Options appraisal




Appendix 1: Options appraisal

Mobilisation and stakeholder engagement (February 2025)

* Rapidly formed a collaborative way of working with all 15 councils across Hampshire and the Isle of Wight to establish a baseline
position around possible viable options around the place, prior to any analysis being undertaken. This included 22 core stakeholder

meetings with Chief Executives, Leaders, S151 officers. Council Chief Executives and Leaders shared their initial views,
requirements and key challenges relating to LGR.

* Held aninitial session with our key partners, including representatives from Police, Fire, Health and National Parks, to understand

their views on potential opportunities and challenges through LGR.

Development of the public databook (February 2025)

e Across each council area, the latest available data was gathered from public data sources to enable detailed analysis for shortlisting

activity. The data was captured to align with government evaluation criteria:

o

O O O O O

o

Governance and efficiency: Population size, geographic area, council tax band D rates

Financial sustainability: non-earmarked reserves, Gross Value Added, homelessness rates and rough sleeper counts
Service delivery and outcomes: Life expectancy, Indices of multiple deprivation, unemployment rates

Economic and social impact: GVA per capita, crime rates

Geographic and demographic: Population by age group, population density

Strategic alignment: IMD and housing delivery data

Debt sustainability: Financing costs, gross external debt and capital financing requirement

Council tax equalisation: Council tax base and additional incomes, adjusted debt metrics and retained business rates

e Where relevant in analysis of unitaries, data was adjusted to account for Hampshire County Council allocation

e The data collected for this analysis is listed below.



Total population 2023

Council Total population \
Basingstoke and Deane 190,198
Rushmoor 102,908
Hart 101,542
Winchester 132,440
East Hampshire 128,440
Test Valley 134,461
New Forest 175,398
Southampton 256,110
Eastleigh 140,950
Fareham 114,155
Portsmouth 210,297
Havant 125,682
Gosport 82,385
Isle of Wight 140,906
Total 2,035,872

Total population

0-19
Basingstoke and Deane 43,753
Rushmoor 23,631
Hart 23,593
Winchester 31,074
East Hampshire 27,911
Test Valley 29,920
New Forest 33,163
Southampton 59,627




Eastleigh 32,765
Fareham 23,071
Portsmouth 48,981
Havant 26,882
Gosport 18,170
Isle of Wight 25,838
Total 448,384
Council Total population
20-64

Basingstoke and Deane 112,743
Rushmoor 63,587
Hart 57,155
Winchester 73,407
East Hampshire 69,519
Test Valley 75,346
New Forest 89,093
Southampton 161,407
Eastleigh 80,126
Fareham 61,903
Portsmouth 129,761
Havant 67,556
Gosport 45,873
Isle of Wight 73,021
Total 1,160,497




Council Total population

65 and over
Basingstoke and Deane 33,702
Rushmoor 15,690
Hart 20,794
Winchester 27,959
East Hampshire 31,010
Test Valley 29,190
New Forest 53,142
Southampton 35,076
Eastleigh 28,059
Fareham 29,181
Portsmouth 31,555
Havant 31,244
Gosport 18,342
Isle of Wight 42,047
Total 426,991
Total population 2028
Council Total population \
Basingstoke and Deane 194,247
Rushmoor 106,754
Hart 106,464
Winchester 142,328
East Hampshire 134,583
Test Valley 140,248
New Forest 181,664
Southampton 274,539




Eastleigh 148,682

Fareham 122,677
Portsmouth 217,852
Havant 129,654
Gosport 84,558
Isle of Wight 146,351
Total 2,130,601

Geographical area

Council Area (Square km) \
Basingstoke and Deane 633.81
Rushmoor 39.05
Hart 215.25
Winchester 661.06
East Hampshire 514.41
Test Valley 627.68
New Forest 775.53
Southampton 56.39
Eastleigh 85.30
Fareham 77.85
Portsmouth 60.15
Havant 78.96
Gosport 27.61
Isle of Wight 392.83

Total 4,245.88




Population density

Council Population
density (per sq
km)

Basingstoke and Deane 300.09

Rushmoor 2,635.33

Hart 471.73

Winchester 200.34

East Hampshire 249.68

Test Valley 214.22

New Forest 226.17

Southampton 4,542.13

Eastleigh 1,652.45

Fareham 1,466.25

Portsmouth 3,496.22

Havant 1,591.80

Gosport 2,984.21

Isle of Wight 358.70

Average 1,456.38

Council Tax Band D

Council Band D rate
(excluding parish)
Basingstoke and Deane £2,119.55
Rushmoor £2,212.83
Hart £2,177.23
Winchester £2,250.35
East Hampshire £2,231.64




Test Valley £2,142.04
New Forest £2,178.90
Southampton £2,159.99
Eastleigh £2,235.17
Fareham £2,164.55
Portsmouth £2,180.92
Havant £2,212.89
Gosport £2,236.14
Isle of Wight £2,367.00
Average £2,197.76

Council tax base

Council Council tax base \
Basingstoke and Deane 70,025.30
Rushmoor 33,410.57
Hart 43,072.16
Winchester 54,886.50
East Hampshire 52,823.33
Test Valley 52,407.00
New Forest 73,355.00
Southampton 67,345.00
Eastleigh 49,576.31
Fareham 44,596.40
Portsmouth 59,340.00
Havant 43,147.40
Gosport 27,086.50
Isle of Wight

Average 671,071.47
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Non-earmarked reserves

Council Non-earmarked
reserves
Basingstoke and Deane £85.2
Rushmoor £30.2
Hart £51.6
Winchester £100.3
East Hampshire £40.4
Test Valley £70.7
New Forest £52.0
Southampton £127.5
Eastleigh £50.2
Fareham £46.4
Portsmouth £337.4
Havant £40.3
Gosport £23.1
Isle of Wight £133.9
Total £1,189.20
Gross Value Added (GVA)
Council GVA (£ million)
2022

Basingstoke and Deane 8,033.00
Rushmoor 6,667.00
Hart 3,437.00
Winchester 6,036.00
East Hampshire 2,994.00
Test Valley 4,013.00




New Forest 5,618.00
Southampton 10,023.00
Eastleigh 4,742.00
Fareham 3,530.00
Portsmouth 7,509.00
Havant 2,652.00
Gosport 1,222.00
Isle of Wight 3,067.00
Total 69,543.00

Rough sleeper count

Council Rough sleeper
count (Autumn
2023)
Basingstoke and Deane 4.00
Rushmoor -
Hart 4.00
Winchester 5.00
East Hampshire 2.00
Test Valley 4.00
New Forest 2.00
Southampton 24.00
Eastleigh 2.00
Fareham 4.00
Portsmouth 11.00
Havant 2.00
Gosport 1.00
Isle of Wight 3.00
Total 68.00
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Homelessness rate

Council Homelessness
rate (per 1,000
households) Apr-
Jun 2024

Basingstoke and Deane 0.45

Rushmoor 1.41

Hart 0.71

Winchester 0.56

East Hampshire 0.46

Test Valley 0.85

New Forest 0.74

Southampton 1.17

Eastleigh 0.39

Fareham 1.02

Portsmouth 4.76

Havant 0.84

Gosport 0.87

Isle of Wight 1.13

Average 1.10

Life expectancy

Council Male life
expectancy
Basingstoke and Deane 81.45
Rushmoor 79.42
Hart 83.44
Winchester 82.00
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East Hampshire 82.10
Test Valley 81.33
New Forest 81.62
Southampton 77.86
Eastleigh 81.39
Fareham 81.47
Portsmouth 77.54
Havant 79.88
Gosport 79.20
Isle of Wight 79.17
Average 80.56
Council Female life
expectancy
Basingstoke and Deane 83.97
Rushmoor 83.13
Hart 85.89
Winchester 86.11
East Hampshire 85.48
Test Valley 84.34
New Forest 85.38
Southampton 82.25
Eastleigh 84.80
Fareham 84.76
Portsmouth 82.19
Havant 83.29
Gosport 82.45
Isle of Wight 83.33
Average 84.10
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Income deprivation

Council Income
deprivation
average score

Basingstoke and Deane 0.07

Rushmoor 0.10

Hart 0.04

Winchester 0.06

East Hampshire 0.06

Test Valley 0.07

New Forest 0.08

Southampton 0.14

Eastleigh 0.07

Fareham 0.06

Portsmouth 0.13

Havant 0.13

Gosport 0.11

Isle of Wight 0.14

Average 0.09

Unemployment rates

Council Unemployment
rates (%)
Basingstoke and Deane 3.71
Rushmoor 3.13
Hart 2.65
Winchester 2.63
East Hampshire 3.14
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Test Valley 2.48
New Forest 3.29
Southampton 5.40
Eastleigh 3.21
Fareham 2.88
Portsmouth 4.65
Havant 4.84
Gosport 3.38
Isle of Wight 4.46
Average 3.56

Crime rates

Council Total crime rate
per 1,000
population

Basingstoke and Deane 48.3

Rushmoor 93.3

Hart 49.5

Winchester 57.02

East Hampshire 48.34

Test Valley 56.68

New Forest 59.59

Southampton 126.16

Eastleigh 58.67

Fareham 50.67

Portsmouth 117.59

Havant 80.05

Gosport 80.73

16



Isle of Wight 76.67
Average 71.66

Housing delivery

Council Housing delivery
test-2023
measurement

Basingstoke and Deane 131%

Rushmoor 147%

Hart 197%

Winchester 171%

East Hampshire 88%

Test Valley 144%

New Forest 75%

Southampton 50%

Eastleigh 122%

Fareham 55%

Portsmouth 26%

Havant 74%

Gosport 31%

Isle of Wight 76%

Average 99%

Net revenue expenditure (NRE)

Council Net revenue (£k) \
Basingstoke and Deane 19,071
Rushmoor 10,599
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Hart 9,604
Winchester 15,499
East Hampshire 23,800
Test Valley 14,706
New Forest 26,245
Southampton 209,664
Eastleigh 15,558
Fareham 13,883
Portsmouth 145,536
Havant 14,133
Gosport 11,386
Isle of Wight 151,876
Total 681,560

*Hampshire County Council’s NRE is £1,231k

Financing costs

Council Financing costs
as % of NRE

Basingstoke and Deane 0%
Rushmoor 65%
Hart 4%
Winchester 0%
East Hampshire 12%
Test Valley 1%
New Forest 15%
Southampton 2%
Eastleigh 81%
Fareham 19%
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Portsmouth 15%
Havant 1%
Gosport 16%
Isle of Wight 11%
Average 17%

Gross external debt

Council Gross external
debt (31 March
2024) £k
Basingstoke and Deane -
Rushmoor 142,500
Hart 14,170
Winchester 159,607
East Hampshire 117,421
Test Valley 6,173
New Forest 124,004
Southampton 316,297
Eastleigh 565,812
Fareham 59,589
Portsmouth 698,836
Havant 2,886
Gosport 52,350
Isle of Wight 170,733
Total 2,430,378
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Capital financing requirement (CFR)

Council

Basingstoke and Deane

CFR (1%t April

2024) £k

Rushmoor 154,628
Hart 40,665
Winchester 282,706
East Hampshire 156,541
Test Valley 5,585
New Forest 164,087
Southampton 527,410
Eastleigh 602,403
Fareham 123,386
Portsmouth 968,962
Havant 13,427
Gosport 81,155
Isle of Wight 385,814
Total 3,506,769

Retained business rates

Council Retained
business rates (£)
Basingstoke and Deane 32,002,930
Rushmoor 24,107,777
Hart 13,684,249
Winchester 26,565,683




East Hampshire 13,597,984

Test Valley 28,784,641
New Forest 30,902,242
Southampton 51,208,447
Eastleigh 26,157,401
Fareham 17,974,990
Portsmouth 42,006,006
Havant 14,203,359
Gosport 7,431,529
Total 328,627,238

Gross business rates

Council Gross business
rates (£)
Basingstoke and Deane 79,269,303
Rushmoor 57,634,430
Hart 33,559,217
Winchester 65,268,023
East Hampshire 32,401,279
Test Valley 70,924,178
New Forest 75,720,145
Southampton 102,829,879
Eastleigh 64,355,293
Fareham 44,740,386
Portsmouth 84,750,401
Havant 35,122,059
Gosport 18,713,451

Total 765,288,044
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Gross council tax income

Council

Basingstoke and Deane

Gross council tax
income (£)
141,378,279.69

Rushmoor 73,931,911.61
Hart 93,777,998.92
Winchester 123,513,835.28
East Hampshire 117,882,656.16
Test Valley 112,257,890.28
New Forest 159,833,209.50
Southampton 145,464,526.55
Eastleigh 110,811,480.82
Fareham 96,531,137.62
Portsmouth 129,415,792.80
Havant 95,480,449.99
Gosport 60,569,206.11
Total

1,460,848,375.32

Gross council tax and business rates income

Council

Basingstoke and Deane

Gross council tax

and business

rates income (£)
220,647,582.69

Rushmoor

131,566,341.61

Hart

127,337,215.92
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Winchester 188,781,858.28
East Hampshire 150,283,935.16
Test Valley 183,182,068.28
New Forest 235,553,354.50
Southampton 248,294,405.55
Eastleigh 175,166,773.82
Fareham 141,271,523.62
Portsmouth 214,166,193.80
Havant 130,602,508.99
Gosport 79,282,657.11
Total

2,226,136,419.32

Total rateable value

Council Total rateable
value

Basingstoke and Deane 198,802,125
Rushmoor 144,177,237
Hart 78,772,540
Winchester 169,620,278
East Hampshire 98,329,591
Test Valley 168,162,703
New Forest 196,158,475
Southampton 270,163,577
Eastleigh 147,128,033
Fareham 114,072,431
Portsmouth 232,262,183
Havant 89,586,535
Gosport 49,695,122
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Isle of Wight 117,281,206
Total 2,074,212,036
Gross disposable housing income

Council GDHI per head of
population (£)
Basingstoke and Deane 25,531
Rushmoor 20,955
Hart 30,226
Winchester 29,584
East Hampshire 28,944
Test Valley 26,074
New Forest 26,570
Southampton 18,758
Eastleigh 22,117
Fareham 24,075
Portsmouth 19,388
Havant 22,106
Gosport 20,007
Isle of Wight 20,749
Total 335,084

Initial longlist of potential options for LGR (February 2025):

* Alonglist of potential options was consolidated from around the 15 councils, ranging two new mainland to four new mainland
configurations. There was a unanimous agreement that the Isle of Wight should remain an existing unitary early on in the process due
to their unique island complexities. This meant a total of 12 options (A-L) were initially considered.

* To assess the 12 options, information from the databook was consolidated at a unitary level to be used as an evidence-base for
decision-making on initial refinement, aligning to government criteria 1-3 where initial quantitative analysis was most applicable. The
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aim of analysis was to demonstrate balance orimbalance across the unitary configurations. Each of the options, with initial data
against government criteria 1-3, can be found below.

* This theninformed a Leaders’ session where we were able to determine which options councils wished to continue refining,
informed by this initial analysis. This reduced a long list of 12 options down to seven for further detailed analysis. The approach to do
this was agreed with all Leaders and Chief Executives. Six options (A, B, C, D, F, G) were removed due to significant imbalances
across unitaries after majority agreement.

The maps and tables below show the initial longlist of options outlining unitary datapoints for metrics agreed against government
criteria 1 to 3.

il _I“

Geographic area (sq km) - 60.15 56.39 3,736.51
Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,180.92 2,159.99 2,187.34

Establishing a single GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 35,706.64 39,135.53 34,261.10

tier of Local

Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 26% 50% 118%
Non-Earmarked Resenes 81.2 337.40 127.50 590.40
Population density 1,540.82 3,496.22 4,542.13 382.32
Population (2028 estimates) - 217,852 274,539 1,491,859
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 403.00 401.51 404.40

Efficiency, capacity and

withstanding shocks Council tax income (£) per unit population 791.68 615.40 567.98 833.54

- - N
Flnanclmg Costs as % NRE 5% 15% 29 5%
(Including County allocations)
Deprivation score 0.08 0.13 0.14 0.08
Homelessness Rate (per 1,000 Households)
X . Apr-Jun 2024 1.09 4.76 1.17 0.72

High quality and

sustainable senices Female life expectancy 84.16 82.19 82.25 84.51
Unemployment rates 3.49 4.65 5.40 3.21
Crime rates 71.3 117.59 126.16 43.82
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Government criteria Unitary Option Av U1 u3

Geographic area (sq km) - 244.57 141.68 3,466.80
Coungil Tax band D 2,184.74 2,198.63 2,197.58 2,173.14

5::12':3";? a single GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 28,004.83 37,185.82 38,117.36

Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 44% 768% 135%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 447.20 177.70 430.40
Population density 1,540.82 2,177.39 2,802.46 27847
Population (2028 estimates) - 554,741 423,221 1,006,288
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 344.26 421.08 429.65

Efficiency, capacity and  coungil tax income (£) per unit population 791,68 719.10 847.12 8655.35

withstanding shocks

Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream
% 5% 8% 6% 4%
(Including County allocations)

Deprivation score 0.08 0.11 0.10 0.07
Homelessness Rate (per 1,000 Households)
) ‘ Apr-Jun 2024 1.09 243 0.89 0.70
High quality and
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 83.17 83.53 84.90
Unemployment rates 3.49 3.93 4.31 3.00
Crime rates 713 88.68 102.20 32.98
ment criteria Unitary Option Av u1 us
Geographic area (sq km) - 758.98 917.21 2,176.86
Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,205.23 2,191.35 2,160.28
Establishing a single GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 27,092.45 35,606.11 42,606.07
tier of Local
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 55% 76% 154%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 812 487 .60 229.70 338.00
Population density 1,540.82 870.85 624.13 303.90
Population (2028 estimates) - 689,324 604,885 690,041
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 326.39 424.32 463.54
Efficiency, capacity and  council tax income (£) per unit population 79168 757.34 728.37 828.79
withstanding shocks
Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream
5% % 6% 3%
(Including County allocations)
Deprivation score 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.07
Homelessness Rate (per 1,000 Households)
. . Apr-Jun 2024 1.09 205 0.84 0.74
High quality and
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.18 83.63 84.14 84.69
Unemployment rates 3.49 3.77 3.97 292
Crime rates 713 80.84 89.15 22.94
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Option D

Government criteria Unitary Option Av w1 u2
Geographic area (sq km) = 386.25 3,466.80
Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,198.28 2,173.14

Establishing a single GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 31,926.28 38,117.36

tier of Local

Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 60% 135%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 624.90 430.40
Population density 1,5640.82 2,408.68 278.47
Population (2028 estimates) - 977,962 1,008,288
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 377.08 429.65

Efficiency, capacity and

withstanding shocks Council tax income (£) per unit population 791.68 688.38 855.35
Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream %
(Including County allocations) ke 7% 4%
Deprivation score 0.08 0.10 0.07
;iggelessness Rate (per 1,000 Households) Apr-Jun 1.09 177 070

High quality and

sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 83.29 84.90
Unemployment rates 3.49 4.08 3.00
Crime rates 73 94.46 32.98

a Unitary Option Av u1 us
Geographic area (sq km) = 24457 141.68 2,064.27 1,402.53
Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,198.83 2,197.58 2,190.43 2,160.17
Estat;li_shin? asingle GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 28,004.63 37,185.82 35,421.74 40,396.64
ier of Local
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 44% 76% 140% 131%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 447.20 177.70 223.00 207.40
Population density 1,540.82 2,177.39 2,802.46 214.26 372.96
Population (2028 estimates) = 554,741 423,221 464,240 542,048
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 344.26 421.06 479.12 387.82
Efficiency, capacity and ~ Council tax income (£) per unit 791.68 719.10 847.12 894,64 823.17
withstanding shocks population
Ratio of financing costs to net revenue
stream % 5% 8% 6% 3% 4%
(Including County allocations)
Deprivation score 0.08 0.11 0.10 0.07 0.07
Homelessness Rate (per 1,000
! ) Households) Apr-Jun 2024 HES 243 0.89 0.72 069
High quality and
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 83.17 83.63 85.28 84.62
Unemployment rates 3.49 3.93 4.31 2.80 3.16
Crime rates 71.3 88.68 102.20 57.94 11.87

27



“ Government eriterta e

Winchester

EsstHampshia

East Hampshire

Av u1 “ us U4
Geographic area (sq km) = 244.57 14168 1,403.21 2,063.59
Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,198.63 2,197.568 2,160.47 2,178.20
tlf-::it;lfgéglg asingle GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 28,004.63 37,185.82 31,081.88 41,442.93
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 44% 76% 116% 141%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 447.20 177.70 122.70 307.70
Population density 1,540.82 2177.39 2,802.46 220.82 317.66
Population (2028 estimates) - 554,741 423,221 321,912 684,376
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 344.26 421.06 473.26 409.03
Etficiency, capacity and  Counil tax income (£) per unit 791568 719.10 647.12 876.87 844.72
withstanding shocks population
Ratio of financing costs to net revenue
stream % 5% 8% 6% 3% 4%
(Including County allocations)
Deprivation score 0.08 0.1 0.10 0.07 0.07
I :gumsﬂﬁzfé‘sszpﬁtﬁn(g%’zl*om 1.09 243 0.89 0.78 0.66
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 83.17 83.563 84.86 84.92
Unemployment rates 3.49 3.93 4.31 2.89 3.05
Crime rates 71.3 88.68 102.20 58.33 20.99
Government criteria Unitary Option
Geographic area (sq km) = 87.76 1,481.48 219.54 2,064.27
Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,208.53 2,170.71 2,186.57 2,190.43
Egszt;l:_s:ég? asingle GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 29,831.01 36,658.60 35,787.29 35,421.74
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 27% 120% 73% 140%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 360.50 247.70 22410 223.00
Population density 1,540.82 3,335.156 437.92 2,328.60 214.268
Population (2028 estimates) - 302,410 671,702 545,898 464,240
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 353.50 366.83 414.55 47912
Efficiency, capacity and  Councll tax income (£) per unit 791.68 652.16 811.31 690.84 894 64
withstanding shocks population
Ratio of financing costs to net revenue
stream % 5% 11% 4% 6% 3%
(Including County allocations)
Deprivation score 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.07
S :gums‘zﬁzlségsi;f’}jn(ggrzl‘ooo 1.09 366 072 0.92 072
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 82.32 84.35 83.94 85.28
Unemployment rates 3.49 4.01 3.49 3.83 2.80
Crime rates 7.3 107.22 25.08 90.69 57.94
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Government criteria

Unitary Option

Geographic area (sq km) - 2,578.69 888.11 141.68 244.57

Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,200.73 2,136.34 2,197.58 2,198.63
Esﬁzlfgg‘g asingle GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 32,696.21 45,957.41 37,185.82 28,004.63
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101 126% 148% 76% 44%

Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 263.40 167.00 177.70 447.20

Population density 1,540.82 221.33 444.37 2,802.46 2,177.39

Population (2028 estimates) - 508,823 407,465 423,221 554,741

Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 428.07 431.94 421.06 344.26
Efficiency, capacity and  Coundll tax income (£) per unit 791.68 900.25 793.00 647,12 719.10
withstanding shocks population

Ratio of financing costs to net revenue

stream % 5% 3% 4% 6% 8%

(Including County allocations)

Deprivation score 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.10 0.1
i oty an :gum;:ﬁzls dnsszpﬁ‘fn(%'zl’ooo 1.09 0.66 0.77 0.89 243
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 85.33 84.33 83.53 83.17

Unemployment rates 348 2.88 3.16 4.31 3.93

Crime rates 71.3 55.78 - 102.20 88.68
Government criteria Unitary Option

Geographic area (sq km) = 917.21 1,803.15 888.11 244.57

Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,191.35 2,208.01 2,136.34 2,198.63
fiﬁi?'fé'é';? asingle GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 35,606.11 32,991.77 45,957.41 28,004.63
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 78% 136% 148% 44%

Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 229.70 211.40 167.00 447.20

Population density 1,540.82 624.13 219.25 444.37 2,177.39

Population (2028 estimates) - 604,885 417,159 407,465 554,741

Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 424.32 426.45 431.94 344.26
Efficiency, capacity and  Council tax income (£) per unit 791.68 728.37 894.26 793.09 719.10
withstanding shocks population

Ratio of financing costs to net revenue

stream % 5% 6% 3% 4% 8%

(Including County allocations)

Deprivation score 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.11
gty and :gum;:ﬁzf(;';szpﬁ‘fﬂ(genrzlom 1.09 0.84 0.62 0.77 243
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 84.14 85.31 84.33 83.17

Unemployment rates 3.49 3.97 275 3.16 3.83

Crime rates 1.3 89.15 54.09 - 88.68
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East Hampshira

EastHampshire

nt criteria Unitary Option

Geographic area (sq km) = 758.98 2,064.27 141.68 888.11
Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,205.23 2,190.43 2,197.58 2,138.34

5::80?:_5&12? a single GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 27,092.45 35,421.74 37,185.82 45,957.41

Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 55% 140% 76% 148%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 487.60 223.00 177.70 167.00
Population density 1,540.82 870.85 214.26 2,802.46 444.37
Population (2028 estimates) - 689,324 464,240 423,221 407,465
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 326.39 479.12 421.06 431.94

Efficiency, capacity and ~ Coundil tax income (£) per unit 791.68 757.34 894.64 647.12 793.09

withstanding shocks

population

Ratio of financing costs to net revenue
stream % 5% 7% 3% 6% 4%
(Including County allocations)

High quality and
sustainable services

Deprivation score 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.07

Homelessness Rate (per 1,000

Households) Apr-Jun 2024 [ 208 072 089 077
Female life expectancy 84.16 83.63 85.28 83.53 84.33
Unemployment rates 3.49 3.77 2.80 4.31 3.16
Crime rates 713 80.84 57.94 102.20 -

m Government criteria e - =

Geographic area (sq km) - 1,544.89 24457 2,083.59
Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,179.03 2,198.63 2,178.20
E::ac)*;lfgégsll asingle GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 34,510.32 28,004.63 41,442.93
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 89% 44% 141%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 300.40 447.20 307.70
Population density 1,540.82 457.58 2177.39 317.66
Population (2028 estimates) - 745,133 554,741 684,376
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 443.94 344.26 409.03
Efficiency, capacity and  council tax income (£) per unit population 791.68 748.05 719.10 844.72

withstanding shocks

Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream
% 5% 5% 8% 4%
(Including County allocations)

High quality and
sustainable services

Deprivation score 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.07
Homelessness Rate (per 1,000 Households)

Apr-Jun 2024 1.09 0.84 243 0.66
Female life expectancy 84.18 84.19 83.17 84.92
Unemployment rates 3.49 3.60 3.93 3.0
Crime rates 713 82.97 88.68 20.99
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Government criteria Unitary Option Av u1 “ u3
) -

Geographic area (sq km 244.57 917.21 2,691.27

Council Tax band D 2,184.74 2,198.63 2,191.35 2,172.18
IE\:rti?:_sgg;? asingle GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 28,004.63 35,606.11 39,468.90
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 44% 76% 141%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 447.20 229.70 378.40
Population density 1,540.82 2,177.39 624.13 293.54
Population (2028 estimates) - 554,741 604,885 824,624
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 344.26 424.32 429.19
Efficiency, capacity and  Goungil tax income (£) per unit population 791.68 719.10 728.37 843.10

withstanding shocks
Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream
% 5% 8% 6% 3%
(Including County allocations)

Deprivation score 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.07
Homelessness Rate (per 1,000 Households)
‘ . Apr-Jun 2024 1.09 243 0.84 0.70
High quality and
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 83.17 84.14 84.82
Unemployment rates 349 3.93 3.97 2.96
Crime rates 7.3 88.68 89.15 27.07
Government criteria Unitary Option Av u1 n us u4
Geographic area (sq km) = 244.57 14168  1,403.21 888.11 117547
Coungil Tax band D 2,184.74 2198863 219758 216047 213634 2,241.00
Estat:“Lsh*"sI! asingle GVA per capita (£) 34,382.45 28,004.63 37,185.82 31,081.88 45,957.41 34,613.62
ier of Local
Government Housing Delivery (%) 101% 44% 76% 116% 148% 132%
Non-Earmarked Reserves 81.2 447.20 177.70 122.70 167.00 140.70
Population density 1,540.82 2177.39 2,80246  220.82 444.37 221.94
Population (2028 estimates) - 554,741 423,221 321,912 407,465 276,911
Business Rates (£) per unit population 397.78 344.26 421.08 473.26 431.94 374.38
Efficiency, capacity
and withstanding Council tax income (£) per unit population 791.68 719.10 647.12 876.87 793.09 925.24
shocks Ratio of financing costs to net revenue
stream % 5% 8% 8% 3% 4% 3%
(Including County allocations)
Deprivation score 0.08 0.11 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.06
Homelessness Rate (per 1,000 Households)
Apr-Jun 2024 1.09 243 0.89 0.78 0.77 0.51
High quality and
sustainable services Female life expectancy 84.16 83.17 83.53 84.86 84.33 85.80
Unemployment rates 3.49 3.93 4.31 2.89 3.16 2.88
Crime rates 71.3 88.68 102.20 58.33 52.75




Interim proposal (March 2025)

* Attheinterim proposal stage, there was agreement from each of the councils to not submit any of the options refined because of
lack of full consensus at that stage and the need to further scrutinise each of the options through a detailed appraisal.

* Inthe meantime, all 15 councils agreed on the following guiding principles that would be used to underpin future decisions and
incorporated into the interim proposal. A joint submission was made by the 15 councils across Hampshire and the Isle of Wight,
outlining the guiding principles, timelines, key areas and how councils are working together.

1. Analysis will be based on economic geographies (principally Basingstoke, Winchester, Southampton, Portsmouth) that inform
a sense of place, community, and economic growth. No decision has been made on the number of unitaries.

2. Sense of place and coherent identity, structure and local connections will shape geographies.

3. To support the other principles, options considered will include those which have boundary changes, and those which do not
have boundary changes.

4. Community engagement will be used to help shape final boundaries, prior to final submission.

5. Proposals will ensure there are sensible population ratios between local authorities and any strategic authority, with options
retaining equitable representation and voting rights.

6. Consideration will be given to the impact on crucial services.

N

Proposals will show how new structures will improve local government, service delivery and outcomes.
8. New proposed authorities must also be able to form a platform for financial sustainability, and resilience to withstand
financial shocks.

Preferred options by councils (March 2025)

* Post Interim submission, an activity was conducted whereby each council submitted their preferences on options based on their
knowledge of the area and data considered to date. For completeness and transparency, this was done for each of the initial 12
options, with the seven refined options being taken forward for further analysis per the initial longlist section.

* Each council was also able to submit their preferences (below) related to boundary changes. Option M was added post-workshop
after agreement from all councils that a five new mainland unitary model should also be considered as part of the options appraisal.
Option D was also re-added due to council support and to ensure the detailed analysis covered options from two to five mainland
unitaries. This meant that a total of eight options were taken forward to the detailed options appraisal stage (D, E, H, |, J, K, L, M).
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The table and maps below show the preferred options by councils, along with boundary change details.

Council

Hampshire CC
Basingstoke & Deane
Rushmoor

Hart
Winchester
East Hampshire

Test Valley

New Forest

Southampton

Eastleigh

Fareham

Portsmouth
Havant

Gosport
Isle of Wight

Total

33

Boundary Changes

With and withoutboundary changes.
With and withoutboundary changes.
With and withoutboundary changes.

Boundary changes will only be considered at a Parish boundary leveland the impact of any change must be
evidenced by credible data. Any new boundary proposed must also be contiguous to existing neighbourhoods and
have full resident support. Any change that damages the viability of a mid Hants unitary will not be supported.

Withoutboundary changes. Would want to assess impact of New Forest going into a southern unitary and request
to be modelled.

Councillors have asked if avariation of Option F(M) is worked up, that establishes 5 UAs. It would see
Winchester and East Hampshire together and a northern UA of Basingstoke, Hart and Rushmoor. The rest of
option F would remain as is.

Withoutboundary changes.

With and withoutboundary changes. A further option with boundary changes that is based around consolidating
the urban areas to maximise the economic growth potential for the region- Southampton (all), Test Valley
(Chilworth Nursling and Rownhams), Eastleigh (all), New Forest - (Waterside -Totton North, Totton Central, Totton
South, Marchwood & Eling, Dibden & Dibden Purlieu, Hy the Central, Hy the South, Hardley Holbury & N Blackfield,
Fawley Blackfield Calshot & Langley )

| — without boundary changes. H- with boundary changes. Option H1: all of Southampton, all of Eastleigh, plus
the following wards: Test Valley: Valley Park, North Baddesley, Chilworth Nursling & Rownhams, New Forest:
Totton North, Totton Central, Totton South, Marchwood & Eling, Dibden & Dibden Purlieu, Hy the Central, Hy the
South, Hardley Holbury & N Blackfield, Fawley Blackfield Calshot & Langle@ption H2: as H1 plus additional Test
Valley wards: Ampfield & Braishfield, Romsey Cupernham, Romsey Abbey, Romsey Tadburn.

With boundary changes.

H,I or J with boundary changes— Waterlooville — Newlands Parish. Would welcome discussion re Denmead Ward
Ward boundaries around Rowlands Castle and Clanfield

If LGR was imposed, Option G only.
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Detailed options analysis process: Metrics (April 2025)

* The first activity as part of the detailed options analysis was to agree the metrics to be used to assess each of the remaining options.
Each of the potential metrics were discussed with the Chief Executive group and refined based on which metrics would allow for
Leaders to make an evidence-based informed decision.

* Each of the agreed upon metrics were aligned with government criteria and associated ‘assessment factors’, which were used to be
more targeted for each criterion and guidance. The metrics were also aligned with the agreed upon guiding principles submitted as
part of the Interim proposal.
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* A combination of quantitative and qualitative metrics was agreed as part of this process, with relevant data sources identified. Some
sources were available public, whereas other service demand and financial data was requested as part of the council s151 data
request (used also to inform the financial case).

Assessment Factor Guiding Principles Metric Data Source

Government Criteria 1.

ONS Regional gross domestic

138 G Value Added (GVA Capit
ross Vatue ed( ) per Capita product: local authorities (2022)
ONS LI01 Regi Llab
138 Unemployment Rates eglonat tabour
market data
138 Gross disposable household income per head ONS GDHI 2024
Local transport maps (rail and
Sensible economic area 134 Transport connectivity road) P ps (ral
123 Alignment to major Hampshire and the Isle of Wight Hampshire County Council
industries Economic Dashboard

Travel to Work Areas (December
2011) Boundaries UK BUC

Travel to work areas alignment (2011 & 2021 maps

123
used) Travel to Work Areas (December
2021) Boundaries UK BUC
Tax base 138 Council Tax base Council Websites / $151 data

request
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/li01regionallabourmarketlocalindicatorsforcountieslocalandunitaryauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/li01regionallabourmarketlocalindicatorsforcountieslocalandunitaryauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/regionalaccounts/grossdisposablehouseholdincome
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/Economy/LRF-HIOW-MID.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/Economy/LRF-HIOW-MID.pdf
https://www.data.gov.uk/dataset/87fe2dbf-8939-41a6-8fbc-087b9b065a30/travel-to-work-areas-december-2011-boundaries-uk-buc
https://www.data.gov.uk/dataset/87fe2dbf-8939-41a6-8fbc-087b9b065a30/travel-to-work-areas-december-2011-boundaries-uk-buc
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/traveltoworkenglandandwales/census2021
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/traveltoworkenglandandwales/census2021

Total Rateable Value by Local

138 Business rates total rateable value
ust vatu Authority / S151 data request
ONS Regional gross domestic
138 Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita
" ( )P P! product: local authorities (2022)
ONS LI01 Regi Llab
138 Unemployment Rates eglonat tabour
market data
138 Gross disposable household income per head ONS GDHI 2024
Local transport maps (rail and
Sensible economic area 134 Transport connectivity road) P ps (ral
123 Alignment to major Hampshire and the Isle of Wight Hampshire County Council
industries Economic Dashboard
Travel to Work Areas (December
123 Travel to work areas alignment (2011 & 2021 maps 2011) Boundaries UK BUC
used) Travel to Work Areas (December
2021) Boundaries UK BUC
C il Websites / S151 dat
138 Council Tax base ouncritvebsites ata
request
Tax base
Total Rateable Value by Local
138 Business rates total rateable value . ue by
Authority / S151 data request
Sensible geography 1235 Geographic Area (sgkm) ONS Standard Area

Measurements for
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/li01regionallabourmarketlocalindicatorsforcountieslocalandunitaryauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/li01regionallabourmarketlocalindicatorsforcountieslocalandunitaryauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/regionalaccounts/grossdisposablehouseholdincome
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/Economy/LRF-HIOW-MID.pdf
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/Economy/LRF-HIOW-MID.pdf
https://www.data.gov.uk/dataset/87fe2dbf-8939-41a6-8fbc-087b9b065a30/travel-to-work-areas-december-2011-boundaries-uk-buc
https://www.data.gov.uk/dataset/87fe2dbf-8939-41a6-8fbc-087b9b065a30/travel-to-work-areas-december-2011-boundaries-uk-buc
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/traveltoworkenglandandwales/census2021
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/traveltoworkenglandandwales/census2021
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/geographicalproducts/otherproducts/ukstandardareameasurementssam
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/geographicalproducts/otherproducts/ukstandardareameasurementssam

Administrative Areas
(December 2023) in the UK

Government Housing Delivery

1378 Latest Housing delivery test measurements (2023) Test: 2023
Housing supply
ONS Numb f dwelli b
1378 LA and private housing stock per head um ef ° . wellings by
tenure and district
ONSii deprivati t
678 Level of deprivation |ncome‘ eprivation at a
local authority level 2019
Local needs
12467 Ability to meet local rural requirements (e.g. access Qualitative discussion of
to services, sense of community) options
Government Criteria 2.
ONS Estimates of the
. . . . . population for England and
Population size 1235 Average unitary 2028 Predicted Population .
Wales 2023 local authority
boundaries edition
Transition costs 78 Transition cost per head of population Data Request from S151
78 Gross Central Service Costs Data Request from S151
Potential fi ial
o.e.n 1a ) inancia 78 Gross Staff costs Data Request from S151
efficiencies
78 Gross Costs of IT licenses Data Request from S151
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/geographicalproducts/otherproducts/ukstandardareameasurementssam
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/geographicalproducts/otherproducts/ukstandardareameasurementssam
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2023-measurement
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2023-measurement
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-vacants
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-vacants
https://www.ons.gov.uk/releases/mappingincomedeprivationatalocalauthoritylevel2019
https://www.ons.gov.uk/releases/mappingincomedeprivationatalocalauthoritylevel2019
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/populationestimatesforenglandandwales/mid2023
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/populationestimatesforenglandandwales/mid2023
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/populationestimatesforenglandandwales/mid2023
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/populationestimatesforenglandandwales/mid2023

78 Gross Costs of Third Party spend Data Request from S151
78 Gross Funding from Council Tax and Business Rates Data Request from S151
78 Potential savings delivered from LGR Data Request from S151
78 Social Care Ratio Social Care Ratio
Establishing fi fi ial Latest published C il
s a. ishing firmer financia 78 Gross Budget Gap (2026/2027) ? es F)u ished Counci
footing Financial Statements
Council debt 78 Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream % Data Request from S151
Government Criteria 3.
Avoiding service . . . .
. 678 Service fragmentation caused Shortlisted options
fragmentation
67 Number of older adults in adult social care as % total | Service Data Request from
population Corporate Strategy Teams
67 Number of adults in adult social care as % total Service Data Request from
population Corporate Strategy Teams
Crucial service protection
67 Number of children in children's social care as % Service Data Request from
total population Corporate Strategy Teams
67 Number of registered pupils with SEND as % total Service Data Request from

population

Corporate Strategy Teams
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https://www.cipfa.org/services/financial-resilience-index/resilience-index

Proportion of children in relative low-income

67 DHSC health fil
families (under 16s) eatth profites
67 Prorft.)rtlon of children in absolute low-income DHSC health profiles
families (under 16s)
Government Criteria 4.
Community engagement
1234 Sense of place, community & identity . unity engag
. activity outputs
Local Identity
12347 Proportion of population in rural Output areas (%) Rural Urban Classification
Government Criteria 5
Unlocking devolution 2347 Strength of local leadership and community Future unitary management
empowerment structures and overheads
Population within a P lation 2028 bal s
pu ,I wi I, 135 Representation within a future Combined Authority ,Opl,J .a ron K atance
Strategic Authority significant outliers
Government Criteria 6
Engagement planning 457 The ability to maintain effective local engagement Shortlisted options
Existing engagement 12347 Level of existing local network structures (Town and Existing Parished and non-

arrangements

Parish Councils)

Parished areas
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https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/health-profiles
https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/health-profiles
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/geographicalproducts/ruralurbanclassifications/2021ruralurbanclassification__;!!E1R1dd1bLLODlQ4!BmG6NfbmKg8xX7w8gqBb--U0FM9s_48FPllM8ifbjZNLsHbs0vHzjz4vS96m8KYrt1i-K-lMMN3YdJLtCJvW3QgHSVZxbUM$
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/populationestimatesforenglandandwales/mid2023
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/populationestimatesforenglandandwales/mid2023

Existing initiatives across the
current councils e.g. health and
wellbeing, VCSE organisations

Level of existing community networks e.g. health,

12347
wellbeing and VCSEs/CVS

Detailed options analysis process: Modelling (April 2025)

* Datawas gathered following agreement on the metrics for the detailed appraisal and entered into a model. This model focused on
creating balanced and financially sustainable future unitary authorities that would deliver effective services for the communities.
(For this analysis, Isle of Wight figures were excluded as a separate case for remaining as-is was under development, which would
have skewed the analysis.) The image below provides an overview of the process from raw data to analysis outcomes of the options
considered for refinement.

* Inputted and continuously validated financial information with s151s, as well as data collated by each council into the model. The
finances captured from each council covered revenue budgets and medium-term forecasts, reserves and provisions, balance sheet,
capital programme, statutory and ring-fenced accounts, existing shared services, pooled budgets, and contracts.

Collected data for each council Calculated each data point at a Defined and agreed (by Brought together individual Combined model outputs into

thaligh publicly available unitary level o create a high- majority) metrics against each options assessments into a high level dashboards

channels and council data level model of each option to criteria with Chief Execs, using single view, cross-option assessing all options against

requests 1o buikl a set of assess best practice, govemment comparison to identify trends the govermment criteria and

comprehensive inputs for the guidance against criteria and and provide commentary on quiding principles agreed by

assessment model Isle of Wight data has been statistical analysis to define key differences in assessments the majority Leaders in the
captured within our model to High, Medium and Low Interim Plan

be used in the full case for assessments
change, but not for this
analysis
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https://actionhampshire.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/State-of-the-VCSE-Sector-2022-Final-Version.pdf
https://actionhampshire.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/State-of-the-VCSE-Sector-2022-Final-Version.pdf
https://actionhampshire.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/State-of-the-VCSE-Sector-2022-Final-Version.pdf

» Step 1 of the analysis process (shown in the tables below) was to define ‘High’, ‘Medium’ and ‘Low’ parameters, created by averages
based on the data received, splitinto third percentiles. In some cases, the difference between ‘High’, ‘Medium’ and ‘Low’ parameters
were miniscule due to small differences between unitary data.

High Medium Low

Unemployment Rates 127% 1.27%-1.74% 1.74%
Local authority and private housing stock per head 0.021 0.021-0.028 0.028
Level of deprivation 0.032 0.039 - 0.040 0.040
Social Care Ratio 4.478% 4.48% - 4.49% 4.493%
Number of older adults in adult social care % total population 0.98% 0.98% - 1.15% 1.15%
Number of adults in adult social care % total population 0.31% 0.31% - 0.53% 0.53%
Number of children in children's social care % total population 0.37% 0.37%-0.37% 0.37%
Number of registered pupils with SEND as % total population 0.29% 0.29% - 0.55% 0.55%
Proportion of children in relative low income families (under 16s)* 8.84% 8.84% - 9.02% 9.02%
Proportion of children in absolute low income families (under 16s)* 7.53% 7.53% - 7.58% 7.58%
Homelessness per 1,000 households 1.74 174-178 1.78
Rough sleeper count 16.97 16.97 - 19.88 19.88
Households on housing register per head of population 0.01599 0.02 - 0.02 0.02156
Numbers of households in TA per 1,000 households 2.90 290-3.37 3.37

step (D step @ Step (@ step @

Define High, Medium, Apply High, Medium, Produce Detailed Produce Summary
Low Parameters Low to Options Heatmap for High, Heatmap for High,

Medium, Low for each Medium, Low for each
Metric against Option Criteria against Option

Government Criteria & Guiding Principles

Decision
Input Output point
April CX sessions May Leader’s session
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Step 2 of the analysis was then to apply a ‘High’, ‘Medium’ or ‘Low’ to each of the options based on how many metrics were assessed
as ‘High’, ‘Medium’ or ‘Low’. This meant that options could be assessed easily on a macro-level but also at a detailed metric-by-
metric level. The result of this exercise can be seen on the series of images below.

Option H

Expanded o _ Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £17.953 M £32 608 £45,867 £37,186 £28,005
Unemployment Rates 171% " 201% 23.29% 462 442
Cross dispesable househaold income per £7735 L £27.667 225548 #5050 21130
head
Good fransport connectivity alignment, Arguably East
Transport connectivity - H Hampshits laes into the South via the A3, and Noith /
Sensible inia Lnndon
Scerplicares . . Goad alignment to Defence and Asraspace, parfial
Alignment to major Hampshire and the il alignment to Digital tech, fair alignment to Finance and
Solent industries 2 Towrism and Professional (slihough evenly dispersed),

Marllime splil acioss walciside with HF

East Hampshire belter aligned to Havant and

Establishing a Parismouth. Winchester, New Forast and Tee! Vallay
5 Travel to Wark Areas (201172021 maps) 8 " flows lean fovsards Southamptan and Eastleigh. Strong
single tier of M Southampton and Eastksigh alignmant, ts wll as U1
Local areas
Government
Gouncil Tax base 116,551 L 283472 146,508 116921 174170
Tax base
Government criteria and guiding Business rates total rateable value (£m) £77.13 " £244.31 £170.46 £167.19 £183.33
principles scoring overview
S:Qsm\ah Geagraphic Area (sqkm) 2437 hin2 L ol B8Gkm2  14zkm2 245 km2
Extablizhing = single ta- aflecal H geagraphy

ment

Latest Housing delivery test measurements
Efensy 50 and i 12023) 2 ¥ 1055 L 126% 148% 6% ad%

witnstanding shocs

Housing supply

High qualy 30 sustainatie
public sanizes

LA and private housing stock per head D03 L 045 0.42 043 044

\arking togacher b undrstsr
anc mest ocal 1eots

Level af deprivation 0041 D07 007 010

Local needs

Ability to mest local rural requirements e.g.
access to services, sense of mmmumw)

Euppart ng davalution Strong alignment with Rural / Urban classification

snangarrents

Saanger carmmunity 2rg aperient
an. neighbowrhood W

e(Qeeooe e
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Option H

nded cities. Mid and West

Option H

Government
criteria

Populationsize | Average unitary 2028 Predicted Population  |sssos3qove)|  m sats23  doTdss  azszzi
Transition costs | Transition cost per head of population 4 M 4 untaries
Gross Central Service Costs (000s) £10,735 H £32,268 £29,231 £27.418
Gross Staff costs (000s) £132683 M £231362 160045 E1948684
Gross Costs of IT licenses (000s) £2 877 M £7,664 26,007 27,204
frateribl Gross Costs of Third Party spend (000s) e178.00 M| esmsor camass  esasez
Efficiency, financial z e
capacity and efficiencies Gross Funding from Council Tax and
g M : i 180,109 L £a13730 283108 6233620
withstanding Business Rates {0005}
shocks
Potential savings delivared through LGR 4 M 4 unitaries.
Social Care Ratio 4.495% M B8 25.84% 87.43%
Establishing
firmer financial Budget gap 26/27 (000s) 838,574 L £55.047  G42.07H £16.650
footing
Council debt (G SRR 14.82% m 277 a41% 15.08%
stream %
Government t
criteria o
Priar to LGR thara ars 3 uppar-tier authoritie, in this
Avaiding service [ go .o poementation caused ) W opbon here will be 4 ner uppes-lior leading (o 8 lower
fragmentation lovel ol Iragmentaion
Numbar of clder adults in adult social care % e M £ 3 o S5
total population
Numbar of adults in adult social care % total _— » - i S S
population
humber of children in children's social care % — " i — - .
total population
Nurnber of registered pupils with SEND as % 014% H 4ad% a7 4.80% 4.60%
total popLlation
Proportion of children in relative low-income $ "
High quality and families (under 16€) B4 a 11745 1094% 19.18% 19.13%
sustainable
public services Crucial service Proportion of children in absolute low-income. 7855 W ke b6t 188e% o
families [under 16s) :
Gross Environmentsl and regulatory services. 34145 i viees 40904 o o000
spend (000s)
ﬁ:ﬂs:) (e IO R B E || ind " £23.984 s22800  £15798  £331e1
Hornelessness per 1,000 househaids 177 " 070 on LE 247
Rough sleeper count 1800 M 13 8 % 18
Househelds on housing register (or waiting
list) per head af papulation oo B oot oo e oot
Nurnbers of households in TA per 1.000 G i 251 om 232 4
population

havea

Metrics
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difference between HML as highlighted eariier in the session.




Option H

Government Criteri Asses ent e ¥
I L 24 Diff. fh w u4
criteria /M cto
anded cities, Mid and West, W Sense of place, communty and identty - " i amsepa
North understand and il Local identity
meet local (Pl et e o oL i 3553% L BT 2022% 0.18% 0.50%
ity areas (
: St uf place s communily ould L 2 goud
Unlocking Sirength of local leadership and community & ndicalor of [ocal leakership and communtiy
devolution empowerment” = ampovement, althaugh discussion would be required
Supparting a5 o the community espect ragarding Eacl Hampshira
devalution H
arrangements Population within o
a Strategic c B UETR Conbl 191,358 [ 596623 407485 azaan 554,141
Autherity
Autharity
Engagement The ability ta maintain effective local ] “ .
Stronger planning engagement
gg;ﬂ::?r‘gm and ™ Level of existing Iocal network structures* = W U3 s imblanced, combining a parished council and
el Existing {Town and Parish Councils) unparichad nitary topether
empowearment Paval ot an T
arrangements vel of existing ComMUNIty NENWOTKS 8.¢
health, wellbeing and VCSES/CVS* L LAl Ze] 212 L2 0

Analysis will be based an economic geographies
{principally Basingstoke, Winchester,
SOUthaMpton, Portsmouth) that infof a sense of
e, community, and economic growth. No

been made on the numbs

e o support the ather principles, o T = T New propased autharities must
B Dome Ol Pibceand ‘s considered will include |  COMMunity engagement | Sensible population | gogigeration will e | Proposals wilshowhew |5\, be apie to form a platform
coherent idantity, struch ped il will be used to help shape | ratios between local bl A
and local connections will | final boundaries, prictto | authoriies andany | 9Iven to the imeac lecal governinent, service Cgretld
aeographies e e final supmission ateglc autnority | o1 cruclal services dellvery and outcen jenedoumnand
have bounary changes : financial shocks

Government ; 3 it i = u1
criteria M/ L -
Expanded citics with New Fores! Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £17.853 ] 235,008 £32892 £45.957 £25.005
North and Mid Unemployment Rates 1475 M azm 2.75% 220% a1
hGe[:Zs £ DI T TS D £7052 M 221,070 £98,182 25,548 £21.120
Gaoud Lansporl conrecivity aligniment. Amguably Sl
— Transpart connectivity - H Hampshite: faces inta the South via the A3, and North ¢
ensible L
coollMoalee Goad alignment ta Defence and Aerospace, and
Mignmentts rajor Hampshire and ths Tourm. Patial alghmart o Dl lach.fai ament

5 H o Finance and Peolessional (though cveny
disprrsed), Marltime aligned with wale sk including
NF

Solent industries

Establishing a Easl Hampshire bedler aligned to Havant and
&) Travel to Wark A 20114 2021 . b Pansmouth, Winchester, New Foress snd Test alley
single tier ot M ravel to Work Areas { maps) flenes lean terwarce, S outhamptan and Eastleigh. Strang
Logal Southamptan and Esatlsigh aignment with Nev: Forast
Savernment Gouncil Tax base 4a 768 H 190,276 WOMT 148508 17470
Tax base
Business rates total rateable value (Em) £743 M 201 1sss0  £104s  £18333
principles scoring overview s
ensible 1,808
ke Geagraphic Area (sgqkm) 1559 km2 H 017 km2 Bt 888km2 248 km2

EaaclsIng & BN & 181 o kel
seremrent

3 ngeer:

access to services, sense of cemmunity)

misalignment

B —
an reighbeurteod H
rrpocerert

Ee——— ” PR Lzaﬁt;;t Housing delivery test measurements i g e i -_ e
st znding ok i © |~ Housing supply ! i
i
Hign 2. LA and private housing stock per head 003 T 044 043 0.42 0.44
Dol sences s e
inrding fegrrher o undnrsmed Level of deprivation oo L LT 006 aar 011
Sl e o |« Local needs Fair algnment vilh Rural: Urban classifical
il ait alignment vith Rural / Urbian classifisation across
Suppe tog devo stior o [ bl fomeeticaall infieg U=yl s=le . M ‘areas, Newe Forest and Sauthamptan poiertial
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Expanded cifies with New Fores
North and Mic

1

Government ¢ 13 u1
criteria
Pepulation size Average unitary 2028 Predicled Population  [486,082 ve)| w1 604885 417,150 40TAGS 54741
Transitian costs Transition cest per head of population 4 M 4 unitaries.
Gross Central Service Costs (000s) £14.320 L'} £36,858 £23.827 £20.231 £21533
Gross Staff costs (0005} £132,683 M £268170  E161008  £160045  £200728
Gross Cests of IT lizenses (000s) 4,507 L 20737 £5.230 £6.007 22974
— ?::"lf':“ Gross Costs of Third Party spend {000s) ca4s 010 L 705565 E3TSE3  CaDSES 451513
capacity and efficiencies Gross Funding from Gouncil Tax and 5
withstanding M Business Rates (000%) £73.210 H 6362308  £204480  £250.188  £345.845
shocks
Potential savings delivered through LGR 1 M 4 uritaries
Social Care Ratio 4.49% M 2737 26 84% 86 840 o1 33%
Establishing
firmer financial Budget gap 26127 (000s) £0.655 H £30423 283 EAZOS ED3SID
footing
Council debt zf;'gr:f,/"b“am‘”g SR AL 11335 m 11740 188% 04t 6145
Government 1 ut
criteria ic
i Prior 15 LGR thera are 3 Upper-ier autharities, in this, apfion
Avoiding service | oo fracmentation caused 4 W hars will ba 4 nav: uppar-fiar laading o3 lover lavs| of
fragmentation ragmentatian
E‘:;rzzrpi\'a‘::::r adults in adult social care % e i S s & S
:I:pmul‘:gcil adults in adult social care % total Dtk W — py— — —
::t:grl;i;z‘l:ﬁr:\ndren in children's social care % 03T " P 0525 a5 0.88%
i o
(l:nt\;l;z; al ar(fogrw‘stered puplls with SEND as % — 1 o o - o
Proportion of children in relative |ow-ineome -
High quality and families (under 16e) L1 3 L 18.40% 10.88% 10045 10738
sustainable L
public services Erpseona || PO R e . . s . .
e families (under 16s)
Gross Environmental and regulatery services s " e - . ks
spend (000s)
((;D’E.“Ds:)H‘gh"’zys andtranspart services epend -5 m £22,720 £17,060 2800  £33,161
Homelessness per 1,000 househalds 178 5 0.86 068 [iRed 247
Rough sleeper count 20 L 28 Bl 5 18
Houszholds on housing register {or waiting
list) per head of population B X v o onz o
:I;Lr:l‘:':t:nﬂl households in TA per 1,000 337 L 291 170 ot 41
i i hted in bold/i have a difference HML as hi earlier in the session.
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Option |

Governm

criteria

Warkin Boundaries. reflet astablished ommunities and
anded cifies with New Forest tugethj % Sense af place, community and identity 5 M rsident sense of place, paranial mis-alignment with
y New Forest and Sauthampton communtiss.
Nouth and Mid understand ancl I Local identity i
::e:;sma‘ :rr:;: '(“‘}:)" ORI A A 27284 L asew ar.aek, 2022% 0504,
Sursts ul placo and cormmunily would b 3 goud
Unlocking Strength o local leadership and community " Tindkcatr of locad leadcrahip i comvmarly
Supporting devalution empawerment* E ermponerment, athough discussion vould be ieguined
i PP‘ ; 9 " as 1o The community aspect regarding East Hampshire
evolution
arrangements Papulation within o <
SSutege | | epresenatenviinatureCononed | o | | sosses  awws  awws s
Athority
Engagement Population density enabling the ability to
4 & E ] 4 unitaries
Stronger planning maintain effective local engagement

i Zﬁg‘;:r?:m and H Level of existing local network structires™ .
Existin, -
neighteurhaad le {Tawn and Parish Councils)

empawerment

Mo significant imbalancas in parish rapresaniaton within
wnilaries

amangements Level of existing community networks 2.9.

45 H 167 125 213 208
health, wellbeing and VCSEs/ICVE®

Guiding Principles

To support the other pri
options considered

New proposed authorities must
2150 be able to form a platform
far financial sustainability, and
resilience to withstand
fina

Sense of place and munity engagement | Sensible population
<coherent identity will be used to help shape | ratios between local
and local connections will final boundaries, prior to | authorities and any

\anges, and tho
3haps geoprapiiay have boundary changes

Basingstoke, Winchester Propasals will

( Consideration will be
Southampton, Portsmouth) that inform a sense of

new structures will improve
‘given ta the impact %
ekt Iocal gavernment, service
final submission strategic authority e delivery and outcomes

place, community, and conomic grawth. No.
on has been made on the number of unitaries
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Option E

Expanded cities Mid and Wesi
North and East

o tabihirg < s el el | 3y o |-
Craerer oo e |«
1 copaoty ana i
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u
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Option E

anded cities Mid and West,
North and East

[

Government 2
D u2 4
criteria U2
Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £12.382 1] £28.005 £37.185 £35,422 £40.387
Unemployment Rates 1.78% i 4125 aB2i 285% 325%
Gross disposable household income per e o 0 i 753 o
head
Fait lnanspeil connectivily slignmenl. Aiguably East
Transport connectivity - u Harmpshins coutd bellor suil e Suulh and polcnlil
Sensible ‘misalignient wilh Wincheslor and Nuse Forest
ecenomicarea Gond alignment fo Defancs and Asrospace, partial
Alignment to major Hampshire and the " alignmert ta Digital tech, fair alignment o Finance and
Solent industries : Taurism and Professional (akthaugh e enly disparsad,
Wharitime alignad with visterside including NF
Easl Hampshire beller aligned Lo Havan and
Establishing a Porlsmuuth. Winchioste:, Nevr Forgsl and Tosl Valloy
I f Travel to Work Areas (2011 / 2021 maps} - 1] flowss leiin lowands Suuthamplon and Essticigh. Stong
sirgle tier] Soulhamplon and Easlicigh alignment, s woll as UT
Laocal
Government -
Council Tax base 82,410 M 174,170 110,821 180,549 192331
Tax base
Business rates total rateable value (£Em) £44.73 H £133.33 £167.19 £211.81 £202.36
Sk Geographic Area (sgkm) rezskenz | M b i 2084 140
geography Pl &l : k2 km2 kw2 Kz
Lzautzzl Housing delivery test measurements = - i R i i
Housing supply [ )
LA and private housing stock per head 008 M 206562 168,080 188,028 220002
Level of deprivation 0039 M a1 o1 007 o7
Lacal needs Ability ta meet lacal rural requirements (e.g v m Strong allgnment with Rural ; Utban classification across
access o services, sense of community) ares,
Government -
i uz2
criteria
Paopulation size Average unitary 2028 Predicted Population  |496.063 (ane)| " 554,741 423221 464,240 542,048
Transition costs | Transition cost per head of population 4 M 4 unitaries.
Gross Central Service Costs {000s) 18,244 L £21533 G4l B2 £307TF
Gross Staff eosts (000s) e110.702 W £202728  ©194G84  EIB2026  £211410
Gross Costs of IT licenses (000s) £2.940 " £8,974 £7,304 £5.003 £7.727
Potential
5 £124044 H E451813 E536022  E4M4STE £4ED4M4
Effciency. At Grass Costs of Third Party spend (000s]
capacity and efficiencies Gross Funding from Council Tax and
£141,050 ] EMI845  £233628  £322208  £AT4ETR
withstanding Business Rates (000s)
shocks
Potential savings delivered through LGR 4 ] s,
Social Care Ratio 449% ] 91.30% §7.4%% 86.84% 86.84%
Establishing
firmer financial Budget gap 26727 (000s) £37.445 M £33532 £16.665 43011 £54.113
footing
Council debt (Rt it el iR T e e 14.65% f 614 1593 346% 0.39%

stream
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Option E

anded cities Mid and West.
North and East

Option E

Expanded cifies Mid and West,
North and East

Analysis will be based on economic geographies

Basingstoke, Winchester

(principa ,
Sotithamptah, Porsioith) that Inform a sense of
place, community, and ecanomic grawth. No.

ion has heen made on the number of unitaries

Government

uz u3 ua
criteria
Avoiding service . Prior fa LGR there are 3 upperier authorics. n 1 opiion
Cor e Servics fragmentation caused 4 M there vill be 4 new vpncrier g v 3 Towur lovel of
t’:‘)‘t‘;"“;:’p:raz'::' anlsteieplennts 141% L 522% 531% 6.63% ss0%
9
;J:prak::un:‘f adults in adult social care % total o 1 o o i o
- o
::t:‘\tz; :Ifail-:\ndren in children's social care % S A o ek — Sl
7 7 5
‘r\;?:‘wl;irpzlf;:og;stered pupils with SEND as % 0305 M Py 4805 408% 2665
Proportion of children in relative low-income
High quality and famﬁies {under 16s) 8.79% H 19.73% 19.78% 191% 1099%
sustainable M
public services Crucial service Z;ﬁ;’;“::n“g;h;ggn Ol e e e 7.d8% H 1881% 16,605 10.08% Q21
str::: :Enrg’é:’)"mam' andregustoyisanacee S |8 o o M 60400 E34IZ £53181  £S6aE
[Gug’;:) ol snortee e oe o [y 7,365 M £33,161 £15,785 £18.748 £28,128
Homelessness per 1,000 households 178 M 247 082 Q.76 059
Rough sleeper count 18 H 1@ 26 a1 10
Househalds an housing register (ar waiting
list} per head of population 0 > o om ol e
:g&?;::nnf households in TA per 1,000 o " - 5@ . -
Metrics highlighted in bold/italics have a | difference b hted earlier in the session.

Government

e ML | ut uz
criteria
Boundaries reflest estalished sommunities and
Working :
together to Sense of place, community and identity . M resident senss of place. East Harnpshire sommunities.
prfentially misaliged
understand and M Local identity
meet loal Propartion of populatien in rural Output e - S . - o
needs areas (%)
i Serse: ol place and communily swould be = good

Unlocking Strength of lacal leadership and community W indiszton of local leadership and communily
Siibpée devalutian empawerment* G emporiziment, although discussion would be wauied
dUPP‘OtV‘Q o as 1o the community aspect regarding East Hampshire

levolution

arrangements Paopulation within S

a Strategic s;%m?f”'a"”“wmh‘” Sl S i 131520 H 554,741 423,221 484,240 542048

Authority (ige

Engagement Population density enabling the ability to
; ' E " 4 unitarias
Stronger planning maintain effective local engagement
cammunity - o Level of existing local netwerk structures™ &, U2 is imbalanved. combining & parkhed eouncil and
i s Existing {8.9. Town and Parish Councils} : unparished niry logelher
neighbourhoa
empowerment
amangements | Level of existing cammunity networks e g. 150 . . e - e
health, wellbeing and VCSES/CVS

Sense of place and

coherent identity, structure

and lecal connections will
shape geographies

To suppont the other
options considered wil
those which have boundary.
changes, and those which do not
have boundary changes

mmurity engagement

will be used to help shape

final boundaries, prior to
final submission

Sensibla papulation
ratios between lacal
autherities and any
strategic authority

Gensideration will be
given ta the
on erucial services

mpact

Propasals wil

new structures wi

Iocal government, service
very and outcomes

New proposed authorities must
also e able to form a platform
for financial sustainability, and
resilience to withstand
financial shocks
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E

Option J

anded cifies with East

Hampshire, Mid and West,_North

Essb st sirac forafleeal |y H
gover et

Eieiz ey, capacity and

it standirg shacks

e

e

iorkirg ogetier o urdersand |
and et locsl neec:

(TRl [ )

Stranger o ity cngagoment

Supporting dmenluion
s geerts

empare

oo

Option J

Ex
Ha,

anded cittes with East

mpshire, Mid and West, Nor

Government
criteria :to
Grass Value Added (GYA) per Capita £18.585 L 227,082 £35422  £37188 45857
Unemployment Rates 178% I ELEY 2.85% 4828 a20m
S;:S il s £7.371 [ 22843 K232 K19950 K256
= Fair transport connectivity alignment with pemaps
Sensible Enspdrtcanneciviy LI Winchester and New Forest misalignment
&CoNomic area Fait alignment wilh Aviospace and delonce (TV,
" Wincheslur and Poitsmoulh higher concen sl
EULIIELS IR R D u Gigital lechnolagics (Winchesler betier aligned with
Solent industries Finance and profussional dispersed thioughiou.
Marilime alignmen beteen Mew Forest and Solent
East Hampshire aligned fo Havani and Parfsmauh,

. Viinchaster, New: Forest and Test Valley ows lean
Establishing a Travel to Work Areas (2011/ 2021 maps) H favrards Southampton and Eastiigh. Strng
single tier of Southamplon and Easiieigh alignment
Lacal
Government Council Tax base oarz L 26984 180649 118,921 145,508

Tax base
Business rates total rateable value (Em) 4254 H £21573 €211 £16710  E170.46
Sensible 1,823 2084
geagraphy Geographic Area (sgkm) (e M 758 km2 s 142 kmz2 888 km2
L;g;sat Housing delivery test measurements - . i ik - S
Housing supply ¢ )
LA and private housing stack per head 003 L 044 045 043 0.4z
Level of deprivation 0034 H 0.10 a7 ato oot
- Fair alignment with Rural { Urban class fication scross.
Local needs Ability to meet local rural requirements (e.g. 0 ares, West and North betier lignad fogsther it
access to services, sense of community] similar clssiication. Winchesier and Eas! Hampehia
similar clarfioation.
Government N
criteria
Population size Average unitary 2028 Predicted Population  |496,063 (ava] M G89,324 454,240 423,221 407485
Transition costs | Transition cast per head of population 4 M 4 uritarias
Gross Central Service Costs {000s) £10,355 H £32,078 £21.722 £27,418 £29.221
Gross Staff costs {000s) £184.040 L £344,003 £182026 £104 584 £160,045
Gross Costs of IT licenses (000s) 24571 L 210,804 #8033 £7.304 £8.097
. Potential Gross Costs of Third Party spend {000s} 2210887 M IETI4A2 L414ETE  ESOS822  E36055S
Efficiency. financial
capacity and efficiencies
W‘t‘:.‘sta:dmg S‘r“;?:ezgrga':egsﬁggug?uml WD £208 898 L £a00327 4325  £233620  £233,108
shocks
Potential savings delivered through LGR 4 M 4 writaries
Social Care Ratic 388% H s0.82% 6.64% a743% 6.84%
Eslablishing
firmer financial Budget gap 26/27 (000¢) 428,899 ] w5567 £43011 £16569  K4Z0T8
footing
Council debt (e G I ) e 09 i s 14.52% M £21% 3.46% 15.03% 041%
stream %




Option J

Option J

Expanded cities

Option J

will be based on economic geographies
{principally Basingstoke, Wi ;
Southamptan, Portsmouth) that

place, community, and economic growth.
decision has been made on the number of unitaries

Government it
i Prive lo LGR lhere ane 3 upperlior sulhonilics, in s aplion
Avoiding sarvice Service fragmentation caused a ] here will be & new upper-iier leading (o 2 lowier lavel of
Tragmentation fragmentatian
Mumber of older adults in adult social care % I S . — RitE .
tatal papulation
Mumber of adults in adult social care % total ey " e [ Han s
population
i T o
humber of children in childran's sacial care % arh i S i S i
tatal pepulatian
- 7 5
Mumber of registered pupils with SEND as % P " 4545 4068 4505 w13%
tatal population
. Proportion of children in relative low-income
High quality and families (under 16s) & adh L 180734 181% 10.78% 1004,
sustainable Y]
public services T earea fF‘mp‘amon :g:hﬂwl:ran in absalute lovincome s w ots wooew  nsen 8i0h
protection ramilies {under 16s)
Gross Environmental and regulatory services Sy N i I i cduses
spend (000s)
tGmDS:) e IR SRS | L £38,200 £18746 215706 £32.800
Hamslessness per 1,000 households. 135 H 214 ars 09 0t
Raugh sleeper count & M 20 1 ES) &
Hauseholds on housing register jor waiting
list) per head of population L M & o s v
Numbers of hauseholds in TA per 1,000 . " i . s -
ppulation
Metrics highlighted in bold/italics have a minimal difference bet hted earlier in the session.
Government i = . :
criteria el
\Working o e e i Boundaries reflecl established communities and
together ta place, ity ity residant sance of place
understand and H Local identity
meet local Pmpm;zn CtEopE BECH I LA 3288 ™ 754% 35425 o18% 2022%
needs Erifid]
Sense of place and cammunity would be 2 qand
Unlocking &trength cof local leadership and community H indicator of locel leadership and communy
il devalution empowerment* empovarmant. although discussion woukl bo raquired
pROMING a1 10 the communily asgoct iegarding East Hampshire
devolution M
armangements Population within 5
a Strategic :m’::e”w“o" R (e 281,850 L 680324 4BAZH 43221 407465
Authority ty
Engagement Population density enabling the ahility to : o I
Stronger planning maintain sffective local engagement™ Ll
Existin i i - unparished sauncils and an unparished unitary foqather
noigBoeod ] {Tewn and Parish Councils) - = oy tocy
empowerment arrangements | Level of existing community networks e.g. e L 260 170 18 213

health, wellbeing and VCSEs/CVS™

To support the other pr
options considered wi
which have boundary
and those which do not
oundary changes

A

Sensible popiation
ratios befu

o a
final submission strategic authormty

A L

Cansidaration will be
hori given to the impact
on crucial services

oW how
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dellvery and outcomes

New propo

¢f authorities must
0 be able to form s platfarm

far finaneial sustainability, and
resilience to withstand
financial shocks:




Option K

Government
criteria

Establishing a
single tier of
Local
Government

Escablishing a s ngle tier of ocal [
enenment 4

Eftciency. esoanity 303
i ard 1g shocks

High quslit ars.
pusli

ard et loal e

Stpualing el iun
arangerrers

[1]
[2]
e
S — R
[€]
[7)
o

Government
criteria

Efficiency,
capacity and
withstanding
shacks

u uz u3
Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £13,435 M £ E1D £28,008 £d41,443
Unemployment Rates 089% H a2.88% 412% 2.02%
Gross disposable housshold incame per head £5,897 H £22.758 221,120 £27.027
Fair aligrment herwever polantial issuss with
U2 not making practical sense far fhase
T2 s Ry ) L] communities on oppesite skies who da not
i e travel to one anather
area Fair alignmant with Aercepece and defance
(TV, Winchester and Portsmauth higher
Alignment ta major Hampshire and the Salent o soncentiation), Dighal technologies
industries . (Wincheslar alignad vith Norlhj, Finance and
profassionsl disperssd throughout. Marfime
alnment bafiusen Neu Forast and Solent
East Hampshite botier aligned o South
Wincheslot flavzs loan tovands Southampton
Travel to Wark Areas {2011 /2021 maps) g L and Esslisigh. Strong Southampton and
Eastleigh alignment
Council Tax base 80,048 M 242,583 174,170 254218
Tax base
Business rates lotal rateable value (£m) £130.50 L £312.52 £183.33 £268.13
Sensible
Geographic Area (sqkmj 1,618 km2 M 1,545 km2 245km2 2054 km2
geography
Lzaéc;;t Housing delivery test measurements i ¥ i — i
Housing supply { )
LA and private housing stock per head 0.02 1] 044 0.44 0.4z
Lavel of deprivation 0039 1] 008 o1 o7
Paor alignment with Rural  Urban
Ioealnzeds 5 . . dlassification aeross mast areas, West and
Ability to meet local rural requirements (e.g. . L Morth better aligned together vilh similar
access fo services, sense af community) classiication. Winehester and East
Hampshire similar ciarificaion. Th Sulant
regian is a similar olessiication.
u1 u2 u
Population size Average unitary 2028 Predicted Papulation 651,417 {avel H 745,133 554,741 584,376
Transition costs Transition cost per head of population 5 H 3 unitaries
Gross Central Service Costs (000s) £25953 L £41,426 £21533 £47481
Gross Staff costs (000s) 263,943 H £326022 00728 4262089
Gross Casts of IT licenses (000s) £2.187 H £11.160 8974 £9.904
Patential financial Gross Caosts of Third Party spend (000s) £385 407 L £336.970 £451513 556,753
‘Gross Funding frem Council Tax and Business 132381 W 450,455 £348.846 4T 407
Rates (000s)
Potential savings delivered through LGR 3 H 3 unitaries
Bocial Care Ratic 4.49% 1 BT.343% a1 B6.84%
Establishing firmer | g ;004 4ap 26727 (000s) £33,180 ™ £47071 233532 68722
financial footing
Councll debt Eeat\o of financing casts to net revenue stream 8223 H 6.56% P 136%
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Option K

es. Mid and North

Option K

Expanded cities, Mid and North,

West

Guiding Principles

will be based on economic geographies
rincipally Basingstoke, Winchester,

Southamptan, Partsmauth) that inform a sense of
mmunity. ane economic growth, No

been made on the number o unitaries

Governme
criteria

_— Priar to LGR thara are 3 upper-isr
woiding service aulhurities, in this option ther vill be 2 new
A Service fragmentation caused E H o L il
Tragmentation
;1(;1';?:‘:;;:"! older adults in adult social care % total e i i s —
P
g:glk‘;e‘gcun! arults in adult social care % total 0ath M 1075 oo aree
sﬂuan‘ﬂ;i;]z‘lac‘:'::‘dren in children's social care % a0 L wE% S8R o
:rﬂ:;:ui' registered pupils with SEND as % total o . o T e o
High quality and ;mz:‘(’:n";;hw‘gf" s e 9.03% L 18078 18.73% 1071
sustainable M
public services T R Prapertion of children in absolute low-income e ] _— — _—
R farmilies (under 165}
:::ﬁ FD"D"(‘)Z""‘E"'E‘ Gl ML e s 11,134 H £ma83 £60.409 £71.543
Gréxuiss) Highways and transport services spend aoal " —_— —— -
Homelessness per 1,000 households 179 L 087 247 0.69
Rough sleeper count ” ™ 3200 1800 15.00
Households on housing registar (or waiting list) o " - i -
per head of population
Mfﬂi:’ households in TA per 1,000 o o - i -
Metrics highlighted in bold/italics have a diffe bety HML as k 1 earlier in the session.
‘Government i W
criteria
Mimalch of communifies batween NETY
Working together Sense of place. community and identity s i and Southamplon. Potantial misslignment
to understand M Local idantl bettwasn Viinehester and tha Norh.
g mestiocal il Propartion of populatian in rural OUtput areas
needs £%>p pop 7 27885 H 13.89% 050% 28.40%
Unlocking Strength of local leadership and community Fotenlal missllgnmert babvioan
5 i 5 L communiies and leadership of auhariies
d:\';;a;‘g”ng i devolution empowerment* Wiaking 1t dicUR o smpavier citizens
arrangements Population within a | Representation within a future Gombined o -
Strategic Authority | Athority 745,132 554,741 884376
Engagement The ability to maintain effective local . L 3 uritaries
Strenger planning engagement”
Z:m:izgﬂ and L Level of existing local network structures* " U1 would be imbalancad, cambining &
nei}h%uumwd Existing (Town and Parish Councils) - parished distriots with an Unparished unitany
empowrerment amangements Level of existing community networks e g - ” - - .

health, wellbeing and VCSEs/CVS*

Sense of place and

coherent identi

and local connections
shape geographies

To support the other pri
options considered will include
those which have boundary
s, and those which do not

chan

iples,

Cammunity engagement

will be use to help shape
aries, prior to

final submission

final bound:

Sensible population
ratios between lacal
uthorifies and any
strategic authority

Consideration will be
glven ta the impact
on crucial services

Praposals will show how
new structures will imprave
o
delivery and outcomes.

New propused authorities must
also be able o form a platform
for financial sustainasility, and
resill
finan

jovernment, service

have boundary changes

nin
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Option L

Option L

Government criteria and guidi

principles scoring overview

Estabi shing 3 sngle teretioeal |

i paciy and
witstanding shasks

N

High qua ity ard susta iable
P

A

\Warking tagether e understand
and meet acalneeds

Supporting devolution
arrangemerts

ergagerenl
wed

Sroager camuniy
ard neights

=Rl e e

Government
s uz
criteria
Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £11,464 H £28,005 £35,606 £39,
Unempleyment Rates 1.20% H 412% 421% 3.02%
Gross disposable household income per head £6,735 H £21,130 £21978 £26,865
Transport connestivity for U3 doss nat
y make practical sense for those communities
o bt SR ? s on opposite sides who do not ravel to ane
. . ancther
Sensible economic
e Gond alignmant with Aerspace and
dalance (TV, Winchester and Partsmouth
Q Higher concentration), Digital lachnologies
Ahgnm_enl to major Hampshire and the Solent B H Winchosior alignod sith Northy, Finance
industries and professionsl dispersed thiaughout
Maritimo alignment botroon New Farest
and Solent
S:t:\:”tsws:'l:gf " Eas! Hampshine better aligned o South
Winchester flows lean tonards
Local Travel to Work Areas (2011 / 2021 maps) = '] Southampton and Enctieigh. Strong
Government Sauthamplon and Easllaigh slignmant
Cauncil Tax base 132,455 L 174,170 190,276 306,625
Tax base
Business rates total rateable value (£m) £155.73 L £183.33 £242.91 £330.06
Sensible 5
2,447 k2 L 245 km2 @Tkm2 2691 km2
geography Geographic Area (sgkm) . :
L;;gsat Housing delivery test measurements o " 4% 6% 4%
Housing supply { )
LA and private housing stock per head 002 H 044 0.44 043
Level of deprivation 0,039 M 0.11 0,09 007
Local needs Ability to meet local rural requirements (e.g. . ‘ Rural raquiremens for U3 ot balanced in the
access to services, sense of community) context of localily and access lo local sorvices
Government Uz
criteria
Papulation size Average unitary 2028 Predicted Papulation 61,417 (ave) H 554741 504585 224824
Transition costs Transition cost per head of population 3 H 3 unitaries
Gross Central Service Costs (000s) £31525 L £21533 £35,858 £52,088
Gross Staff costs (000s) £55.781 H 2202726 £266.170 £321.951
Gross Costs of IT licenses (000s) £2,354 H £8,974 £9,737 £11,327
Efficiency, Potential financial Gross Costs of Third Party spend {000s) £276,605 " 2451513 £705,565 £728118
capacity and = =
withstanding Gross Funding from Cauncil Tax and Business eo1aai2 L 348848 52 008 567658
shocks Rates (000s)
Paotential savings delivered through LGR 3 H 3 unitaries
Social Care Ratio 4.46% M 5133% &7.37% 86.84%
Establishing fimer | g 0t gap 26127 (000s) 245045 L 33532 £33.423 £80.371
financial foating
Counsil debt Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream T - s1dm P -
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Option L

Guiding Principles

Analysis will be based on aconomic geographies
{principally Basingstoke, Winchester,
Southampton, Pertsmauth) that inform a sense of

place, community, and economie growth. Ho
decision has bezn maz on the number of unitaries

uz
P i Prior 1o LGR there are 3 upper-tiar
woiding service authorites, in this option there will be 3 nav
il ekt Seniice fragmentation caused 3 H i o o2 e !
ragmentation
Murmber of older adults in adult secial care % total T o S e _
population . .
Number of adults in adult sacial care % total ot ¥ i —— i
population g
MNumber of children in children's social care %
teta Aol D38% H LE2Y 0.83% LE-Y
Mumnber of registered pupils with SEND as % total 0555 L a80% 5.1a% 45T%
population c
Praportion of children in relative low-incormne.
19.72% 18.40%, 10.80%
tigh HUEMY g families (under 16s) el i
sustainable M
public services S Proportion of children in absolute low-income — " e _— —
i Tamilies (under 18s) i i
Gross Environmental and regulatory services — W . J— -
spend (000s) i h ' H
Gross Highways and transport services spend o o e _ i
(0005} : ) ; ]
Homelessness per 1,000 hauseholds 175 M 247 0.86 072
Rough slesper count 0 H L] 28 19
Househalds on housing register {or waiting list) o w ot ooz 02
per head of population
MNumbers of househelds in TA per 1,000 280 W 414 281 124
population i
Metrics highlighted in bold/italics have a imal difference b HML as highlighted earlier in the session.
o e
u2 uz
. Milsmatoh of ommurities betvisan NF and
‘Woarking together Sense of place, community and identity a L Southamptan. Potentisl mizalignment
to understand beteen Winchaster and tha Hrth.
M Local identity
andmeezlocal Froporion of population in rural Output areas
needs )p QB b 28508 H L1 850% 20.08%
Unlecking Strength of local leadership and community i Folentil el mnen beta
Supparing i s - 5 communities aind leadership
powermen making it difficull 1o empoer
devolution L
arrangements Population within a | Representation within a future Combined
- 260,683 L s54.741 604,885 824524
Strategic Authority | Authority : &
Engagement The ability to maintain effective local ] : _—
Stronger planning engagement” o
AL . 0 Leval of existing local network structures* " Nosignificant imbainces in parish
:Ziﬁi’:;‘”n;‘ Exsting {Town and Parish Coungils) g reprasantation within unitarias
empowerment Level of existing community network
arrangements q ity networks e.g. 4t 7
health, wellbeing and VCSESICVS® 0ee - e 7 °

To support the ather prineiples
options.cansidered will inclu
those which have boundary
changes, and those do not
have boundary changes

Sense of place and

caherent identity

and local connectio
shape gengraj

Community engagement

will be used to help shape

final boundaries, prior to
final submission

Sensible population
ratios between lacal
autharities and any
shrategic authority

New proposed authoritiss must
also be able ta form a platform
for financial sustainability, and
ence to withstand
financial shocks

Proposals wil show how
new structures vall imprave
local government, service
delivery and outcomes
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Option M

Option M

Estacian 1 & singla te- o local
e

Ertotsrey, capsciy and
ilbalarding hutss

sublic serices

Worsirg togerher o undaretand
d et lcce| reecs

Supportng develutior &

Govemment

[ ————
e neighborced
enpaerment

Option M

stream %

u1 uz
crite
Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £17,963 M £28,005  £37.180  £31087  £46957  E34E14
Unemployment Rates 1745 L 4z 4625 294% 329% 2a8%
LRI ER RN SRR || ey L £21,130  £19950  £26355  £25545  £29.269
head
_ Fair slignment hawsver patentiel issues with US nat making
Sensible Transport connectivity b practical sense far thosa cammunities
econemic area
Lack of allgnment with Agrospace and Defonce, fair alignment
Alignment to major Hampshire and the . itk Digilsl 1och rolative conearilralion, Fivare and prolessionst
Solent industries sorvicos dispureed lhroughusl. Lack of alignment across Marlima
acres the Salsnt
Easl Harmpshie betler abgnud 1o Havanl and Porsmauth,
Travel to Work Areas (2011 / 2021 i Winchesler, New Foresl and Test Valley flows lean loveds
Establishing a maps) Southemptan and Exsllsigh. Strang Southampion and Easlisigh
single tier of slignmant with Navr Forest
Local Council Tax hase 86,450 H 174170 18821 125782 148808 107710
Govermnment Tax base
Business rates total rateable value (£m) £86.66 L £18333  £167.19  £14684  £I70d4s  E9767
SO Geographic Area {sqkm} fiste H caskmz  tazemz A2 gggymp 118
geography Kkmz km2 k2
Q [« L) H’m":g d;[;gsery =28 105% L aa 6% e 148 132%
® Housing supply | measurements (2023)
1
!9 LA and private housing stock per head 004 L 0.44 043 045 0.42 0.43
ria
Level of deprivation 0047 L on 010 our 007 0.06
L o | Logal needs Ability o meet logal rural requirements. Fair alignment vith Rurl ; Urban of anres arans, West
(e.g. access ta sefvices, sense af M and Morth better alignad togethar vi Iat shgsiicatian.
o | community} Winchester and East Hampshire: similar clarification.
@ |«
O |
Government Uz
Population size | £V8r8g8 unitary 2028 Predicted 26835 )| M ssa741 423221 321912 407465 276811
Population
Transition costs | Transition cost per head of population - L S unitaries.
Grass Central Service Costs (000s) £15.223 " £21533 £27418 £14.008 £28231 £18.260
Grass Staff costs (000s) £180,683 L £282,726  £194584  £131347  £160045  £102044
Grags Costs of IT licenses (000g) £5166 L £3874 £7304 £3857 £6.087 £3,807
Potential (S il L e £302.414 L £451513  £538622 208209 £360S55  £236208
Efficiency, il (000s)
capacity and il
, efficiencies
withstanding L R Al e (B el e o £160,937 7] £345546  £232600 -EDI5820  £283108  -£187010
Business Rates (000s)
shocks
Potential savings delivered through . L —_—
L3R
Sacial Care Ratio 448 M olaaw  eT.da sBedn  8ABdn. 8834
Establishing
firmer financial Budget gap 26/27 {000s}) £26,400 H £33832 £16,869 £30,403 £42078 £24 544
footing
Council debt it G S A GRS 14.62% " B.14% 15.03% 2.85% [E3EY 267%
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Option M

Government S
criteria &d L2
Lve g Prior 1o LGR thare are 3 upper-tiar aulharil option fh
vior o re are 3 upper-tiar aulhoriies, in this ogtion thera
S SRR A T E il UG 5 now uppur-l Izaing 16 3 highes kel of lagmsniaion
fragmentation
Number of clder adults in adult social care. 1025 5229 531% 525% s21% 589%
% total population
Nurmber of adults in adult sacial care % I T oo n— - 086%
total population
Nurber of children in children's social care G Qg Qe 070N 051% 0425
“# total population
Number of registered pupils with SEND as 114% Py 480% 58 47a% 4245
% total population
High quality TR L N o455 teTe  tAgEm 1300R 084w 103
and L income families (under 16s)
sustainable
public services Gl || ROk I a7 18619 tesen  msen  oen  max
protection income families (under 16
Gross Environmental and regulatory
ot it £29.770 50408 £30418  £I6824 640804 £30699
Sz ey S d TanepC el 23520 £33161  £15798  £14343  £22890  £0.690
spend {000s)
Homelessness per 1,000 households 191 247 %2 s orr 056
Raugh sleeper count 20 1 4] 5 e T
Hovseholds an housing register (of waiting
) e i il on 00z o1 003 aot a0z 001
Numibers of househelds in TA per 1,000 G e s et G i
papulation
i fi in ifalics have a differen HVL as earlier in the session.
Government Uz
criteria to
Working Sense of place, community and identity o Winchester and Esst Hampshiro misalignment
togsther to
understand L Local identity
and meet local el L e 4n.58% 0503 [ F4sm 2022%  ADTEM
areas (%)
needs
Sy Susgolielovallaadalbaed : U3 and UL imbaknsed camparest Lo elhur anchor unilarios
Supporting -
devolution L Fopulation i
arrangements within a Reprasentation within a future Combined | .o fuws  pemh TSIl mel S
Strategic Authority
Authority
Engagsment | The ability to maintain effective local : B
Stronger planning engagement®
community
engagement H Level of existing local network _ U2 is imibalancad, combining & parished counci and unpariched
and Existing structures*® (Town and Parish Councils) unilary together
neighbourhood ngagement
empowerment arrangements | Level of existing community networks o
e.g. health, wellbeing and VCSES/CVS® 205 e 18 23 18

Guiding Principles

Analysis will he hased an economic geographies

(principaly B ke, Winchester, Sense of place and

coherent identity, Structure.
and local connections will
shape geographies

Southampton, Portsmouth) that inform a sens
place, community, and ecanomic granth. i
decision has been made on the number of unitaries

To support the ather principles,
options considered wil Include
those which
ges, and those which do not
ve boundary changes

Gemmunity engag: /e population

Will be used 10 help shape |  ratios between local

final boundaries, priorto | authorities and any
ssion

teration wil be
o 1he i

Proposals will stiow h
W Structures Will improve
local government, service

New proposed authorities must
IS0 be able 1o form a platrorm

withstand

delivery and outcomes Skt
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Option D
| oo |

Government

criteria
Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £6.191 H £313926 £36,117
Unemployment Rates 127% M 4.33% ELC
Gross disposable housshold ineome per head £6.185 M £20626 £26,812

Transpon links are reasonable actoss

Transport connectivity - L

pravtical consoctivily. Howevar thers &
the M27 matoneays Bnking the satth

Sensible economic
area Aorospace and dotons dporsed
actons bosders (T, Winchester and
Partsmnuth higher concentrarion,
Alignment to majer Hampshire and the Solent Digaltzchnoiogies (Minchaslar
[ pcer gt vl Norl, Fnnce snd
prctersinmal dispersed Thronghe
Maritime dispersed batween New

Faink e Furu ar Soiert
single tier of Local M
Government Ensi Hampshirs berier oligned o

Sath. Winchester fiavis lean tonwrds,

Travel to Work Areas (2011 /2021 maps) - M P .
cuthampten and Eastisigh. Strang
Government criteria and guiding Soulhamplon and Exslicigh alignment
principles scoring overview
sasss u 20100 379080

Council Tax base

Catalsishing o sngle Lot of oz Q[ Tax base
ovennirent &l Business rates total rateable value (£m} 6427 ] £35051 £414.78
T L
s ;‘:,"1:_{‘ H 9 Sensible geography | Geographic Area (sgkm) 3081 km2| E 386 kniZ 3467 km2
n
quality and susiainable a 3] Latest Housing delivery test measurements (2023} 51 H 80% 135%
putiic sercces ia Housing supply
[ —————— LA and private housing stock per head o H 0.4 043
i e |-
R re) Level of deprivation 0,036 H 0.10 007
wpertng devokion H
me " s Crniscd arous togelher m U7 UE has o
— - @ |v Ability to meet local rural requirements {e.g . o naralareas i alsoomnscled o o
A e access to services, sense of community) rbanised srees (Rushmoar, Basingsicke &
emparnsinmn e |- aney
Option D
Option D Governmer
criteria
Population size Average unitary 2028 Predicted Population 852,125 iave) H 877062 1,006,288
Transition costs Transition cost per head of population H 2 unltares
Gross Central Service Costs {000s) 12,548 ] 48,851 £61.458
Gross Staff costs ((00s) £03,578 m £a87.412 £393.438
Gress Costs of IT licenses (000s) @517 ] £16.277 £12.761
Efficiency, capacity Petential financial Gross Costs of Third Party spend (000%) £96,073 H £050.136. £8095 062
and withstanding H - - -
shecks Gross Funding from Council Tax and Business 114461 o 5682476 Sh e
Rates (000s)
Patential savings delivered through LGR H 2 unilaries
Sacial Care Ratia 2.35% " 20.19% E0.84%
Establishing firmer
246,024 L 250 200 £07,125
financial footing EMERT RS (S
Council debt Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream % 754 H 9.40% 185%
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Option D
TN B
e

Prior 1o LGR lhese are 3
i i uppertier authorties, in this
LIDER TR Senvice fragmentaicn caused - H oo il b 2 e
fIegmariatan upper-lies leading 1o @ braer
tervel of fragmentation
ij;l‘:':‘:uar‘fn\de!adu\\s in adult sodial care % total - n _— T
r;lp'm:‘:;‘r;‘raduus in adut social care Y% total e 7 W St
l;:‘:r?‘?;‘rafcmmen in children's sucial care % total G i il o
:ml‘::nr;‘f resistered pupils with SEND as % toral _— " _— -
High qualty and Proportion of children in relatve low-income Tamilies s n e T
sustainable public H {under 16s) %
L el Froportion of children in absalute low-income families oo . . ason
protectian funder 168) )
Erﬂqﬂs; Enviranmental and reglatery senvices spand o ” — —
Gross Highways and ransport serviess spend (000s) 2,083 H sangsr £aspTa
Homelessness per 1,000 households 142 H 185 073
Rough sleaper caunt 23 L 44 n
Hausefialds on housing register (or waiting list) per o 5 o i
head of popalation -
Numbers of haussholds in TA per 1,000 population 157 Bl 2 181
Metrics highli d in boldfitalics have a minimal diffe by HIML as highiighted earlier in the session.
Option D
Government Ui u
L —
Working together Sense of place, community and identity = L com s il )2 cnd
10 understand and L Local identily betrean the mising uritary
mest local needs
Proportion of populatien in rural Output areas (%) 201 w 0385 Z3as
The scale of this formation
Strength of local leadership and commurity k] IRl E bl
Uriocking devolutian . @ facteca Pyper-bacal Isaua
Supporting smpawrmentt and shallarges that ars
davelution M Pt i

arangements
';?g‘;;zﬁ':‘;m;:‘"m; Representationwihin @ Rittre Gomeloed Authorty 25 » arrse: ooz
E”p%:ﬁ::‘;”t The ability to maintain effective lacal engagement* . L 2 e
Songer commurity T et o 5
engagement and i ) Level of existing local network structures* {Town ) o st il dih & nbet o1
neighbaurhood Existing and Parish Councils) parn\vsucnu:cle and undary
empowerment engagement o
arrangements Level of existing communily netwerks e.g. health,

12411 M ] “r

wellbeing and VCSESICVE*

ST Community engagement | Sensible population [ oo o Proposals will show how
c = | e strcaures i wnpron

and local cannections wil ' L ninal boundaries, pria to o Iocal pouernment, seruce.
which do ot e = &

¥, and economic

. and ece h. changes, and the:
deeigion hag Been ade n (N nUMBET of UARaries

Rave baundary change: nal sbm

‘shape geographies

e Step 3 and 4 consolidated the information from Step 2 into a dashboard as seen below. The dashboards were produced to show how
they assessed alongside both the government criteria, and the guiding principles agreed as part of the Interim proposal.
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Government Criteria

Establishing a single tier of local
government

Efficiency, capacity and withstanding
shocks

High quality and sustainable public
services

Working together to understand and
meet local needs

Supporting devolution arrangements

Stronger community engagement and
neighbourhood empowerment

H (1)

M
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Aesemmen e ° : ¢ I ’ ’ ; §
) 2

Analysis will be based on economic geographies (principally + High: Each of the 4 principle economic areas are spread through different
i , Wil i , Portsmouth) that inform a unitaries
sense of place, community, and economic growth. No decision has + Medium: There is a unitary with no principle economic areas L H H H H [k [Ty M
been made on the number of unitaries + Low: If 2 principle economic areas exist in the same unitary
Sense of place and coherent identity, structure and local connections High, Medium and Low calculated across the following metrics:
will shape geographies + Transport C tivity, TTW, Rural Requi . sense of place, proportion of 15 M H ™M H |5 | M

population in rural output areas, strength of leadership

To support the other principles, options considered will include those

which have boundary changes, and thase which do not have boundary N/A as for this stage of evaluation we are using existing boundaries as building

blocks
changes
Community engagement will be used to help shape final boundaries, N/A as for this stage of evaluation we are using existing boundaries as building
prior to final submission blocks
Sensible population ratios between local authorities and any strategic High, Medium and Low calculated across the following metrics: H H M M L M L L
authority + Representation in a future combined authority
Consideration will be given to the impact on crucial services High, Medium and Low by using the i t criteria for H M M M W H H L
high quality and sustainable public services
Proposals will show how new structures will improve local government, High, Medium and Low by using the ing it criteria for M M M M M M M M
service delivery and outcomes establishing a single tier of local government
New proposed authorities must also be able to form a platform for High, Medium and Low by using the ing criteria for H M M M M H M M
financial inability, and resili to wil financial shocks efficiency, capacity and withstanding shocks

Detailed options analysis process: Leaders’ Options Appraisal (May 2025)

The above material was presented in a workshop to Leaders and Chief Executives to agree on the options to proceed with. Several
key arguments were highlighted in favour of progressing with a four new mainland and Isle of Wight unitary model:

e Larger unitary authorities may struggle to meet local needs, as the nuances of local areas could be lost.

e Afour new mainland unitary model creates a more balanced tax base (comprising council tax base and business rates total
rateable value).

e Afour new mainland unitary model ensures relative balance in the future combined authority, allowing each representative
council to have equal representation. All unitaries in this model would have a population between 400,000 and 600,000
(excluding the Isle of Wight), whereas a three new mainland unitary model would include unitaries with populations
potentially exceeding 800,000.

There was majority agreement to progress options 1 and 2 after being viewed favourably in the appraisal by Leaders and Chief
Executives. The two options were agreed to be progressed, as well as a third option that includes boundary changes, particularly
focusing on the New Forest and other city hinterlands around Portsmouth and Southampton that are currently within a district
building block. The image and table below details the potential boundary changes across Hampshire and the Isle of Wight.
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New Forest

Test Valley
BCA1 1
Winchester

BC2 East

Hampshire
BC3
Test Valley

Winchester
Test Valley

Fareham*

Totton & Eling, Marchwood, Hythe &
Dibden and Fawley

Nursling & Rownhams and Chilworth

Denmead and Newlands

Horndean, Clanfield and Rowlands

Castle
Valley Park and North Baddesley

Boarhunt, Southwick & Widley,
Wickham & Knowle and Whiteley

Romsey

Sarisbury & Whiteley, Park Gate and
Locks Heath

*Fareham is unparished; wards will be used to define boundaries

Existin . .
““ Unltary foinelude

Southampton/Eastleigh

Southampton/Eastleigh

Fareham/Portsmouth/Gosport/Havant
Fareham/Portsmouth/Gosport/Havant
Southampton/Eastleigh
Fareham/Portsmouth/Gosport/Havant
Southampton/Eastleigh

Southampton/Eastleigh
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Boundary change modelling (June 2025)

* Asession was held with council Chief Executives at the end of June to agree the boundary change option to be progressed as part of
the final proposal. The three boundary change options can be found in the section above.

*» The same process was applied, in terms of applying ‘High’, ‘Medium’ and ‘Low’ parameters at an option, metric and guiding principles
level. The outputs from this exercise can be seen below. For the purposes of this proposal, BC1 is now referred to as Option 3.

The images below provide a breakdown of metric analysis across each boundary change option.

n » “
Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita* £18,452 L £32,035 £45,957 £38,034 £27,505
Unemployment Rates 1.38% M 3.09% 3.29% 4.48% 406%
CsaizposabbligtsE ke neipey £7,647 £28.844 £265,546 £21,267 £21,592
head
- Good lranspart connectivity alignment. Arguably parts
Sensible Transport connectivity of U1 East Hampshire face Noith / into London
economic area
Gaod alignment ta Defence and Aerospace, partial
(el ol el (N i o e alignment to Digkal tech, fair alignment ta Finance and
Solent industries Tourism and P (although evenly
East Hampshire better aligned to Havant and
iahi Partsmouth. Winchester, New: Forest and Test Valley
Establishing a Travel to Work Areas (2011 / 2021 maps) flours lean towards Southamplon and Eastleigh. Stiong
single tier of Southamplon and Eastleigh alignment, as well as U1
Local areas
Government 7
Council Tax base 84058 193318 100261 144123 187122
Tax base
Government criteria and guidi Business rates total rateable value (Em) £218.10 £491.05 £42251 £277.30 £495.40
principles scoring overview Sensible
B oh Geographic Area (sqkm) 2,181 lam2 2,404 km2 888 km2 212 km2 285 km?2
Establishing a single tier oflocal [ - o H gecgrapiy
government. N
— - 9 = Latest Housing delivery test measurements o 146% o — o
iciancy, capscity and il Housi I {2023)
withstanding shocke — - ousing supply
High guality and sustainable " il Council owned dwelling stock per head 38.78 1824 0.45 3921 3084
public services A
vation®
Working ogether o understand | | e 5 Leve! of deprivation 0.025 0.07 007 0.08 0.09
and mest local nescls - -
o) Lacal needs Ability to meet local rural requirements (e.g. Strong alignment with Rural { Urban olassification
Supporting devolutien [ .
e aTarane H access to services, sense of community) SEERAreas
L4
S"“"Q:[‘;"Ig'g‘;w"m o M o “In this Boundary Change Option, Newlands is not represented in the source data, so population data (GVA) and average have been used
. M - 3 s - - - P s P . . . .
il il e Metrics highlighted in bold/italics have a minimal difference between HML as highlighted in the previous section.
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Option BC 1

Government Ut Asse! ent
criteria k E
Population size | Average unitary 2028 Predicted Population 408,083 ™ 484,63 407885 502273 580,676
Transition costs | Transition cost per head of population - ™ Aunituiics
Gross Central Service Costs (000s) 701 " co61s7 29231 Faroas  reaoed
Gross Staff costs (000s} 145815 r £188800 9160045 276053  CI05EE0
Gross Costs of IT licenses (000s) £3337 " £6.170 £6,087 £6.337 £9.434
Potential .
et B ) 250,851 ] £431216  £3B0SSE  EB114D7 48208
Efficiency, e Gross Costs of Third Party spend (000s)
capacity and " efficiencies Gross Funding from Council Tax and
£80,507 ] £333805  £263,108  £280703  £372,708
withstanding Business Rates (000s)
shocks
Potential savings delivered through LGR - " 4unitaries
Social Care Ratio 458% M o0.10% BB.84% 91.40% o1.20%
Establishing
firmer financial | Budgetgap 26/27 (000s) 220824 L £44583  £42,078  £23000  £36,885
footing
. Ratio of financing costs to net revenue
1 1% : 3%
Council debt S 12815 L 259% a4t 1222% 583
Governme! 1 o
St = o
Avoiding Priur 1o LGR theic ane 3 uppurelice authorilics, in this
service Service fragmentation caused = u option there will be 4 new upper-lier leading 1o 2 lower
fragmentation level of fragmentation
Number of older adults in aduit social care y 14 " .
% fotal popuiation 101% 1L B23% 621t 5.42% 5224
pombef ot dilre ( audft oo sl cae X6 aas . o bess 1% o
total popwiation
Number of children in children's socfal o "
s o vored neptaan ass " (=3 o513, 0.85% 085%,
Number of registered pupils with SEND as . ) X
% total popuiation azan " 473 473% 485% 48T
High quality Proportlon of children in relative low- -
ot " income famities (undter 165) B2E% u 11.45% 05455 18.01% 18105
sustainable
"y A ; i Proportion of children in absolute low-
Crucial service P
public services 5 e e T 7.00% " 5% 9.16% 1B.04% 16165
Gross Environmental and regulatery services e (1 sasiE el cpdbr:  Esaak
spend (000s)
Droer Homes snd senpmel eeiig s Soehe, | cpare H £19574  £2ZE90 £18925  EM4442
{000s)
Homelessness per 1,000 househoids 187 " 0 ar7 088 207
Rough sleeper count 19 " 1 5 27 13
Households on housing register for
waiting iist) per head of population i 5 p % o sl
Numbers of households in TA per 1,000 a3 0 224 T 282 208

population

Metrics highlighted in bold/italics have a minimal difference betweern HML as highlighted in the previous section.
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Option BC 1

Government 3
Optl on BC criteria )
Working Sehes bt Py an d Ren . i Bouninies, refleat perablished communii
Tier 1 Boundary Changes together to Pacs, (&7 ty resitant sanss of piace
understand H Local identity . e
and meet local Proportion of popuiation in sural Output 36.09% ] 36.25% 20.22% 0.185 0.48%
needs Lt
: " X ‘Sanse of placa and cammunily would be & goad
Unlocking Strength of local leadership and community b indiator of loval lsadership and community
devolution empowermeant* : empasement, atiaugh discussion woukd be recived
Supporting a3 the communiy aspect regarding East Hampshira
arangements i Populaton
within a Representation within a future Combinad i - i P e g B
Strategic Authority
Authority
st Engagement | The abillty to maintain effective lacal ) n Yot
ronger planning engagement
community
engagement . Level of existing lacal network structures* . n e —
and Existing {Town and Parish Councils) unparished unitary together
neighbourhood : -
empaowerment arrangements. Level of existing community networks e.g. B i 87 3ia 45 220
health, wellbeing and VC8ES/CWE*
Guidi ng Princi ples Metrics highlighted in boid/italics have a minimal difference between HML as highlighted in the previous section.

Sense of place and
coherent identrty,

Conirmunity engagement |  Sensible population . - W how
wil be used to help shape s between local 5 structures will Improve
given ta the Impact e i

on erucial services =
delivery and sutcomes

nalysis will be based oh economic geographies
(principally Basingst heste
Southampton, Partsmouth) that inform a sense of
place, community, and econamic grewth. No
decision has heen mate on the number of unitaries

To support the other principles,
ons cof

HNew proposed authorities must
sidered will Include e rm

& te form a platto
for financial sustainability. and
resilience t withstand
financial shocks

those which have boundary
<changes, and these which do nat
s

e
e e final submission strategic authority

shape geographies

Option BC 2

Tier 1 & 2 boundary changes

Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £17.580 H £28,378 245957 £37.185 £28377

Unemployment Rates 1.30% ] 213% 3.20% 443% 398%

Gross disposable househeld income per

£743 m £28.944 26496  E21408  E22047
head
: Gaod transpant connectiity algament, Aruably parts
T Transport connectivity - @ o U1 East Hampshira face horth  inta Londan
area
i — Goo alignmant t Defancs and Asiospac, partial
A eI TRICIE AP far it - H alignment o Digital lech, fair albgrment 1o Firanee and
Solentindustries. Tourlsin and Prolessivmal talthough wierly dispersudy
East Hampshira betier aligned to Haysni and
Establishing a Porlsmeulh, Winchesler, Mov Forosl and Tost Valloy
o Travel to Work Areas (2011 f 2021 maps) 2 " flowes lan toveards Southampton and Eastiigh, Stiong
single tier of M Sauthamptan and Eastieigh alignment, as vzl az Ut
Local
Government
Council Tax base 83434 M 182151 108281 140717 192895
Tax base
Business rates total rateahle value (Em} £250.46 L £44906 k4251 g28201  £6325T
Sensible Geographic Area (sqkm} 2,182 k2 " 23620m2  ESGkm2  200Kkm2 208 Kkm2
et ot o CRE geogtaphy
" n ;
ot
e CRE Lza’;e;;l Housing delivery test measurements | . -_— o - i
waading shoe (s L} ) Housing supply | ! 1
e : =
Mg qusity ans sustainazie | Council owned dwelling stock per head a5t ] 18.49 045 38.02 2908
Pz e y B
Worsing wgecrer o ndesiand | 9 ; Level of deprivation 0025 Lt 0.07 007 a8 [}
an et locai resds = =
Local neads Ability to meet local rural requirements (e.g. ) i Strony alignment vth Rwal  Uban dassilication
spodaiona FAE acoess to services, sense of community} scross aress
[E————— 9 |
and neigt sourhon L 5 5 e 5 ) x . z . % B -
arparamzit @ |n Metrics hightighted in bold have a 1 diffe b HML as in the previous section.
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Option BC 2

Government it - .
Option BC 2 whig D
criteria
Population size | Average unitary 2028 Predicted Population 505,740 H 459,420 407,468 517,854 636,422
Transition costs | Transition cost per head of population - " 4unitarios
Gross Central Service Costs {000s} £6,635 H £25013 £20,231 £31648 £26655
Gross Staff costs {000s) £183,101 L £173822  £180,045  £232618  £323145
Gross Costs of [T licenses (000s) 24312 L £5.384 £6,007 £8,453 £10,178
Potential
x £ £265,257 M E40B 776 £360,555 625,812 E521,678
Efficiency, financial Gross Costs of Third Party spend (000s)
capacity and efficiencies i
wiastawnding S\:‘::;:’;L‘;‘g!;gﬁ?“"”l {xn £122.387 L 316555  £263.136  £002892  £405.595
shocks
Potential savings delivered thraugh LGR - M 4unitaries
Social Care Ratio BO5%. L 92.89% 85 84% 90.59% o1.00%
Establishing
firmer financial Budget gap 26/27 (000s) £16.718 " 2215 £42,078 £25.496 £40.965
footing
Ratio of financing costs to net revenue & -
Council debt fan, R4a2% w 251% 0.41% 12.83% 586%
Government
criteria 1cto
Avaiding Prior lo LGR there are 3 upperlier aulhorilics, in his
service Service fragmentation caused - M uplian Lhere vill b 4 novs uppur-lier kading o @ ke
fragmentation lasi of fragmantation
Number of older aduits in adwit sociaf care 2 o]
SR e 0.50% M 617% 6521% 5.49% 541%
Number of adults in adult social care % i :
e tartors 0.45% M 100% 0845, 101% 0948
Number of chifdren in children's social o L
& ot 0.24% " 056% 0515 ass% 081%
Number of ragistered puplls with SEND as
Al el i 0.32% i 4 473 4.94% 4625
High quality Proportion of children in refative fow- 4
and income famifies (uncler 165 TE2% H 11.50% 10.84% 18.76% 16464
sustainable = %
publie services Criloialservica M| KR Roriom e el T Al eI aRe 667% M 970% 165 15.83% 15563
inceme famiffes {under 16s)
Gross Environmental and regulatory services g = T R e
spend (000s)
Gross Highways and transport services spend [, 0o T e e—
(000s)
Homelessness per 1,000 households 1.56 H 0.0 07 0.89 226
Rough sleaper count kel " 10 a 27 20
Households on housing register {or
walting list) per head of population 202 H ot S L R
Numbers of housefiolds in TA per 1,000 202 H 234 017 262 am
Popuiation
Metri fics have a minimal diff b HML as hted in the p. ion.
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Option BC 2

Analysts wil be based on economic geog
principslly Basingstoke, Winc
hy that inform a
and economic growth. No
on has been made on The nurmber o1 un

Southamplon, Portsmout
pla

dec

taszaig s

High = sallty
pu i

ferking legeeFer 1 nzeran:
e Inzal roeds

E——

Government men v
criteria
Working Sense of place, community and identity m oundrs el et o and
together to Ll
understand Local identity - -
and meet local SEPRE o Rt okee el A W08 1] 620% 20224 0.7 0.48%
needs T ()
Sanse of place and community veauld ba a good
Unlocking Strength of local lsadership and communicy o incicatur of local lsadership and community
devolution empowerment* emporemment, althouh disoussion wonld be required
Supporting 2610 tha communiy aspect reganing East Ham pshira
wrangaments eriion
within a Representation within a future Combined 250,87 L 459420 a8 517,854 a38.22
Strategic Autharity
Autharity
Engagement | The ability to maintain effective local
- 4 unita
Stronger planning engagemeant u snianes
community
engagement - Lewel of existing local network structures™ o U3 Is imbalanosd, combining a parished souncil and
and Existing (Town and Parish Counils) unpatished unitary topsthar
neighbourhead I ——
empowerment arrangements SRl D e R 1 Gl
health, wellbeing and VCSEsiCVE = - hd e e 2
it it have a mini diffe bet HML as highlighted in the previous section.

10408" 00 VLY B Ja06Tr
@

[=] (Sl e[

i o RPEAe S e Gommuniy engagement | Sensible popultion Proposals will show how | "W proposed authorties must
caherent identity. structure - 5 e a will be used to help shape ratios between local new structures will impros &
and local connections will TR m‘nm final beundaries, prior to Iecal government, service
pe geagraphies oy i Ay n G oo A coines Minanc
u s L ] u "
Government
criteria
Gross Value Added (GVA) per Capita £17.801 m 20962 B5957  £37143 £28157
Unemployment Rates 1183, H 316% 328w 434% a22%
hGEfgzs disposable household income per Fag4 H 28044 £25,540 $91.005 22651
Good transpor connactiviy alignmant. Aruably pant.
ianspeiieap e i) & of U1 Exst Hampshire lave Noth ! into London
Gand slignment 4o Dafaince and Asmspace, partia
SR elaryabelielantine H alignment o Digila lech. lair alignment Lo Finsncs and
Bolent industries Toukem and Profossianal falliough asenly dieparsed)
E st Hampshire beller aligned to Havanl ncl
Establishing & Portsmouth. Winchester, hew Forest and Test Valksy
Travel to Work Areas (2011 / 2021 maps) H flcis lean tovards Southamptcn and Exstleigh. Strang
single tier of ‘Southampton and Enstisigh alignment, e wall a2 U1
Local
Government
Council Tax base ppiy H 178771 109261 180001 181791
Tax base
Business rates total rateable value £m) £186.05 M SATEST  EA251  EMS5S6 ESI1E
Sensible
2,17 k2 m 2365 km2  BASkm2  23km2 287 km2
Gesriliny Geographic Area (Sqkmy
Lzaéeg Housing delivery test measurements e n i i s oy
Housing supply [ )
Councif owned dweiling sfock per head ‘.7 H 1842 045 .15 844
Leve/ of deprivation 0.025 2] o7 007 0.08 .00
Lozal needs Agility to meet logal rural requirements ie.g B Stecng alignmentwith Rursl 7 Urban slass
access 1o senvives, sense of community) acrss e
Metrics highlighted in bold/italics have a minimal difference b HML as in the previous section.
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Option BC 3

Option BC
225 sumcry s |

Government it
criteria
Population size Average unitary 2028 Predicted Population 505,740 H 443800 407,465 559.267 12409
Transition costs | Transition cost per head of population - M Quniarkss
Gross Central Service Casts {0005} £2.150 ] £33 28230 £23543  £25380
Gross Staff costs (000s) 151,998 L £172156  £160045 6290300 £312.043
Gross Costs of IT licenses {000s) £4074 ] £5,705 £6,087 £9.049 £9.778
: Patantial Gross Costs of Third Party spend (000s) £202,988 L 304,148 E30SSE  GAE3S  Ld0RgeR
Efficiency, financial
capacity and efficiencies
wias(atrnding SL‘:?:;::@;;‘S;;B”SO%D”"c” oy ol £104,833 ] £305801  £263,198 4320610 E38B.030
shacks
Potential savings deliverad through LGR - M Qunitaries
Social Care Ratio a0e% L 95,8250 BB.84% ariss 9883
Establishing
firmer financial | Budget gap 26/27 {000s) £i2,757 ] £40665  g4zOTE  £29321 43861
footing
i Ratio of financing costs to nat revenue o " 3
Council debt et 11.68% ] 2.69% 041% 12.11% 5883
Government u1 U
criteria
Avaiding Prior 16 LGR Uherc are 3 upper-tier authoriics, in this
service Service fragmentation caused & " oprinn Hiars <9l ba & nev: UpRerter leading t o loier
fragmentation laval of fragmartation
Namber of ofder adults in aduit social care
% taral popsiation o755 H X 621% saw 5.46%
Number of adults in adult social care % e g e S S —
totai population
Number of chiidren in chifdren's social e
aFab vl popaen 9324 H 085% 081% LE=EY 0.83%
Number of registered pupils with SEND as 02T u 47a% a73% 4a% a88%
% foral population
High quality Proportion of chiidren In refative fow- . . .
) income families (under 165) 7.53% M 1504 LEYEY 18.18% 1BT7%
sustainable = = -
z y 5 Proportion of children in absolute low-
Ppublic services Crucial service 4 i 8.65% H 7% 8.16% 16.34% 16.825%
e incoime families (under 165}
Gross Environmental and regulatery services s P .,
spend (000s)
fur;;:) Highere Rnciransport setces cpendi [ 7o, M 217,520 £2800 21850 e34850
Homelessness per 1,000 househoids 162 M 058 o 0.80 2
Rough sieeper count 21 L n [ 2 0
Househotds on housing register for
waftlng lIst) per head of popuiation o L ad fad i o
Nambers of households in TA per 1,000 - " s . i .
population
Metrics highlighted in bold/italics have a minimal difference HML as hi d in the previous section.
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Option BC 3

Government riteria
i Bl - o =
Workin ; Boundaries reflact established communities and
_ mgem:' L Seree ofplecs ommuntyend denty il i
understand Local identity » T
and meet local arppnioonolpoprlatag s mEO il w19% BUD  2022% 016% Q.48%
headn areas (%)
Sensa of place and communily would be a gond
Unlocking Strength of local leadership and cammunity indicator of Incal leadarship and community
Gl i TR empovierment alinough discussion wiould be required
Supparting as fo Ihe communily sspec regarding East Hampshire
s
within a Representation within a future Combined
" o 204.944 443,800 407 485 §89.287 612,400
Strategic Autharity
Authority
Engagement The ability to maintain effective local prar i
Stronger planning angagement
community
engagement - Level of existing lacal network strustures® U3 i imbalancsd, combining = parished cauncl and
and Existing {Town and Parish Councils) unparished unitary together
neighbourhoad " m =
empowerment arrangements evel of existing community netwarks e.g. -
health, wellbeing and VCSES/CVS* &3 M 1w a1 e =z
Metrics d in havea difference between HML as highlighted in the previous secfion

als will show how
ictures will Improve
vernment, service
'y and outcomes

Analysis will be based on econ:
(principally stokce,

Sense of place and
Southampton, Por lre:

Community engagement | Sensible populatian
coherent Identity, wi i local

1o help shape It et
f ndaries, prior ta
submission

‘changes, and those which de not
have boundary changes

A A L ] H "

* The boundary change options were assessed against the options taken forward as part of the May Leaders’ session (H & I/Options 1
and 2). When assessing BC1-3 in our analysis against options H and I, the arrows indicate where BC options performed favourably or
not. The analysis showed strong performance for BC1 when compared with options H and I.

The tables below show how each of the boundary change options have been assessed against options H and I, government criteria and
the Hampshire and the Isle of Wight guiding principles.
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Government Criteria

Establishing a single tier of local government.

Efficiency, capacity and withstancing shocks

High guality and sustainable public senvices

Working together to understand and meet local needs

Supporting devolution arrangements

Stronger g it and d

empoverment

Analysis will be based on economic geographies
(principally Basingstoke, Winchester, Southampton,
Portsmouth) that inform a sense of place, community,
and economic growth. No decision has been made on the
number of unitaries

Sense of place and coherent identity, structure and local
connections will shape gecgraphies

To support the other principles, options considered will
include those which have baundary changes, and those
which do not have boundary changes

Community engagement will be used to help shape final
ies, prior to final issi

Sensible population ratios between local authorities and
any strategic authority

Consideration will be given to the impact on crucial
services

Proposals will show how new structures will improve local
government, service delivery and outcomes

New proposed authorities must also be able to form a
platform for financial inability, and to

BC1 (3)
H{) 1(2)
Vs H Vs | Vs H
M M - - -
M M - - -
M L - -

t

M L T t t
t
{

AssessmentforH/M /L

High: Each of the 4 principle economic areas are spread through different
unitaries

« Medium: There is a unitary with no principle economic areas

+ Low: If 2 principle economic areas exist in the same unitary

High, Medium and Low calculated across the following metrics:
« Transpart Connectivity, TTW, Rural Requirements, sense of place, proportion of
population in rural output areas. strength of leadership

NFA as this principle covers the current process of boundary change appraisal as a
whale and cannot be used to differentiate individual options

has not ¢

NrA as for this stage of community

High, Medium and Low calculated across the following metrics:
« Representation in a future combined authority

withstand financial shocks

High, Medium and Low by using the ing g criteria for

high quality and sustainable public services

High, Medium and Low by using the criteria for

establishing a single tier of local government

High, Medium and Low by using the ing g criteria for
iency. capacity and ing shocks

BC2

H{1} 12) BC113) BCZ BC3
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Resident feedback and case for change (June to September 2025)

Due to the complexity of boundary change modelling and the requirement to understand resident views, as part of the resident
engagement activity, a survey ‘Our Place Our Future’ was launched. The series of images below show the questions that were asked
as part of this survey. The findings of this survey can also be found in Appendix 8: engagement report.
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1. How old are you?
Select one oplion

15 or under
16-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-T4
T5-84

85 or clder

Prafer not to say

0000o0o0goo

2. What is your connection to the area? By area we mean the region of Hampshire, Portsmouth, Southampton
and the Isle of Wight. Please select all that apply to you currently.

Select one or more oplions

| live in the area

| work in the area

| study in the area

| have a business in the area

| work for a council in the area

| am an alectad represantative

0000ooag

3. What year did you move to your local area? If you're not sure, please give us your best estimate.

Whiite your answer in the box below
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4. 0r

Selsct one option
D | have lived hare my whole life
D 1 don't knaw
D Prater not to say

D I do not live in the region of Hampshire, Portsmouth, Southampton and the lsle of Wight

5. What is your postcode?

Write your answer in the box below

6. Which is your local council ?
Select one option

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
Eastleigh Barough Council
Fareham Borough Gouncil
Hart District Council

Havant Borough Council

Isle of Wight Gouncil

Mew Forest District Council
Portsmouth City Council
Rushmoor Borough Council
Southampton City Council
Test Valley Borough Council
Winchester City Council

None of the above

O0oo0o0oooooooadg

8. Thinking about Hampshire, Portsmouth, Southampton and the Isle of Wight, tell us the area you think of as
your 'local area'.

Wirite your response in the box below
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10. We would like to hear more about the places you go. Tell us where you go for work or education. It doesn’t
need to be exact, just the general area.

Write your response in the box below

12. Tell us where you access services or run errands (e.g. shopping, going to the library, going to the GP,
hospital visits) in or near the area.

Wite your response in the box below

14. Tell us where you spend time to relax, exercise or socialise (this could be indoors or outdoors).

Wihite your response in the box balow
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15. We want to understand how people feel about the area they live in. How much do you agree or disagree with
the following statements?

Select one option per row

Strongly Tandto disagres | THIDAragres

Tend to ree Strongly agree Don't know
disagree nor disagree 4 oy gl

| feel connected

to my local U 0 U 0 ] U

community

| feel proud to say

I live in my local O O | O O ]

area

There are planty

of things o da in O O Q 4 O ]

my local area

My area has a

strong local D D D D D D

identity

My local area is a

nice place to D D D D D D

spend time



16. How satistied are you with the following aspects of your local area?

Select one apbion per row

Well located and
connactad

Public transport

Safety

Accass to parks
and green spaces

Affordability of
housing

Good lacal
schools

Access to
shopping and
sarvices (banks,
restaurants,
supermarkets)

Health facilities
(GPs,
pharmacists)

Entartainment,
arts and cultural
tacilitias (e.g.
cinema, theatres,
galleries)

Sports and
exercise facilities
(e.g- gym,
swimming)

Cleanliness

Quietnass and
peacafulness

Good work
oppartunities

Accass o
cammunity
cantres / villaga
halls

Don't know /|
don't use this

O

(0000

O

0O o0 gag 0

Very dissatisfied

U

0|0 000

O

O 000 O

Quite
dissatisfied

B

000|000

O

O 000 O

Neutral

OO0 0|0

a

O 0|00 O

Quite satisfied

O

00|00

O

O 0|00 O
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17. How important is it to you that your council...

Select one aption per row

Very important  Quite important Meutral G y Don't know
Y ol unimpertant unimportant

B

Delivers high-

quality sarvices D D
Works to support
a thriving local
community

Supports local
businessaes

Represants local
Voses

0
O

Includes residents
in decision-
making

U

U
O 00| 0|0
O 0 0| 0|0

O O
O O
O O
O O

U
U

18. What do you like most about your local area?

Write your responsa in the box balow

19. What do you dislike most?
Write your response in the box below
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Our Place Our Future - Section 2

Your response will be uploaded to https:/ourplaceourfuture.commonplace.is/. Please do not mention
any names or other personal information.

1. In the future, what would you like your council to prioritise?
Number each option in order of prionty, with T being the highest

Ensuring paople have access to the care servicas they need
Offering housing services

Supporting businesses and encouraging economic development
Providing planning and building services

Providing waste and recycling services

Keeping tha area clean and tidy

Maintaining roads

Providing public transport routes

Praviding parks and leisure facilities

Praviding good quality education and lsarning services

2. What one thing would you like your council to focus on the most? Please be as specific as possible and
explain your answer.

Wiite your response in the box below
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Qur Place Our Future - Section 3

Your response will be uploaded to https:/ourplaceourfuture.commonplace.is/. Please do not mention
any names or other personal information.

1. Here are some statements about local decision-making. Please tell us to what extent you agree or disagree
with each of the statements.

Select one option per row

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Don't know
disagree
It is important that
my council
reflects the ] ) ) ] ] O
idantity of my

lecal community

Decisions about
my local area

should be made O O ) O O dJ

near my
community

Decisions about
my local area
should ba

considerad D D D D D D

alongside other
areas in the
region

Local voices
should hawve tha

strongest D D D D D D

influance in
decision making

2. Before taking part in this survey, did you hear about the government's plans to reorganise the councils in
Hampshire, Portsmouth, Southampton and the Isle of Wight?

Selsct one option
[j Yes, | have heard about it and understand what it involves
D Y¥as, | have heard about it but not sure what it involves

E] MNa, | knew nothing about it bafore now
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3. What do you like about option 17

White your response in the box below

4. What do you dislike about option 1?

White your response in the box balow

5. How do you feel option 1 might impact the way you use services locally?

Wite your response in the box below
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6. How do you feel option 1 might impact the way that decisions are made in your local area?

White your response in the box below

7. How do you feel option 1 might impact the way that you engage with local decision-making?

Write your response in the box below

8. What do you like about option 27

Write your response in the box below
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9. What do you dislike about option 27

White your response in the box below

10. How do you feel option 2 might impact the way you use services locally?

White your response in the box below

11. How do you feel option 2 might impact the way that decisions are made in your local area?

Wiite your response in the box balow
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12. How do you feel option 2 might impact the way that you engage with local decision-making?

Write your response in ifve box below

13. What do you like about option 3?

Write your response in the box below

14. What do you dislike about option 37

Write your response in ifve box below
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15. How do you feel option 3 might impact the way you use services locally?

Write your response in the box below

16. How do you feel option 3 might impact the way that decisions are made in your local area?

Write your response in the box below

17. How do you feel option 3 might impact the way that you engage with local decision-making?

Write your responsea in the box below
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As shown in option 3, only some areas (shown in orange) would be affected by boundary changes. If the
boundaries were to change in your area as set-out in option 3 what questions would you have?

Write your response in the box below

19. What would you want the councils to consider?

Write your response in the box balow

20. To what extent do you support or oppose each of these options

Select one oplion per row

Strongly oppose Oppose Neutral Support Strongly support Don't know

Dption 1 D D D D D D
Dption 2 D D D D D D
DOption 3 D D D D D D

21. Is there anything else you would like to share about the proposed changes?

White your response in the box below
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* Following some further analysis and targeted resident engagement it was agreed by council Leaders that a single boundary change
option (Option 1A) would be developed and submitted as one of the three options in this proposal, based on the four mainland and
Isle of Wight unitary foundation. The details of the boundary changes for Option 1A are outlined below.

Totton & Eling, Marchwood, Hythe &

New Forest Dibden and Fawley Southampton/Eastleigh (South West)
TestValley Yaley Park, Nursling & Rownhams and o v, oton/Eastieigh (South West)
Chilworth
Winchester Newlands Fareham/Portsmouth/Gosport/Havant (South East)
East Horndean, Clanfield and Rowlands

Sermslie | Gesie Fareham/Portsmouth/Gosport/Havant (South East)

* Thefinal step in determining the support for each option was a preferencing session with Leaders to understand which councils
supported which option. The following table outlines the support from councils against each of the options.
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QOutline of the three option variations of the four new mainland and Isle of Wight unitary model

Option 1

Winchester

Eastleigh
Sauthampton

New {
| Faréham
Forest Havant

Gobport,
Portsmouth

Isle of Wight

North Hampshire: Basingstoke and
Deane, Hart, Rushmoor

Mid Hampshire: East Hampshire,
New Forest, Test Valley, Winchester

South West Hampshire: Eastleigh,
Southampton

South East Hampshire: Fareham,
Gosport, Havant, Portsmouth

Isle of Wight

407,465

598,823

423,221

554,741

146,351

Option 2

Basingstoke Hart

and Deane

Rushmoor

Test

Valley
East

Hampshire

Winchester

Eastleigh
Southampton

New

Forest Fareham

Hayant
Gosport,
Portsmouth

Isle of Wight

North Hampshire: Basingstoke 407,465
and Deane, Hart, Rushmoor
Mid Hampshire: East Hampshire, 417,159

Test Valley, Winchester

South West Hampshire: Eastleigh, 604,885
New Forest, Southampton

South East Hampshire: Fareham, 554,741
Gosport, Havant, Portsmouth
Isle of Wight 146,351

Option 1A

Hert

Basingstoke Rishmoor

and Deane

Test:

Valley
East

Hampshire

Winchester

Easticigh

Southampton

bt Faréham
Forcst Havent

Gospor,
Portsmouth

Isle of Wight

North Hampshire: Basingstoke 407,465

and Deane, Hart, Rushmoor
Mid Hampshire: East
Hampshire, New Forest, Test
Valley, Winchester

South West Hampshire:
Eastleigh, New Forest*,
Southampton, Test Valley*
South East Hampshire:

East Hampshire* Fareham,
Gosport, Havant, Portsmouth,
Winchester*

Isle of Wight

484,546

510,102

582,137

146,351

East Hampshire*: Clanfield, Horndean and Rowlands Castle
New Forest™: Totton & Eling, Marchwood, Hythe & Dibden and Fawley
Test Valley*: Valley Park, Nursling & Rownhams and Chilworth
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Modelling assumptions

The following assumptions were made when conducting the detailed options appraisal:

Disaggregation of county council figures

e There were some instances when county council data is Hampshire wide. Where this is the case, the data was disaggregated by
district council population (these are predominantly financial metrics e.g. central service costs, staff costs and highways spend).

Assessment at an option level

e The assessment followed process whereby having balanced unitaries within an option is below the 33-percentile therefore scores
highly. Creating an imbalance whereby a minority of unitaries has disproportionately positive or negative figures could lead to one
unitary area of Hampshire and the Isle of Wight having much greater or worse outcomes than the others and therefore will score Low
at an option level.

e Atthe momentin time when options appraisal was performed, we had not fully assessed the financial sustainability of any individual
unitary in any of the options. As per the above, analysis had been conducted based on balance and a full financial model has since
been developed for options progressed to a full case.

Generating H/M/L scores for metrics based on difference

e To generate a High, Medium or Low score, the following process was applied:
o Foreach option, the difference between the lowest and highest unitary figures was identified.
o The range of differences across options were then split into percentiles which were then used to determine High, Medium and
Low scores, whereby Low is anything that is within a 66+ percentile difference, High is anything below a 33-percentile
difference and Medium is anything between High and Low.
Additional boundary change options assumptions

e Options Comparison: Only options included in this appraisal (Options H, | and BC 1, 2 & 3) have been scored. As HML criteria are
based on percentile ranges between options, scores were different to the previous Options appraisal which included different
options; direct comparisons to the previous appraisal scores cannot be made.

e Data Apportionment: As noted in the data audit section of this report, any data where a new data source was not agreed has been
apportioned based on Parish population percentages.
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e Data mapping: Multiple resolutions of data (Parish, Ward, 2011 & 2021 LSOAs) was used for new boundary change data sources.
2021 LSOAs have been visually mapped to Parish Boundaries using ONS data, and 2011 LSOAs matched to 2021 LSOA boundaries
using ONS records. These boundaries do not perfectly align with Parish boundaries; as such, new data sources are the greatest
resolution approximation of Parish boundaries.

Option variation appendices

Our proposal for a four new mainland unitary configuration, with the Isle of Wight remaining an existing unitary authority, has been
unanimously supported by all 11 councils working together as part of a collaborative process. This support has been achieved through a
robust and evidence-based process, with all 12 councils committed to making informed decisions based on data, public feedback and
financial case, and a clear rationale outlined in the main body of the case as to why our four new mainland and Isle of Wight unitary
proposal provides the best platform to unlock and sustain positive outcomes for our citizens.

Our four new mainland and Isle of Wight unitary proposal not only benefits our citizens but also positively impacts all stakeholders,
including businesses and partner organisations. It strongly aligns with government criteria and priorities, the LGOF, and the broader
public sector reform agenda. To summarise, our proposal:

1. Aligns structures with economic geographies

* Aligns with the four major economic and population centres: Basingstoke, Winchester, Portsmouth, and Southampton.
» Reflects how people live, work, and travel, supporting integrated transport, housing, and economic planning.
* Enables tailored strategies for growth, infrastructure, and skills developmentin each area.

2. Builds financially sustainable and efficient structures

* Allthree variations of our proposal (Options 1, 2 and 1A) are financially viable with payback within 2.2-3.1 years.
* By Year 3, the reorganisation is projected to deliver annual recurring savings of £81.8 million in the Base Case and £111.5 million in
the High Case across options 1, 2 and 3.
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3. Improves public services

* Enables place-based service delivery tailored to local needs.

* Supports prevention-first models in adult and children’s social care.

* Enhances integration with NHS and voluntary sector partners.

* Maintains strong local relationships that large “mega-unitaries” would dilute.

4. Promotes community identity and engagement

* Respects and preserves distinct local identities and geographies.
*  Empowers neighbourhoods through local governance models and enhanced councillor representation.
* Avoids the democratic deficit and service detachment associated with larger, mass-aggregated councils.

5. Supports Devolution and Combined Authority Model

* Provides a balanced structure for a future MCA.
* Ensures equitable representation and avoids dominance by any single authority.
* Facilitates strategic planning at the regional level while maintaining local delivery.

There are variations whereby councils have differing views on the configuration of certain future unitaries, principally relating to the New
Forest. As a commitment to remaining part of a jointly collaborative process, all 11 councils agreed to the process through which these
variations would be presented in this case. Councils supporting each option have worked together, as well as remaining part of the main
group supporting the four new mainland and Isle of Wight unitary model, to draft the arguments for their preferred variation. To ensure
fairness, several principles and a defined structure were agreed upon before drafting began.
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Council support for the options:

Option 1 -Appendix 2

Option 2-Appendix 3

Option 1A - Appendix 4

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
New Forest District Council
Test Valley Borough Council

Winchester City Council

Eastleigh Borough Council
Fareham Borough Council
Hart District Council
Havant Borough Council
Portsmouth City Council
Rushmoor Borough Council
Southampton City Council

Please note that although the Isle of Wight Council has been fully involved in developing the proposals set out in this case and remain
supportive of the approach in the proposals to include the Isle of Wight as an independent unitary authority, in September they felt
unable to endorse a specific proposal that relates to councils on the mainland. The Isle of Wight Councilis continuing to liaise with the

government to confirm its position.

The following appendices outline the differences between each option, particularly regarding the position of New Forest (either wholly or
partially through a boundary change). As each of the three options include a North Hampshire Unitary Council on the same boundary,
the arguments and rationale for this is included in the main document and this is supported by all councils, and so this is not repeated in

the three appendices on the different variations.
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