Yeid 11D djqel,

@) x__ocmo_a(



8¢

%l- ISLY isIY %L yes'y vZl'y L UInog uoyeq oz

%S 150'S 1p0's %L - 900 900's L YLON uoleq gl
. 3 : ¢ 25Noyle

%1 291G 291G %6 9Z1'g 9ZL ) WES o)

» PUB[S| MOLIEg

Y- ovi'y ovL'y %0 804y 80L'Y I peswsioqqy /i

ybnoiog sseuing-ul-mousieg

%6 oLz’ 91T’ %01 691' 69L' 1 uoibipy 91
%6- 89¢'y 29e'y %6- 262 2627 3 Agsinyy gj
%e.  9g6'y 986y %t 6687 668% L SISEYIINIS ¥l
%l 898y 8987 %z 2Ly Ty L e gsuyar g €
%T 906'F 906'% %S 028'Y 028'Y 1 uojess zy
%0 £c8'Y £c9'y %1 LY ewL'y b 1001 9 fieg seom
%L 069 068 %z $09'Y $08'y ) yinos podiepy 0}
mmm._mNom wouay ._M.M:Mwmhdowwm muwm%wwmv_m mmm._me w0ty ..MM:MM_WMW muMmor%nvaw_m_ M%__MM:E_HN awieu UCISIAIQ

ajuelep Jo JaquinN aJueBLIBA 10 Jaqunp

[19UNo) AUNnog eLquINg 10§ SUCIEPUSILLOIB Yelq :(uod) Lo 3qe]



6¢

%ot~ P9y YE9'Y %G Ty Ty ) uoydwerg 1€
%E £re'y £v6'y %L - 8SLY 8eL'y ! Aasoyorog  0¢
%z 126'y 126 %Ll el 2Ly L . enpeleg 62
%6 0LZ's 012's %L Pr0'G PPo's ) yeles gz

310 sis1HED
%l L= 08Z'y 082’y %8~ Rers LGZ'Y L .Enow%c_m; Lz
%0}- 128y Leey %8- 862 8627 L YUON ASUlBM 92
%L AR 0LL'S %6 eel's €eL's L 21000500y  §Z
%L £51°G €51' %6 811G 8L1'G 3 BswIo  +Z
%8 812's 91Z's %01 s s b o ey €2
% 776y 06y %S 016 0167 L loodpulH  ZZ
%8 . 980'G 980'G - % 200's 2006 ) jecomey 1z

,wmﬁmNm wodj’ ._MM__%“H_QM& (9102). mmEmNm wo.y ._MM__%MHM_M (0102) sd0]|i2unod aweu uoIsIAIg

8)el0109[ 2Je10399 JO IaquinN

aueLep 10 JaqUINN 2JUBHEA 0 Jaqunp

[19uUnos AJUno) BLIqUND 103 SUOHEPUIWIWCIAI Yei(d :(u09) Lo 3[qel



(03

%8- L'y 157 %04~ ezr - eney L. isE3fesyem v
%S 280°G 150' we  ove 0¥8‘y i fquaddn 2y
%S 890' 890' %t 98y 898y v ueqin ximuBS Ly
%e 986' 986y %z 6LLY 6LLY o UOHOW O
%g- 9z ozv'y %01~ S o umoibucT 6e
%8- £S5y g5ty %6- 0Ty oy 1 o uonbrog 9
%1 6s8'Y 658y %l 859'F 859’7 1 Aqeuer  zg
%z ovLy ovL'y %e- pos'p pSS'Y 1 spueles 9g
%S 9£0' 9£0' %e 928"y gy 1 SWIoH uojusq  Gg
% 06w 0L6'F %z 99.'% 991" L o doeg Ve
%8 g8l G8l's - %9 6.6'% 6L6'F r jo0unD  gg
%t lZ0s | 120s . % 718 718y 1 onsed zg
sesne oy wdsiors KD opeanewoy sdsmme 0K SIS0 ey worsnlg
aouelep JO 18quny aoueLep 3O JaquInp

llsuno) Ajunod euquing 10} SuoepusWWOdAl Yeiq :(*Juod) 19 sjqeL



1€

%g- 169 169y %E- G9GY 595" 1 YHON OSTOYSIN ¥
%e- 959"y 859’ %e-  £egY eesy 1 N0 WOIIN €5
%ol 16Y'% 167y %L 6.8 6LE'Y 1 o qoN wonn &S
%0 96.'% 96L' %o 199% 199 . S1ebMOH 1S
%8 181 181's %8 610G 6v0'S V YHOJS0D  0g
%L JAOR 2R %L 600° 600' r juowebi3  6¥
%L 06 06L° % 099'Y 099y ! 1o 1orms 87
%s- 099'% 099y  %e ges'y geS'y ! uobuLd B

1seT 100} Jojes|)

Y%~ 0sLYy 0eL'y %C- 209y 209'Y 2 fisuelg gy

ybnoiog puejado)

%9 101G 1oL’ Y%t 168'Y 168y 1 JepMmaf G
Y%~ L9 €19y %9~ 'y vy 13 ISoM [eIRUISM VP
% i0[j19uno? % 10[[12UNO2
abelane wol}  Jad s10)09)0 3 MWMQMM. afelone woyy  Jad s10j29[9 o meo%w Am._oo.__w_o“hzsoo aureu UOISIAI(
aguelLIEA JO JaquinN 181032913 aosueliep Jo Jaquinp 12103091 4 qQunN

[19unoy Aunos eUquing 1o} suoepuswiwodal Jeld :(Juod) Lo s|gel



(A%

%1~ Lyl LvL'y %z- 809y 809y r eIy Yusd 69
%z 1Ly LY %z . BIST 615"y 1 GUON UUSd - $9
%e- 659 659'% %o zzs'y 25y ! Js83 yUad €9
%9 oLL's 011’ %9 096'% 096'% 1 usydels Ay z9
%t 120G 120G %t 088'% 088" 1 o Sorakony 1
%S~ £oG'y £95'y %g- 62r'y 627y l sa¥eTuspg 09
%€= 7o'y ¥99'y Yoir~ 128y L2S'y b ~ Agsiddy  gg
%L  ese's 95¢'s %Ll 861G 661 1 . PSS gg

. 1SEZ] B Uojsiy

3913S1Q U9py

%1- e 6vL'Y %z~ 229 229y 1 9SNOUPOOM LG

%z- 121% 121 %z- 009'F 009'F 1 JSOM OSMOYaIN  9g

%s- 859y 859 %e- eeg'y ces'y L nos www%:%m S
eions woy sedsiowors ) shoione oy isd oo L —
asueLIEA 10 JsquinN saueLep JO JaquIny

[1ounog AJunoy eLIquINg 10} SUCKEPUSWWOIAI Jeid :(*Juod) Lo 9|qeL



€e

%8~ W'y by %8- zee'y Zeey ) saye 9/
%2 LIPS S %el AXA: rAXA* l Aenys3 juey G/
%e- ey iy %e- 0z9'y 029'% 1 ouepos epuay 72
%G 2.0'G . Tl0'S %S .Nvmf Zr6'y 1 [pnos epley €2
%l poey veg'y %l . 6Z.L'Y 62L' v  ISUIeN fepusy T/
%L~ 69L'Y 68.'Y %L~ 999't 099' | syeBybiy fepusy 12
%l . esvy 667"t %L~ g8ey GeE'y } sBseD [epusy 0L
%l e Zve'y %l ey 8LL'Y L ssouind ybiH 69
%L ._ zsv'y z8r'y Yol- L9EY L9EY ! ~ ebuern g9
%9 80y 805t %9- Z6EY - z6E'Y ! lowned /9

JoLySIq pueleye] YInog.

%9~ rARE 4 [ARE 4 %l- 08¢y 08e'y l 1SS\ yluuad 99
A 10jjiounas A A IofjIounod .
. 91.07) (0102) S40][12UNOJ
obesone wioy  sed siopsfe SO ebeiae woy pdsiope B o iequiny aWeU UOISIAI]

aoueLep jo Iaqunp a9uBleA JO I9quINN

[13Unog AJUNOY BLIqWINY 1O SUOEPUaWWO93l el :(Juod) 1D s[qe]



ve

, “Jaquinu ajoym jsaiesu SU} 0} papunol Uss(
aney sainbl 's10}09j3 jo Jsquinu abeiaAe uBY} J9MO| B sejouap (-} [oquiAs snulw sy “AJunod auy oy abelone sy} WO} SSUBA UOISIAIP
[B10309]0 Yoea Ul Jojjiounod Jad sI0)3[3 jo Jaquinu sy ‘suus) abejusosad ul ‘Jey moy Aq SMoUs uwnjoo aberane woly soueLeA, ay] 9loN

‘[1Puno) Aunog euquing Ag papiacid UORBWLIOIUL U paseq ale sainby 9)ei0}09]7 :92IN0Q

- 818v - - vmm._.ﬁ - - sabeiany
- - Y69 ‘Y0¥ - ~ 9EE ‘V6¢ 3 slejo
%1 058'y 058'y %1 TR 9zL'y I 2ISULSPUN, 8
%P ¥00's ¥00'G %P 98t /8t l © jusyJeddn €8
% 858y 868"y %l vmhv veL'y l SO UOISIBAIN 28
%E €86’y 86"y %E ¥G8'y ¥G8'y ! Jseg uolsionn  Lg
%z 186 166 %z g08'y 508'% ! R e 0g
%S - ¥8G'Y 85y %S- L9V'Y Vsl . l Aollep WA B2
%E pr6'y P6'y %E L18'y 118 L . elepusy Jemo g/
%0 128t 128y " %0 169 169 ! SSeuIng Mo - £/
oo uoy st sowere D cbuons oy isd cxpoas SO0 SO  ugiyg
aJuelep Jo Jaqunpy aJuelEp Jo lequiny

l1ounog Aunog euquing Joj SuoepUsWWOdaL Yeaq :(Juod) Lo ejqel






b1 L0E/90/20 318 uoIsiapn, Hoday

| :afed MON {0 Se Jeang/(d/esiy Ag sonspels Jojosg/fuedold - 1v1 S0
(%685 v og (%119 62 [wizo) ¥82 0 0 ¥82 : ‘ - WY
(%098 9zz £z (%0801 L2 |[(%0z'1) 51 0 0 61 ~ Ty
(%¥vs) o8z o¢ (%126) 08  K%iz'2) 99l 0 (%si¢) 9 091 . Uoliod Agsalop - My
(%EE's) 1L e (%eLS) ¥ ot 0 0 £e . uoniod syIed AgQsaop ~ Zry
(%L1 v 229 8g (%96'%) gg (%58 0) 618 0 0 Ared Agssion - Lry
(%289)  zeo (%92'2) 6F J(%s50) g - Iy

%eglig:)iig [ (%9 9y %re0)]

(%LEPLY) 61) Ll (%281} 62 (%29 9 0
(%i8e) 1z 0 (%25°€) 1 0 0
(%£09-) 2o 87 (1518'9) L¥ (%gt0) 0 [%o0g0) 1
(%889} g8 oG (%l2°2) g9 (%£8°0) 0 0
(%98'8")  6i2'L 501 (%59'6) SEb  [(%62°0) (%er0) v  fwlzo) z
(%.6'8") 06 9l (%¥16) ¢6  [(%egaQ) 0 0
(%8821 zi8 b (%LLcL) 9 (%EZ°0) (%9g0) 1 0
(%9¢+) €9z A (%5+'S) Sl (%60°1) 0 o}
(%07'9) 6P o (%9rs) S8 (%.L0°1) 0 b

o LG GY)

60

LB0" 9 j

(%6ZFL-) 9 (%8Z¥1) 1L 0 0 € ~ I
(%09 £59'L 02 (%e0's) /8 (%#9°0) 096 0 0 096 . - £
(%68'8) 999 S8 (%85°6) 02  [(%8970) 005 [K%6L0) ¥ 0 05 - 2N
(%e8v) gy 8c (%eg ) o¢ gst (%662 vI Nwizo) o a9t - LN
(%ege)  9iz 85 (%¥2'9) 95 (%21°0) €8S %6LQ) L (%9g'0) ¢ LEG

(%89'%-) _09}'} 901 (%65S) g9

(A5 I(v499; %Lz:0)

(%880L-) sge rd (%L8LL) 1S (%£6°0) S0z |[(%6¥°0)

(%025 g9 Pt 2 (%L0'9) 67  K%.870)

(%8¥'L-) 861 9l (%ers) 91 SZL [(%6270)

(%5€99) 892’1 9/ (%202} s6  [(%990)

(%62°97)  vov 6¢ (%629) 9¢

(%be2-)  coz oe (%692 zz  [%se0)

(%eee)  vpee L (%05°8) 0f (%82°0)

(%516 968 oY (%1z0L) 29 [0 885  [(%¥G0) (%G1°1) 166 -2av
(%21°)  oge ¥4 (%s2e'9) zz (%G1°1) (%0+°0)

}LOC JoqUBAON Q] :pajulld

L1OZ/11/0) 10 se Od/esty Aq sonsiels lojo~37Apedoud

S101298 Iayjo Bujpnioul

—



including other electars

P1 - Distington Portion
P2 - Distington Portion
Q1 - Pica Portion
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Q2 - Whillimoor Portion
V1 - Arlecdon Portion

ELECSTAT - Property/Elector Statistics by Area/PD/Street as of Now

Report Version Date:02/06/2011-1
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including other electors

Printed

0 November 2011

(1.69%) 49 (10.34%) (-8.65%)
AZ1 - 247 427 17 (3.98%) 11 410 (-3.98%)
AZ2 - 234 459 (0.44%)| 35 (7.63%) 36 426 (-7.19%)
AZ3 - 233 407 {0.25%) 18  (4.42%) 19 390 (4.18%)
AZ4 - 227 379 14  (3.69%) 13 365 (-3.69%)
R2-2 - 61 132 {2.27%) (-2.27%)

33% 5.31%)|: 24,989
- 0 0. 0
AQ - Drigg Portion 0 | {0.87%) 14 (6.09%) 14 218 {-5.22%)
AP1 - Holmrook Portion 0 0 113 205 10 (4.88%) 8 195  (-4.88%)
AP2 - Holmrook Portion 0 0 44 80 10 (12.50%) 12 70 (-12.50%)
AQ1 - Eskdale Portion 1 1 (0.87%) 115 145 {1.38%) 11 (7.59%) 5 136 (-6.21%)
AQ2 - Part Of 0 0 17 22 (13.64%) 6 (27.27%) 3 18 (-13.64%)
AQ3 - 0 0 7 13 2 (15.38%) 3 11 {-15.38%)
AR - Boot Portion 1 1 (1.56%) 64 86 (1.16%) 8  (9.30%) 5 79 (-8.14%)
AS1 - Santon Bridge Portion 1 1 (1.12%) 89 99 {1.01%) 5 (5.05%) 6 95  (-4.04%)
AS2 - 1 1 (9.00%) 11 23 3 (13.04%) 6 20 (-13.04%)
AT - Ravenglass Portion 1 0 184 248 12 (4.84%) 20 236 (-4.84%)
AU - i 1 (0.40%) 248 430 (0.70%) 24  (5.58%) 23 409 (-4.88%)
AV - The Hill Portion 0 1 (0.87%) 114 192 {1.04%) 7 (3.85%) 3 187 (-2.60%)
AWA1 - Kirksanton Portion 0 0 95 192 10 (5.21%) 10 182 (-5.21%)
AW2Z - 0 0 11 14 0 0 14 {(0.00%)
AX - 1 o 85 121 10 (8.26%) 8 111 (-8.26%)
BET - 0 5 (1.41%) 349 542 (0.74%) 35 (6.46%) 22 511 (-5.72%)
BEZ2 - 0 1 (0.20%) 508 879 0.91%) 60 (8.83%) 39 827 (-5.92%)
F1 - Bootle Portion 0 0 227 373 24 (6.43%) 39 349 (-6.43%)
F2 - 0 0 4 9 1 {11.11%) 2 8 (-11.11%)
G - Hycemoor Portion 0 0 133 233 14 (6.01%) 11 219  (-6.01%)
H - Waberthwaite Portion 0 0 70 121 4 (3.31%) 7 117 {(~3.31%)
| - Comey Portion 0 0 45 86 7 (8.14%) 6 79 (-8.14%)
J - Silecroft Portion 0 1 (0.70%) 142 249 12 (4.82%) 15 237 (~4.82%)
K1 - Whitbeck Portion 1 0 30 7 (10.61%) 13 59 (~10.61%)
0 0 5 (4.42%)
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