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Executive Summary  
 

This document presents the Full Business Case for the Liverpool City Region Levelling Up Fund (LUF) 
package. Our £41.28m LUF package comprises of three aligned projects that prioritise the provision 
of new, high-quality segregated walking and cycling routes in some of the City Region’s most 
deprived areas, supported by complementary investment in the Key Route Network (KRN). The 
package will reduce congestion, improve sustainable access to employment and support clean, 
inclusive growth. Key schemes in Wirral, Liverpool and Sefton will form a strategic corridor, 
improving connectivity and access to key services for our residents.  
 
These schemes will compliment other key investments in the area, including transport, skills and 
housing investments; notably our £710m City Region Sustainable Transport Settlement (CRSTS) 
programme that will be delivered over the period 2022/23 to 2026/27. We hold a strong level of 
ambition for all our residents and we are committed to building a fairer, stronger, cleaner city region 
where no one is left behind. The transport investment delivered via the LUF and CRSTS programmes 
will support the creation of a London Style Transport System and make a major difference to the 
lives of the 1.6m residents in our City Region.    
 
Through investment in our transport system we can support Government in realising its ambition to 
strengthen and level up opportunity, using transport as a key enabler to unlock growth and improve 
the Liverpool City Region (LCR) and national economic performance. 
 
We have prepared this business case in accordance with Government’s LUF guidance and our own 
Assurance Framework, structured in line with the Department for Transport’s (DfT’s) 5-case model 
and with a proportionate application of its Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) to understand the 
impacts that the package can bring.  
 
This Executive Summary highlights the key points across the Strategic, Economic, Financial, 
Commercial and Management Cases and signposts the updated work that has been carried out since 
the submission of the proforma in June 2021 in response to Government feedback, as well as short-
term priority activities that LCRCA will complete following submission of this business case. 
 
Strategic Case 
 

The Strategic Case sets out our vision for transport across our city region, in line with the city 
region’s Fourth Local Transport Plan (LTP4), which is currently under development, and other 
prevailing policies. It evidences the need for investment, summarising the key economic, 
environmental and social challenges in the context of Government’s Levelling Up ambitions and 
demonstrating how the LUF package was developed in response, using a robust options 
identification, development and sifting process aligned to the city region’s key priorities. The 
anticipated short-term outputs, medium-term outcomes and long-term impacts of the package are 
set out, drawing on the logic map and feeding into the monitoring and evaluation plan. 
 
Since the LUF proforma submission, we have: 

• Considered the narrative on key challenges and opportunities in the context of 
Government’s 2022 Levelling Up White Paper and added further commentary on how the 
proposed LUF package meets Government’s Levelling Up Missions (Sections 1.2 and 1.3).   

• Referenced the DfT’s Levelling Up Toolkit and checked that the Strategic Case accords in 
terms of providing place-based analysis, evidence of clear objective setting and option sifting 
and stakeholder involvement in scheme development. 
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• Further developed the objectives of our LUF package, adding sub-objectives and ensuring 
that the objectives set are SMART and are linked back to the logic map and Monitoring and 
Evaluation Plan and associated data collection activities (Section 1.4 and Appendix L). 

• Refined our approach to stakeholder and public consultation (Section 1.7), based on a 
review of the lessons learnt elsewhere in terms of the successful reallocation of road space, 
and developed a bespoke Communications and Engagement Plan (Appendix K). 

• Updated the intended benefits and outcomes based on further economic and carbon 
appraisal work (Section 1.8). 

• Considered a wider range of national, City Region and local policy priorities and how the LUF 
package contributes to each of these (Section 1.9).  

 
Our immediate priorities following the submission of this business case are to continue to develop 
individual schemes in line with local and national assurance processes, working with other scheme 
promoters as appropriate, ensuring that schemes continue to demonstrate robust options selection, 
affordability, value for money and overall deliverability and providing overall programme 
management as the schemes move forward to delivery.  
 
Economic Case 
 

The Economic Case sets out the economic cost of delivering our LUF package and the economic, 
environmental and social benefits that it will bring. Individual scheme and package-wide BCRs are 
presented that evidence the Value for Money of the proposed investment and the quantified carbon 
impacts are set out in the context of the city region’s 2040 net zero carbon target. The updated 
appraisal reflects a programme level BCR range of 2.29 to 3.23 (High VfM).  
 
Since the LUF proforma submission, we have: 

• Undertaken sensitivity testing on the active modes appraisal elements (Sections 2.3 and 2.4). 

• Carried out an updated economic appraisal for the Kingsway Tunnel element of the Birkenhead 
Central Gateway scheme based on the two remaining options (Section 2.4). 

• Updated the programme-level PVB, PVC and BCR calculations (Section 2.6). 

• Refined the quantified carbon appraisal undertaken for the LUF package (Section 2.7) and 
incorporated this into a Carbon Programme Management Plan developed for the wider CRSTS 
programme (Appendix K). 

• Reviewed the qualitative impacts expected from the LUF package (Section 2.8). 
 

Our immediate priorities following the submission of this business case are to develop robust 
economic whole life costs for each scheme, and use these to update the package level economic 
appraisal, as well as appointing a consultant to undertake microsimulation modelling of the two 
Kingsway Tunnel options and associated updated economic appraisal, to identify the preferred 
option.  
 
Financial Case 
 

The Financial Case sets out the package level and individual scheme level costs developed to deliver 
the LUF package and the profile of costs over the delivery period. The total cost of delivering our LuF 
package is £41.28m, of which £37.52m will be funded via the Central Government LUF allocation and 
the remaining £3.75m will be funded by LCRCA as its local contribution. 
 
At this stage, given that each individual scheme is at a differing stage of development, individual 
scheme specific risk allowances have been added to the scheme costs, and a programme-wide risk 
allowance of 7.5% has been added to the total LUF package cost to account for programme-level 
risks as highlighted in the Risk Register detailed in the Management Case. The Financial Case also 
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sets out the key financial risks, their likelihood and potential impact, and the mitigation measures 
being implemented. Section 73 Officer sign-off is provided to confirm that any scheme costs incurred 
that are over and above the Government allocation will be met by the Combined Authority. 
 
Since the LUF proforma submission, we have: 

• Amended the financial costs of the Kingsway Tunnel element of the Birkenhead Central Gateway 
scheme to reflect the two shortlisted options under consideration and updated option costs 
(Section 3.2). 

• Secured sign off from the LCRCA’s Section 73 Officer that any costs incurred over and above the 
central Government funding will be met by LCRCA (Appendix F). 

• Examined the programme-wide financial risks in more detail and incorporated them into an 
updated Programme Risk Register with appropriate mitigation measures put in place and 
applied an updated programme-wide risk allowance (Section 3.5 and Appendix I).   
   

Our immediate priorities following the submission of this business case will be to develop whole life 
costs for each scheme, taking into account maintenance and operating requirements, and further 
refine scheme cost proposals as schemes are designed and developed to a greater level of detail, to 
reduce financial risk and achieve greater cost certainty. 
 
Commercial Case 
 

The Commercial Case sets out the output-based specification for the LUF package and the various 
procurement options that are being considered to deliver those outputs, alongside the benefits and 
drawbacks of each option. It gives information on expected procurement timescales and contract 
milestones, contract management arrangements and how commercial risk will be allocated, 
transferred and managed.  
 
Since the LUF proforma submission, we have: 

• Developed an output based specification, based on a refined version of our programme Logic 
Map (Section 4.1). 

• Evolved our procurement strategy, including a review of the available procurement options and 
early market testing with consultants and other providers to understand capacity and capability 
to support the ongoing development and delivery of the programme (Section 4.2). 

• Developed our contract management principles in further detail (Section 4.3). 

• Set out our Risk Apportionment Strategy (Section 4.4). 

• Set out the consents and approvals needed to deliver the programme (Table 4.6).    
 

Our immediate priorities following the submission of this business case will be to make firm 
decisions on the procurement of development and delivery (contractor) support and then achieving 
the initial commercial milestones. We will also continue our market testing exercise to ensure that 
sufficient capability and capacity exists locally, with particular attention paid to social value and 
carbon management. 
 
Management Case 
 

The Management Case describes how the CA will manage the delivery of the LUF package in 
accordance with the specified delivery timescales and budget, providing confidence in its overall 
level of deliverability. It sets out the governance, assurance and reporting arrangements, details the 
project programme, provides information on the key programme risks and how they will be 
managed and provides evidence of the successful delivery of similar schemes.  
 
Since the LUF proforma submission, we have: 
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• Captured key lessons learnt from the successful delivery of similar projects and applied them to 
the ongoing development of the LUF package (Section 5.1). 

• Set up a Transport Delivery Board, and developed proposals to set up a Design Board that will 
scrutinise schemes as they are developed for compliance with prevailing standards such as LTN 
1/20 (Section 5.2). 

• Drafted wider governance, assurance and reporting processes (Section 5.2). 

• Updated the delivery programme with further information on interdependencies and consents 
and approvals (Section 5.4). 

• Updated the programme risk register with additional risks and mitigation measures (Section 5.5).  

• Developed stakeholder mapping and a Communications and Engagement Strategy (Section 5.7 
and Appendix K). 

• Updated the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and incorporated a Benefits Realisation Plan, 
providing further information on the data to be collected, the timescales for this and associated 
reporting (Section 5.8 and Appendix L). 

• Collated additional Letters of Support (Appendix M). 
 
Our immediate priorities following the submission of this business case will be to continue to put the 
necessary governance arrangements in place, convening the Programme Board and Design Board 
and agreeing terms of reference, membership and decision-making responsibilities. We will also 
continue to evolve the risk management strategy and risk register, as well as the delivery 
programme and ensure that baseline data collection activities are carried out prior to the start of 
delivery.
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1. Strategic Case 

This Strategic Case sets out our vision for transport in the context of levelling up the city region and 

building back better, describing how the transport pipeline and LUF package was developed, the 

economic, social and environmental challenges and opportunities it responds to and the expected 

impacts it will have. We include the LUF package logic map to illustrate the context in which the 

proposals were developed, the objectives set, the inputs required and the short-term outputs, 

medium-term outcomes and long-term impacts that it will generate.  

Our LUF proposals contribute directly to Government’s strategic priority to Grow and Level Up the 

Economy, as described in the Levelling Up White Paper1, and this Strategic Case has been developed 

with reference to the Department for Transport’s (DfT’s) Levelling Up Toolkit2. 

1.1 Build Back Better: Our Vision 

In recent years the Liverpool City Region (LCR) has undergone a significant period of transformational 

growth and regeneration, with £1 billion added to the economy in the last decade alone. Now standing 

at a value of £32 billion, the LCR is the most productive city region in the north of England on a Gross 

Value Added (GVA) per hour worked basis3. 

The LCR offers a unique proposition that builds on its strong heritage in trade and industry, blending 

this seamlessly with innovation in clean energy and glass manufacturing, global enhancements in the 

prevention of infectious diseases, world-leading high performance computing capability and a visitor 

and cultural offer that is perhaps unrivalled outside of London and other European capital cities.  

The low carbon sector in the LCR is valued at £2 billion and employs 27,000 people, which 

demonstrates the ongoing work in adapting and investing in new technologies and growth sectors that 

help address some of the most pressing issues facing society. HyNet North West, which is a hydrogen 

energy and carbon capture, usage and storage (CCUS) project being developed by Cadent and 

Progressive Energy, has recently committed to investing £72 million in transforming the north west 

into one of the world’s first low carbon industrial clusters, where a new pipeline network will transport 

hydrogen to power industry, fuel trains and buses and heat homes4. It is anticipated that by 2030, 

HyNet North West will reduce regional carbon dioxide emissions by up to 10 million tonnes every year, 

the equivalent of taking four million cars off the road. By then, HyNet North West alone will be 

delivering 80% of the Government’s new UK-wide target of 5GW of low carbon hydrogen for power, 

transport, industry and homes5.  

However, this success and growth seen at the city region and north west level has not filtered down 

to all societal groups, and deeply entrenched pockets of income, health and wider social deprivation 

remain. At the national level, the UK is by some measures the most geographically unequal developed 

country in the world, showing how critical it is to reduce inequalities6. The LCR shows how these 

 
1 Levelling Up White Paper (HM Government, February 2022) 
2 Levelling Up Toolkit (DfT, March 2022) 
3 Liverpool City Region Draft Industrial Strategy (LCRCA, March 2020) 
4 https://www.insidermedia.com/news/north-west/hynet-north-west-commits-72m-in-low-carbon-

initiative?utm_source=northwest_newsletter&utm_campaign=northwest_news_tracker&utm_medium=business_article 
(accessed 17/03/2021) 
5 https://hynet.co.uk/app/uploads/2021/03/032021-HyNet-IDC-award-press-release.pdf (accessed 19/03/2021) 
6 https://www.centreforcities.org/levelling-up/ (accessed 10/03/2021) 

 

https://www.insidermedia.com/news/north-west/hynet-north-west-commits-72m-in-low-carbon-initiative?utm_source=northwest_newsletter&utm_campaign=northwest_news_tracker&utm_medium=business_article
https://www.insidermedia.com/news/north-west/hynet-north-west-commits-72m-in-low-carbon-initiative?utm_source=northwest_newsletter&utm_campaign=northwest_news_tracker&utm_medium=business_article
https://hynet.co.uk/app/uploads/2021/03/032021-HyNet-IDC-award-press-release.pdf
https://www.centreforcities.org/levelling-up/
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inequalities play out at the local level, where almost a third of Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) are 

in the UK’s most deprived decile, and where three LCR local authority areas (Liverpool, Knowsley and 

St Helens) have now been identified by Government as priority one areas for investment through the 

Levelling Up Fund7.  

The COVID-19 global pandemic, which continues to have a significant impact on the economy and 

social interaction, has only served to widen these inequalities, both at the city region level and at the 

national level. Whilst the LCR is in a strong position to recover, a shift in thinking is required to 

ensure that we not only return to a position of innovation, transformation and growth, but that we 

build back better and greener than before, with that investment benefitting those most in need and 

serving to reduce the current inequalities in economic, social and environmental performance across 

different geographies and societal groups.   

Our ability to build back better will not only be measured on the benefits to today’s society, and the 

way in which those benefits are distributed, but also the impacts on future society and the long-term 

legacy of decisions made today. In May 2019 the LCRCA declared a Climate Emergency in recognition 

of the urgent need to act to reduce the impact of our activities on the environment. The LCR was the 

first area in the country to adopt a net zero carbon target of 2040 (ten years earlier than the national 

target) and significant progress has been made in researching and trialling green renewable fuels and 

alternative technologies. However, there is still much work to be done, particularly in the transport 

sector where emissions remain stubbornly high compared to other sectors. 

Our vision is for a fairer, cleaner, stronger City Region where no-one is left behind, as set out in our 

forthcoming Corporate Plan. Our commitment to build back better focuses on six key principles as 

outlined in the LCR Recovery Plan8:   

1 A truly inclusive creative economy; 

2 Social value; 

3 Environmental sustainability; 

4 Health, wellbeing and equality; 

5 Meaningful engagement with our communities; and 

6 A city region that can project itself internationally through its cultural, natural and sporting 

assets. 

The recovery plan fully aligns with the two key government objectives of levelling up and achieving 

carbon net zero.  

The intrinsic relationship between economic growth and good transport provision and accessibility is 

now well recognised at all policy levels and is explicit in the LCR’s statutory Local Transport Plan9 and 

the more recent non-statutory Combined Authority Transport Plan10. The most successful city 

regions are served by high-quality, reliable infrastructure that enables people, goods and services to 

move quickly and efficiently for both intra-city region and inter-city region movements. The LCR’s 

future prosperity depends largely on our ability to improve connectivity through the continued 

development of a fully integrated, modern and inclusive transport network.  

 
7 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/levelling-up-fund-prospectus (accessed 15/03/2021) 
8 Building Back Better: Our Economic Recovery Plan (LCRCA, 2020) 
9 Merseyside Third Local Transport Plan (Merseytravel, 2011) 
10 Liverpool City Region Combined Authority Transport Plan (LCRCA, June 2019) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/levelling-up-fund-prospectus
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Over the last five years, the Combined Authority has made a series of targeted strategic investments 

in transport infrastructure (Figure 1), which are delivering transformative change in the city region, 

demonstrating the benefit of maximising the impact of devolved public funds allocated through local 

decision making. Much of the recent investment has been made through the LCR’s £172.5 million 

Transforming Cities Fund (TCF) allocation, aimed at boosting levels of walking and cycling and 

facilitating a greater number of trips to be made by public transport. 

Figure 1-1 – Transformative LCRCA Strategic Transport Investment 

 

Together, these schemes and a wider programme of targeted investment aim to revolutionise 

connectivity and journey quality across the city region. 

1.2 Key Challenges 

The LCR faces a set of unique and persistent 

challenges in achieving its vision, many of 

which have been brought into sharper focus 

as a result of the climate change emergency 

and the impacts of the global COVID-19 

pandemic. In economic terms, the LCR has 

historically lagged behind the UK average, 

and the evidence presented in the LCR 

Draft Industrial Strategy11 reflects this. In 

2017, real Gross Value Added (GVA) per 

hour was £31 in the LCR, 90% of the UK 

average. GVA per head is only 74% of the 

UK level and economic inactivity stands at 

26%, the third highest in all Local Enterprise 

Partnership (LEP) areas. These productivity metrics are indicative of a region in need of investment.  

  

 

 
11 https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/growing-our-economy/lis/  

https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/growing-our-economy/lis/
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The skills gap is a key contributor to this, where 10-20% of all adults in Liverpool have no NVQs. In 

order to match the national average for NVQ4+ qualifications, the LCR would need a further 59,000 

residents qualified to that level. It is anticipated that local long-term unemployment will grow as a 

result, alongside other factors such as increasing automation and the number of people in sectors 

(such as hospitality and tourism) facing the worst disruption, as well as a fall in the overall number of 

job vacancies. Furthermore, more than 60% of graduates do not stay in the LCR after completing 

their studies, further compounding the skills gap and reducing the skilled labour pool available to 

serve potential business investors.  

It is recognised that economic and health inequalities are intrinsically linked, where poor economic 

outcomes cause poor health outcomes and vice versa. Life expectancy in the LCR varies by 25 years 

and 5% of the population do not seek work due to health problems. 

This vicious cycle has only intensified during 

the pandemic and, as would be expected, is 

most acute in areas of high deprivation. The 

inherent inequalities in health and economic 

outcomes are clear, where life expectancy 

varies by 25 years depending on where a 

person is born within the LCR and with 

70,000 people (out of a population of 1.5m) 

not seeking work prior to the pandemic due 

to physical and mental health problems. The 

health and economic impacts of COVID-19 

risk widening inequalities and further 

entrenching deprivation in local 

communities. 

Research has shown that the traditionally 

‘left-behind’ areas are not those most 

exposed to the short-term economic impact 

of the pandemic. This complicates the 
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narrative as it introduces another dimension of geographic inequality. However, as a coastal 

community with a strong visitor economy, Liverpool is an important exception to this. In 2018 there 

were 67 million visitors to the LCR, who supported 55,000 jobs and contributed £5 billion to the 

economy. As a result of the pandemic, the visitor economy has suffered unprecedented loss and will 

continue to do so in the short term at least, and over the longer term without targeted investment 

and intervention. Liverpool’s key challenge is now two-fold; to reduce the immediate economic 

fallout from the pandemic and to reduce the extent to which it has historically been left behind the 

rest of the UK12. 

Long-term ill health is in turn linked to place-based challenges, in particular the quality of the 

environment. This is evident not only in the poor-quality housing stock that exists in pockets across 

the city region, but also in poor quality transport links, severance and severe air quality issues. Poor 

air quality contributes to 800 deaths in the city region each year, and research by the Centre for 

Cities13 shows that initial improvements in air quality seen in UK cities during the first lockdown in 

2020 were soon reversed, with air pollution returning to its pre-pandemic levels in 39 of 49 cities and 

large towns studied (including Liverpool), despite the fact that none had returned to previous levels 

of economic activity.  

Research by the British Lung Foundation shows that up to 1,040 deaths a year can be linked to 

exposure to PM2.5 and NO2 in the LCR, with air pollution costing the LCR economy an average of 

£480 million each year. An eight-year-old living in the City Region today could still have their life cut 

short by up to five months, even if pollution decreases in line with projected future improvements. 

Furthermore, deprived communities within the LCR are likely to reap the most health benefit by 

tackling toxic air and could be less impacted by policies which charge private car use. As shown in the 

following Figure, emissions from the transport section have remained stubbornly high since 2005, 

with a corresponding fall in the residential and industrial and commercial sectors. 

 

 
Urgent action is needed now to reduce pollution, improve health and wellbeing outcomes and 

enable more people to take up education and employment opportunities. It is clear that investment 

is needed in the LCR to reduce the geographical inequality that exists between the city region and 

the rest of the UK, but in a manner that preserves and enhances its existing strengths and economic, 

social and cultural success stories. Our LUF package will directly address the key challenges described 

in this section through improved connectivity that enables greater access to employment and 

encourages greater levels of business investment, mode shift to public transport and active modes 

that help limit the impact of transport on the environment and increased levels of physical activity 

that improve health and wellbeing. 

 
12 https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/15055 (accessed 15/03/2021) 
13 https://www.centreforcities.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/How-have-the-Covid-pandemic-and-lockdown-affected-air-

quality-in-cities.pdf (accessed 15/03/2021) 

Between 2005 

and 2017, the 

transport sector’s 

contribution to 

carbon dioxide 

emissions was 

largely 

unchanged 

https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/15055
https://www.centreforcities.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/How-have-the-Covid-pandemic-and-lockdown-affected-air-quality-in-cities.pdf
https://www.centreforcities.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/How-have-the-Covid-pandemic-and-lockdown-affected-air-quality-in-cities.pdf
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1.3 Key Opportunities 

Despite the challenges faced and the inherent uncertainties associated with economic recovery, 

there is a wealth of opportunity that the LCR can grasp to level up in terms of the economic, social 

and environmental outcomes it delivers, and the ways in which those outcomes are distributed.  

These economic challenges are, to an extent, counterbalanced by significant competitive strengths in 

a number of industries and the existence of key assets which will enable the LCR to build back better 

(see Figure 1--2). The LCR is home to 52,000 businesses, including global organisations such as Jaguar 

Land Rover, Ineos, Very, Unilever and IBM, and Research and Development investment in the LCR is 

2% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP), higher than the national average. Inherent in its success is its 

ability to adapt, innovate and evolve to achieve green industrial transformation.  

Figure 1--2 - Key Assets and Competitive Strengths in the LCR 

 

Key to maximising the LCR’s economic potential is the ability to capitalise on its competitive 

strengths, address its core challenges and embrace the prevailing opportunities, retaining the 

benefits over the long term and ensuring that these benefits filter down to all groups. 

The LCR’s ‘Building Back Better’ economic recovery plan demonstrates how £1.4 billion in investment 

can unlock £8.8 billion of projects, which would create 94,000 permanent jobs and a further 28,000 

jobs in construction which would become available in the short term.  

This investment is grouped around four key themes: 
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1 Business Ecosystem – creating the optimum conditions for businesses to invest, thrive and drive 

an upturn in the LCR’s economic performance, with a focus on growth industries and sectors 

where the LCR has a competitive advantage; 

2 People Focused Recovery – enhancing quality of life for everyone who lives and works in the LCR 

and those who visit and stamping out entrenched deprivation and inequalities, enabling people 

to reach their full potential;   

3 Place – enhancing and deriving maximum benefit from the LCR’s significant physical and natural 

assets, with effective connectivity, high-quality housing and a high-quality environment for 

residents and visitors; and   

4 A Green Recovery – commitment to achieving net zero carbon by 2040, by investing in research 

and new technologies and fuels to reduce emissions and drive changes in behaviour that 

minimise our environmental impact.      

The most successful city regions have the infrastructure in place to move goods, services and people 

quickly and efficiently. Our future prosperity depends on our ability to improve our connectivity 

through a fully integrated, modern and inclusive transport network. Transport is fundamental to 

each of the four themes identified in ‘Building Back Better’, as shown in Table 1--1. 

Table 1--1- The Role of Transport in Building Back Better 

Business Ecosystem 

A well-functioning, reliable transport network is fundamental to retaining 

global organisations such as Jaguar Land Rover, Unilever and Very in the LCR, 

and in attracting new investors. Businesses will only choose to invest where 

there is a pool of readily accessible skilled labour and the ability to move 

goods and materials quickly and efficiently and transport investment is often 

the key to unlocking sites for (re)development. 

People Focused Recovery 

The ability to access education, employment and training opportunities is 

fundamental in enabling local residents to achieve their potential and drive 

economic recovery, serving those businesses that choose to locate in the 

LCR. Severance, affordability and connectivity issues present real barriers to 

large groups of society in finding work and thus contribute directly to 

productivity issues. 

Place 

High-quality places are served by high-quality multimodal transport networks 

that enable people and goods to move quickly and efficiently. The LCR is well 

served by radial public transport routes into Liverpool city centre; however, 

north/south connectivity remains a challenge. A large part of the LCR’s offer 

is its transport network – Liverpool was the pioneer in introducing railways, 

transatlantic steamships and other forms of mass transit and Wapping 

Tunnel was the first railway tunnel in the world. Today, Liverpool’s iconic 

Mersey Ferry, international airport, 120 kilometre Merseyrail network and 

the UK’s busiest Atlantic-facing port are some of its biggest assets to its 

residents and visitors alike. 

A Green Recovery 

Whilst significant progress has been made in reducing carbon emissions from 

industry and the residential and commercial sectors, emissions from the 

transport sector have remained consistent for many years. The LCR is now 

investing in alternative ‘clean’ fuels such as hydrogen and in enabling much 

greater uptake of walking and cycling; however, there is much more to be 

done to improve air quality and reduce carbon emissions.  
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In its Combined Authority Transport Plan14, the LCRCA articulates how transport supports the city 

region’s growth priorities, in terms of supporting access to key growth sites, ensuring that 

transformational economic growth opportunities and priorities (including the ports, Liverpool John 

Lennon Airport and Northern Powerhouse Rail) are evidenced and exploited ensuring that transport 

and growth interventions support the inclusive economy agenda, including improved connectivity to 

job opportunities. 

The CATP acknowledges the main challenges faced in this, and the key opportunity areas for 

investment, including: 

 Rail – significant parts of the LCR are poorly served by rail, including Daresbury Enterprise Zone 

in Halton and advanced manufacturing and health and life science assets in Liverpool’s 

Knowledge Quarter, South Liverpool and Wirral. National rail connectivity is poor for a city region 

of the LCR’s scale and population and key stations, in particular Liverpool Central and Lime 

Street, are operating at capacity. There are huge opportunities associated with HS2 and NPR and 

a Station Commission has been set up to lead proposals for a new high speed station in Liverpool 

city centre that will transform connectivity and create a world class gateway to the city region.  

 Bus – in contrast to the vast majority of other areas in the UK, the LCR had successfully reversed 

the decline in bus patronage prior to the COVID-19 global pandemic, with 16% growth in 

passenger journeys between 2013/14 to 2019. Since the pandemic began, there has been a 

sharp decline in bus patronage as a result of Government regulations and guidance regarding the 

use of public transport and it is currently uncertain when or even if patronage will return to its 

previous level. Despite this, the bus will remain a fundamental means of travel for longer trips, 

particularly for those on lower incomes and/or without access to a car, and offers a faster, 

cheaper means of investing in the public transport network compared to rail. A key priority for 

the city region is bus reform in the context of the recently published National Bus Strategy15, to 

determine the most effective delivery model going forward that can boost patronage, improve 

passenger journey quality and reduce carbon.  

 Active Modes – walking and cycling make a low contribution to all trips, at 4.5% and 1.5% 

respectively, despite there being many shorter journeys that could, in theory, be made by these 

modes. Significant investment continues to be made in the infrastructure needed for people to 

feel safe and secure when walking and cycling as a result of the Local Walking and Cycling 

Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP); and ongoing work is helping to better understand and break down 

the barriers involved. Since the start of the pandemic many more people have spent much more 

time within their local communities, and local connectivity is more important than ever. 

 Key Route Network – the KRN is essential for longer distance bus trips and private vehicle 

journeys that cannot be made by public transport, as well as for freight movement. However, 

there are clear links between major arterial roads, Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) and 

areas of significant deprivation. Before the pandemic, full-time home working was relatively 

uncommon and 68% of all journeys to work in the LCR were made by car. There is now a real 

opportunity to capitalise on the fact that much larger numbers of people are able to work from 

home and are supported by their employers in doing this beyond the end of the pandemic. Now 

is the time to break the cycle of high levels of car use, high numbers of commuter trips, poor air 

quality and areas of deprivation. The KRN also has an important role to play in supporting future 

bus corridors and in introducing high-quality active modes infrastructure that connects 

residential areas with employment areas. 

 
14 Liverpool City Region Combined Authority Transport Plan (LCRCA, June 2019) 
15 Bus Back Better: National Bus Strategy for England (DfT, March 2021) 
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1.4 LUF Package Objectives 

We have developed four package level objectives (Table 1--2) that align with our key challenges and 

with the DfT’s priority metrics and outcomes following the 2020 Spending Review17. These objectives 

will enable us to achieve the outcomes and impacts shown in the Logic Map. 

In alignment with the guidance in the DfT’s Levelling Up Toolkit, the objectives set for the LUF 

package are SMART in that they are Specific, Measurable (i.e. they are linked to the data collection 

activities outlined in our Monitoring and Evaluation Plan), Achievable, Realistic and Timebound 

(being set for achievement in 2025 following the conclusion of delivery).
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Table 1--2 - LCR LUF Objectives 

Objectives & Sub-Objectives Policy Fit Fit with 
Levelling 
Up Missions 

Reduce the mean minimum 
travel time to reach the 
nearest large employment 
centre by 5% in the Maritime 
Corridor and Birkenhead 
town centre investment 
areas by 2025 
 

• Boost local connectivity by 
building on the delivery of 
new active travel routes, 
linking communities to 
education, employment 
and training opportunities; 
and supporting wider 
regeneration/housing 
targets. 

National: 

• The DfT Transport Decarbonisation Plan (2021) sets out how Government intends to decarbonise the transport 
network to achieve its 2040 net zero carbon target. 

• The UK Government Levelling Up White Paper (2022) sets out Government’s strategic priority to reduce 
geographical inequalities and level up those parts of the UK that lag behind. 

• Fits with the DfT’s Strategic Priority to Improve Transport for the User and to Grow and Level Up the Economy. 
Sub-National: 

• Transport for the North’s Strategic Transport Plan outlining how strategic investment in transport could support 
up to £100 billion growth in GVA and create an additional 850,000 jobs by 2050. 

Local: 

• LCRCA Transport Plan (2019) - Priority Action 1.1 supports social and economic growth in a way that improves 
accessibility and affordability, and reduces reliance on personal car usage whilst improving the health and 
wellbeing of the city region’s residents, workforce and visitors. 

• LCRCA Plan for Prosperity (2022) advocates a shift towards integrated, clean infrastructure as an economic 
enabler, connects people to employment, services, and amenities. It seeks to create resilient, healthy, active 
communities, addressing social inclusion through access to transport and digital services and one that supports 
the shift to a low carbon economy. 

Improve 
Productivity 
(Mission 1) 
 
Improve 
Public 
Transport 
Connectivity 
(Mission 3) 
 
Access to 
Skills 
(Mission 6) 

Achieve 2% Greenhouse Gas 
emissions savings in the 
three LUF investment areas 
by 2025 
 

• Achieve mode shift by 
investing in high-quality 
active travel routes and 
reduce levels of 
congested/idling traffic by 
improving key junctions 
and improving public 
transport journey times. 

National: 

• The DfT Transport Decarbonisation Plan (2021) sets out how Government intends to decarbonise the transport 
network to achieve its 2040 net zero carbon target. 

• Fits with the DfT’s Strategic Priority to Reduce Environmental Impacts. 
Sub-National: 

• Transport for the North Decarbonisation Strategy (2021) - outlining the ambitious target of near-zero carbon 
emissions from surface transport by 2045. 

Local 

• LCRCA Air Quality Action Plan (2020) to tackle poor air quality problems across the city region, the majority of 
which are transport-related. 

• LCRCA Pathway to Net Zero (2022) to set out the pathway and actions to achieving net zero carbon emissions by 
2040. 

Improve 
Public 
Transport 
Connectivity 
(Mission 3) 
 
Access to 
Skills 
(Mission 6) 
 
Healthy Life 
Expectancy 
(Mission 7) 
 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1009448/decarbonising-transport-a-better-greener-britain.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/levelling-up-the-united-kingdom
https://transportforthenorth.com/our-north/strategic-transport-plan/
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCRCA-TRANSPORT-PLAN.pdf
https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s59589/Enc.%202%20for%20Liverpool%20City%20Region%20Plan%20for%20Prosperity.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1009448/decarbonising-transport-a-better-greener-britain.pdf
https://transportforthenorth.com/press-release/first-regional-transport-decarbonisation-strategy-launched/
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCRCA-AIR-QUALITY-ACTION-PLAN-2020.pdf
https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s59946/LCR-PathwaytoNetZero-Appendix.pdf
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Wellbeing 
(Mission 8) 

Achieve a 10% uplift in the 
mean annual number of 
cycling trips as a proportion 
of total trips on each LUF 
cycling route by 2025 
 

• Implement LTN 1/20 
compliant active travel 
routes aligned to key 
origins and destinations, 
providing a safe, high 
quality experience for 
users that promotes an 
uplift in the use of active 
travel modes and achieves 
mode shift from car use. 

National: 

• The DfT Transport Decarbonisation Plan (2021) sets out how Government intends to decarbonise the transport 
network to achieve its 2040 net zero carbon target. 

• Gear Change – sets out Government’s vision for instigating a step change in active travel (2020). 

• Fits with the DfT’s Strategic Priority to Improve Transport for the User and to Reduce Environmental Impacts. 
Local: 

• LCRCA Transport Plan (2019) - Priority Action 1.1 supports social and economic growth in a way that improves 
accessibility and affordability, and reduces reliance on personal car usage whilst improving the health and 
wellbeing of the city region’s residents, workforce and visitors. 

• LCRCA Plan for Prosperity (2022) advocates a shift towards integrated, clean infrastructure as an economic 
enabler, connects people to employment, services, and amenities. It seeks to create resilient, healthy, active 
communities, addressing social inclusion through access to transport and digital services and one that supports 
the shift to a low carbon economy 

• LCRCA Local Journeys Strategy (2018) and its focus on designing-in sustainable transport options and placemaking 

• LCR Local Cycling and Walking Strategy (2019) aimed at improving the quality, reach, safety and use of active 
modes of travel  

Access to 
Skills 
(Mission 6) 
 
Healthy Life 
Expectancy 
(Mission 7) 
 
Wellbeing 
(Mission 8) 
 
Pride in 
Place 
(Mission 9) 
 
 

Achieve a 10% uplift in the 
mean annual number of 
walking trips as a proportion 
of total trips on each LUF 
walking route by 2025 
 

• Implement LTN 1/20 
compliant active travel 
routes aligned to key 
origins and destinations, 
providing a safe, high 
quality experience for 
users that promotes an 
uplift in the use of active 
travel modes and achieves 
mode shift from car use. 

National: 

• The DfT Transport Decarbonisation Plan (2021) sets out how Government intends to decarbonise the transport 
network to achieve its 2040 net zero carbon target. 

• Gear Change – sets out Government’s vision for instigating a step change in active travel (2020). 

• Fits with the DfT’s Strategic Priority to Improve Transport for the User and to Reduce Environmental Impacts. 
Local: 

• LCRCA Transport Plan (2019) - Priority Action 1.1 supports social and economic growth in a way that improves 
accessibility and affordability, and reduces reliance on personal car usage whilst improving the health and 
wellbeing of the city region’s residents, workforce and visitors. 

• LCRCA Plan for Prosperity (2022) advocates a shift towards integrated, clean infrastructure as an economic 
enabler, connects people to employment, services, and amenities. It seeks to create resilient, healthy, active 
communities, addressing social inclusion through access to transport and digital services and one that supports 
the shift to a low carbon economy. 

• LCRCA Local Journeys Strategy (2018) and its focus on designing-in sustainable transport options and 
placemaking. 

• LCR Local Cycling and Walking Strategy (2019) aimed at improving the quality, reach, safety and use of active 
modes of travel. 

Access to 
Skills 
(Mission 6) 
 
Healthy Life 
Expectancy 
(Mission 7) 
 
Wellbeing 
(Mission 8) 
 
Pride in 
Place 
(Mission 9) 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1009448/decarbonising-transport-a-better-greener-britain.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/904146/gear-change-a-bold-vision-for-cycling-and-walking.pdf
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCRCA-TRANSPORT-PLAN.pdf
https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s59589/Enc.%202%20for%20Liverpool%20City%20Region%20Plan%20for%20Prosperity.pdf
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCRCA_LCL_JRNYS_STRATEGY.pdf
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCR-LCWIP-Final-1.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1009448/decarbonising-transport-a-better-greener-britain.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/904146/gear-change-a-bold-vision-for-cycling-and-walking.pdf
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCRCA-TRANSPORT-PLAN.pdf
https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s59589/Enc.%202%20for%20Liverpool%20City%20Region%20Plan%20for%20Prosperity.pdf
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCRCA_LCL_JRNYS_STRATEGY.pdf
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCR-LCWIP-Final-1.pdf
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1.5 Transport Pipeline and Options Development 

The LCR’s Draft Industrial Strategy, Recovery Plan and Transport Plan all set out a common vision for 

a competitive, clean and inclusive economy. The continued development of a reliable, accessible, 

high-quality transport network is fundamental to this in terms of connecting people to opportunity 

and giving businesses the confidence to invest in the area, and the decisions made regarding 

investment in transport proposals are therefore critical.  

The ambition to become a net zero carbon city region by 2040 poses a distinct challenge in terms of 

investment and the need to challenge the status quo and proactively invest in new technologies and 

fuels and bring forward schemes that not only make a significant difference in the ways in which 

people travel, but in transforming the quality of place.  

The priorities set out at city region level echo those articulated at national level in terms of 

Government’s stated strategic priorities levelling up and achieving net zero carbon. Going forward, a 

scheme being put forward for national-level funding opportunities should not progress past the 

options stage if it does not contribute to these two priorities and schemes will be subject to close 

scrutiny in this respect.  

The 2020 Budget set out Government’s commitment to investing an initial £4 billion for the Levelling 

Up Fund for England over the next four years up to 2024/25 with at least £800 million set aside for 

Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, with funding available to the whole of the UK, enabling all 

communities to receive the investment and support they need. Capacity funding for 2021/22 was 

made available to support local authorities most in need of levelling up in England to develop robust 

and deliverable schemes that deliver on local priorities and ensure that investment is targeted where 

it is needed most. 

In response to this and Government’s wider funding commitments, LCRCA carried out a review and 

refresh of the city region Transport Pipeline for the period 2020-2027, which builds on the 

transformative change being delivered through the Transforming Cities Fund.  

The Options Appraisal Report presented in Appendix A sets out the full process through which the 

transport pipeline and LUF package was developed, and a summary is provided here. 

A robust, data-led approach was taken to the development of the pipeline. An LCR Forward Planning 

Dataset was created to help identify the strategic investment priorities, which reviewed the changing 

context of the LCR and its strategic priorities, the strategic vision for transport, the socio-economic 

outlook, transport trends and key housing and employment investment sites. 

A bespoke seven stage options assessment procedure was developed which consisted of the 

following phases:  

1 Confirmation of the scheme locations – which align with the data-led approach identified as 

part of the pipeline refresh and which support strategic employment, housing and skills sites;  

2 Confirmation of pipeline schemes linking to recovery themes – based on the Economic 

Recovery Plan;  

3 Generation of a long list of schemes – using the LCR and Partner pipelines and cross-referencing 

with the recovery objectives;    
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4 Preliminary sift – based upon a qualitative appraisal of scheme workbooks submitted by 

partners, to ensure fit with LCR objectives and the availability of quality scheme information to 

enable further sifting and appraisal;  

5 Initial prioritisation of options based on economic recovery and solution-based interventions;  

6 Drawing up the shortlist of options for each investment area; and  

7 Undertaking economic assessment (schemes of this type along with solutions to problems 

identities in the data sets) to refine the shortlist and confirm the expected benefits of the 

programme.  

The constituent local authorities and LCRCA delivery teams submitted circa 230 scheme concepts for 

consideration as part of the refreshed transport pipeline, with a total pipeline value ranging between 

£3 billion and £6 billion. These concepts included individual schemes, several cross-boundary 

proposals/packages and schemes at different stages of deliverability.  

A high-level sift was undertaken to discount those proposals that are inconsistent with the principles 

and priorities in the LCR Economic Recovery Plan ‘Building Back Better’ and the Combined Authority 

Transport Plan, including traditional highway capacity schemes that do not align with the net zero 

carbon agenda and/or deliver complementary investment in high-quality walking and cycling 

infrastructure and bus priority measures. The proposals were also overlaid against spatial priority 

areas, to see where coordinated investment could have the biggest impact. 

An initial sift of those schemes, based on suitability for deliverability, affordability and value for 

money, along with a cross check on the data and recovery focused schemes reduced the number 

down to 94. A more detailed quality appraisal of each scheme was then undertaken, where 14 

schemes with deliverability issues were sifted out.  

A final round of sifting was then undertaken to determine the shortlist of schemes based upon 

detailed conversations with partners. Each of the proposals that passed the initial sifts was then 

filtered into one of four pools: 20 schemes were placed into Pool 1 and the remaining 60 schemes 

were placed into Pool 2. 5 of the 60 Pool 2 schemes were also included on a Pool 1 reserve list. The 

20 Pool One schemes are considered to be affordable; readily deliverable over the period 2022-2027 

and offer value for money and have therefore been prioritised for taking forward to OBC/FBC stage. 

Each Pool 1 scheme was then assessed against the LUF programme objectives and the more localised 

levelling up context in the Liverpool City Region, as well as a more detailed assessment of 

deliverability within the LUF funding period. A coordinated package of three projects was identified, 

that prioritise the provision of new, high-quality segregated walking and cycling routes in some of 

the City Region’s most deprived areas, supported by complementary investment in the Key Route 

Network (KRN). The package will reduce congestion, improve sustainable access to employment and 

support clean, inclusive growth.  

1.6 Our LUF Package 

Figure 1--3 illustrates the three investment areas, which link from Birkenhead to Liverpool city centre 

via the Kingsway Tunnel and north to the Maritime Corridor in Sefton via a new active travel route.  
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Figure 1--3 - Levelling Up for Recovery: Priority Investment Areas 

  

Our LUF package includes a series of shovel-ready projects that will increase levels of physical 

activity, boost economic productivity and reduce carbon emissions. We will deliver 6 kilometres of 

new LTN 1/20 compliant segregated walking and cycling routes with safe crossing facilities that infill 

key gaps in the active travel network at the heart of the city region, 10 junction improvements 

(including 5 on the Key Route Network) that all include high-quality provision for active modes and 

which will reduce congestion and associated air quality issues and a reconfigured toll plaza on the 

main strategic highway route between Wirral and Liverpool city centre, which will reduce journey 

time delay and journey time reliability issues on this key cross-river public transport route.  

By improving accessibility between residential communities and key employment locations and 

prioritising the use of active modes for shorter journeys, we will improve levels of health and 

wellbeing, provide inclusive access to opportunity and address issues of deprivation in areas that are 

in significant need of levelling up. 

Figure 1--4 illustrates the proposed projects within our LUF package in more detail, showing how the 

projects form a coherent set of proposals that align with existing and planned investment. 



 

23 
 

Figure 1--4 - Levelling Up for Recovery Project Proposals 
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We have prioritised investment in these three areas as: 

• They suffer from some of the most severe problems and challenges in the City Region, 

including high levels of multiple deprivation, significant exceedances of air pollution legal 

limits and low levels of physical activity; and 

• There are opportunities to enhance the quality of place for local residents, employees and 

visitors, making a visible difference to people’s lives in terms of connectivity and journey 

quality and the quality of the local environment; and 

• There is the opportunity to address gaps in the walking and cycling network that could help 

to address air quality, health and wellbeing issues; and  

• The proposals complement previous and ongoing investment through the Local Growth 

Fund (LGF), Transforming Cities Fund (TCF) and Towns Fund, as well as wider private sector 

investment and LCRCA’s planned transport pipeline investment (refer to Section 4c).  

We will deliver these projects between 2022/23 and 2023/24, bridging the gap between our TCF 

programme and the longer-term delivery of our transport pipeline. Investment in the transport 

network is fundamental to economic rebalancing, inclusivity and clean recovery in line with the 

priorities set out in our Economic Recovery Plan. We are committed to growth whilst addressing the 

LCR’s declared Climate Emergency and achieving the Metro Mayor's 2040 net zero carbon target. 

Without LUF investment, we will lose pace and our ability to deliver inclusive, clean growth will be 

compromised. 

The preferred options for each of the three packages that make up the LUF scheme are as follows:  

Package A – Birkenhead Central Gateway  

Project Summary 

Project Title Birkenhead Central 

Gateway 

Local Authority 
area(s) 

Wirral 

Rationale 

A huge amount of investment is taking place as part of the regeneration of Birkenhead delivered 
as part of the Birkenhead 2040 Framework. This includes opening up strategic brownfield land 
sites for housing development, continuing to develop Wirral Waters, reducing traffic dominance 
and opening up space for high-quality pedestrian and cyclist provision and enabling greater access 
to employment. Congestion around the Kingsway Tunnel toll plaza restricts people’s ability to 
travel to Liverpool for employment by bus as a result of journey time delays and reliability issues 
and idling vehicles cause localised air quality and noise issues. 

Objectives 1. Reduce severance 
2. Improve provision for 

active modes 
3. Regenerate Birkenhead 

as Wirral’s principle 
centre 

4. Reduce traffic 
congestion and re-
route strategic traffic to 
the Kingsway Tunnel 

5. Improve air quality 

Key Stakeholders Birkenhead Private 
Landowners Group 

Birkenhead BID 

Birkenhead Active Travel 
Forum 

Peel 

Proposed 
Interventions 

Active travel corridors, 
reconfiguration of tunnel 

Forecast 
completion 

2023/24 

https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/buildingbackbetter/#:~:text=The%20plan%2C%20which%20has%20been,further%2028%2C000%20jobs%20in%20construction
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/one-year-climate-plan-reveals-immediate-action-to-be-taken-as-liverpool-city-region-strives-to-be-zero-carbon-by-2040/
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approaches, improvements 
to urban realm 

Forecast Cost £22.8m Alignment with 
other Investment 

Future High Streets Fund, 
Towns Fund, Brownfield 
Land Fund, Wirral Council 
LUF Bid, TCF 

 

Package B – St George’s Gateway  

Project Summary 

Project Title St George’s Gateway Local Authority 
area(s) 

Liverpool City Council 

Rationale 
The St George’s Gateway area forms the cultural heart of the city of Liverpool, with a series of 
Grade I listed buildings that are currently poorly served by a traffic-dominated road layout, a lack 
of safe pedestrian and cycle routes (with severance around the Queensway Tunnel approaches) 
and poor air quality. The Council is currently developing a regeneration strategy since the removal 
of the city centre flyovers in 2019 which will transform this area into an inclusive, green, growing 
hub. The LUF proposals will introduce high-quality active travel routes at the heart of the city 
centre, as well as improved public realm that makes walking and cycling a more attractive 
proposition to residents, employees and visitors. 

Objectives 1. Reduce carbon 
emissions 

2. Improve air quality 
3. Reduce severance 
4. Provide high-quality 

active modes 
infrastructure 

5. Provide direct links to 
major employers 

6. Improve the city centre 
user experience 

Key Stakeholders Liverpool BID 

Ropewalks businesses 

Chamber of Commerce 

Active Travel Forum 

Liverpool John Moores 
University 

Proposed 
Interventions 

Active travel routes on key 
corridors, pedestrian and 
urban realm improvements 
in Ropewalks 

Forecast 
Completion 

2023/24 

Forecast Cost £13.4m Alignment with 
Other 
Investment 

Wider city centre 
regeneration through the 
City Centre Connectivity 
scheme and STEP (both 
LGF), TCF 

 

Package C – Maritime Corridor  

Project Summary 

Project Title Maritime Corridor Local Authority 
area(s) 

Sefton Council  

Rationale 
A series of highway improvements are required on the Key Route Network, to reduce congestion 
and improve air quality on the A5036 Dunnings Bridge Road, which is a trunk road providing 
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access between the Port of Liverpool at Seaforth in the west to the motorway network at Switch 
Island in the east, serving many major employers along the corridor. Active travel improvements 
are also needed to open up opportunities to improve access to employment, improve levels of 
physical activity and infill missing gaps in the network to create a direct, continuous route into the 
city centre.  

Objectives 1. Reduce congestion 
2. Improve air quality 
3. Provide better 

connectivity to 
employment sites 

4. Support economic 
growth 

7. Improve levels of 
health and wellbeing 

Key Stakeholders Highways England 

Major employers 

Peel 

Active Travel Forum 

Proposed 
Interventions 

KRN junction 
improvements, active 
travel route, safe crossings 
for pedestrians and cyclists 

Forecast 
Completion 

2023/2024 

Forecast Cost £2.3m Alignment with 
Other 
Investment 

Freeport, longer-term 
Maritime Corridor 
programme 

  

1.7 Stakeholder / Public Consultation and Engagement 

We have developed a full Engagement and Consultation Strategy for the LUF scheme, as provided in 

Appendix K. As part of this strategy, we have mapped key stakeholders and community 

representatives and determined their level of interest and influence in the LUF proposals in order to 

identify how best to engage with each group going forward. Following this, a series of engagement 

activities were undertaken with stakeholders and members of the public to help shape the LUF 

proposals. This process is described in further detail in Section 5.7 of the Management Case and the 

full strategy document.  

LCRCA’s dedicated LUF Programme Manager will have full responsibility for the ongoing programme 

of engagement and consultation, with the exception of statutory consultation required for Traffic 

Regulation Orders (TROs), which will be carried out by Wirral Council, Liverpool City Council and 

Sefton Council as the local highway authorities. 

1.8 Intended Benefits and Outcomes 

Our proposed interventions are targeted at the most deprived areas with the greatest air quality 

issues and the poorest levels of health and wellbeing, as identified through robust place-based 

analysis and extensive options identification, sifting and appraisal (described in more detail in the 

Options Assessment Report in Appendix A). 
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In Birkenhead we will transform Argyle Street 

with a new bi-directional segregated walking and 

cycling route to the town centre. This links to 

Wirral Council’s own LUF interventions at 

Woodside, which will release strategic brownfield 

land for housing, a hotel and Dock Branch Park, a 

new 1km active travel corridor and public park. 

Together, these projects will address the existing 

over-engineered highway environment, support 

the >50 local businesses and increase walking and 

cycling levels across the surrounding areas. This 

investment forms the early part of the 

Birkenhead 2040 Framework and supports 

significant regeneration activity at Wirral Waters. 

Through the LUF we will also reconfigure the 

Kingsway Tunnel toll plaza to address congestion 

and delay on the strategic bus and car route into Liverpool. This will include signage on the approach 

routes in both Wirral and Liverpool as an early step in the longer-term plan to route all strategic 

traffic via the Kingsway Tunnel and transform Birkenhead into a green, well-connected town.  

All of Birkenhead’s Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) are within the most deprived 10% nationally. 

The LUF and wider investment will tackle this by improving sustainable connectivity between 

housing and employment, improving journey times by public transport and car between Wirral and 

Liverpool and accelerating the regeneration of Wirral’s principle centre. This scheme is shovel-ready, 

with the demolition of ageing flyovers in Birkenhead already underway.  

Upon arrival in Liverpool, people are faced with a 

congested network against a backdrop of Grade I 

listed buildings. Work is already underway to 

reprioritise road space and implement a 

comprehensive redesign following the removal of 

the city centre flyovers in 2019 (shown right16). 

Through the LUF we will deliver three new 

segregated walking and cycling routes in the city 

centre that connect directly to major employers 

and infill gaps in the network. These routes will 

enhance access around the city centre, improve interchange onto public transport, and link to the 

Maritime Corridor via a direct, complete link. The city is mandated to develop options for a charging 

Clean Air Zone and the prioritisation of active travel in line with Gear Change will provide a feasible 

alternative to the car for shorter journeys. Our LUF proposals also include wider urban realm and 

pedestrian enhancements in Ropewalks, which are already procured and as such are readily 

deliverable under the LUF.  

 
16 Image credit: www.liverpoolecho.co.uk  

https://haveyoursay.wirral.gov.uk/regenerating-birkenhead-2
http://www.liverpoolecho.co.uk/
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In Sefton the Maritime Corridor project will enhance connectivity 

between employment centres such as Atlantic Park along the A5036 

Dunnings Bridge Road, Local Plan employment sites and surrounding 

residential areas. Improved access to jobs will improve business 

efficiency and productivity, stimulating growth. By tackling congestion 

at key junctions and providing safe active travel infrastructure, we will 

stimulate clean, inclusive growth in an area serving the Port of 

Liverpool that is currently dominated by private vehicles (see image 

left17). Significant employment opportunities are being created using 

LCRCA Strategic Investment Fund support, including a logistics park, 

office/retail space and a large secondary school. The LUF investment 

will cut congestion, reduce severance for non-car users and enable 

active travel, with onward connectivity towards the city centre.   

We have developed a bespoke logic map (Figure 1--5) for our LUF package that illustrates the logical 

transition through the context, inputs, outputs, short-term outcomes and longer-term impacts, 

based on a cohesive theory of change. 

Our theory of change is based on a series of key assumptions. Firstly, the delivery of new and 

upgraded LTN 1/20 compliant segregated pedestrian and cycle routes improves connectivity to 

Birkenhead town centre, Birkenhead Central rail station, Wirral Waters and brownfield land 

development areas, key visitor and entertainment sites in Liverpool city centre and employment 

locations in Sefton. It is assumed that the existing prioritisation of road space to vehicular traffic, 

severance and lack of direct, high-quality walking and cycling infrastructure is one of the key barriers 

to people using these modes for short trips. According to UK and international research, the 

provision of segregated bike tracks on main roads, including at junctions, is the most important step 

that can be taken to promote cycle use18.  

Hence, improving the quality and safety of the infrastructure and filling key gaps in the network will 

in the shorter term encourage increased active travel and access between residential areas and key 

destinations improving levels of physical activity and safety. As set out within Gear Change, physical 

activity can help to prevent and manage over 20 chronic diseases and illnesses, which is particularly 

important in the LCR where 38% of adults in Liverpool and 24% of adults in Wirral are physically 

inactive. 

Our LUF package will also improve key junctions on the KRN, delivering safer active modes crossings 

and reducing traffic congestion, resulting in time saving benefits for businesses and employees. This 

is particularly important on the A5036 Dunnings Bridge Road which links the Port of Liverpool to the 

motorway network along a key employment corridor. The reconfiguration of the Kingsway Tunnel 

toll plaza will reduce traffic congestion, improve Wirral-Liverpool journey times and enhance journey 

quality. Reductions in congestion and in idling vehicles at junctions will reduce emissions and 

improve air quality. The evidence is clear that a reduction in braking, acceleration and stop-start 

driving improves emissions performance and reduces particulate emissions from brake and tyre 

wear19.  

 
17 Image credit: www.placenorthwest.co.uk  
18 As cited in Gear Change, page 16  
19 https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/cat05/1605120947_AQ0959_appendix_1-

evidence_review_on_air_quality_effects_of_transport_measures.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/904146/gear-change-a-bold-vision-for-cycling-and-walking.pdf
http://www.placenorthwest.co.uk/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/904146/gear-change-a-bold-vision-for-cycling-and-walking.pdf
https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/cat05/1605120947_AQ0959_appendix_1-evidence_review_on_air_quality_effects_of_transport_measures.pdf
https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/cat05/1605120947_AQ0959_appendix_1-evidence_review_on_air_quality_effects_of_transport_measures.pdf
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Table 1--3 – LUF Package Outputs and Outcomes  

LUF 
Package 

Quantified Outputs  Logic Map Outcomes 

Birkenhead 
Central 
Gateway 

20 second travel time saving per 
Wirral-Liverpool Kingsway Tunnel user. 

20 additional cycling trips per day on 
Argyle Street and 625 additional 
walking trips per day. 

Total net carbon benefit (reduction) of 
7,931tCO2e over 60 years as a result of 
mode shift from the new active travel 
corridor on Argyle Street and modelled 
traffic flow efficiencies as a result of 
the Kingsway Tunnel improvements. 

Reduction in congestion 

Reduction in journey times 

Improvement in journey time reliability 

Increased bus patronage 

Improved levels of physical activity 

Increased walking and cycling 

Improved sense of place in Birkenhead 

Reduction in carbon emissions  

Land unlocked for housing development 

Enhanced local environment that is more 
attractive and more accessible to residents, 
business and visitors  

St George’s 
Gateway 

399 additional cycle trips per day on 
the three St George’s Gateway active 
travel corridors and 499 additional 
walking trips. 

Total net carbon impact of 254 tCO2e 
over 60 years, noting that this is a 
minor short-term potential disbenefit 
that will change with future investment 
and additional travel behaviour 
change. 

Improved levels of physical activity 

Increased walking and cycling 

Improved sense of place in Liverpool City Centre  

Reduction in carbon emissions 

Enhanced local environment that is more 
attractive and more accessible to residents, 
business and visitors 

Maritime 
Corridor  

Journey time savings of £4.98m for 
commuters and other users and a 
further £1.86m for business users over 
the 60-year appraisal period. 

15 additional cycling trips and 13 
additional walking trips per day on 
Netherton Way. 

Total net carbon benefit (reduction) of 
4,900tCO2e over 60 years as a result of 
the junction improvements and the 
Netherton Way active travel corridor. 

Reduction in congestion 

Reduction in journey times 

Improvement in journey time reliability 

Improved levels of physical activity 

Increased walking and cycling 

Improved sense of place on the A5036 key 
employment and port access corridor 

Reduction in carbon emissions  

Land unlocked for housing development 

Enhanced local environment that is more 
attractive and more accessible to residents, 
business and visitors 
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Figure 1--5 - LUF Logic Map 
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1.9 Policy Alignment 

Table 1--4 demonstrates how our LUF package aligns with national, pan-northern and city region 

policy, helping to meet the economic, environmental and social goals set out. 
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Table 1--4 - LUF Programme Alignment with Policy 

Policy Key Objectives LUF Programme Alignment 

CITY REGION AND LOCAL POLICY 

Combined 
Authority 
Transport Plan 
(2019) 

• The Combined Authority Transport Plan (CATP) is a non-statutory plan that articulates 
the city region’s vision for transport, with a focus on delivery and priorities in the short 
term. It sets out five Strategic Objectives, each of which have associated Priority Actions.  

• These are: Inclusive Economic Growth; Global Gateway; Sustainable Travel Choices; 
Liveable Places; and Safer Roads. Transport infrastructure schemes are required to align 
as closely as possible to these objectives and demonstrate deliverable outcomes. 

• The LUF proposals will deliver a step change in active 
travel provision in line with the Plan’s short-term 
priorities of supporting inclusive, sustainable economic 
growth, delivering a new healthy mobility culture and 
supporting a resilient, safe transport network. 

Fourth Local 
Transport Plan 
for Merseyside 
(Under 
Development; 
1st Stage 
Consultation) 

• The Consultation Version of the Fourth LTP sets out the following vision: ‘To plan for, 
and deliver a clean, safe, resilient, accessible and inclusive London-standard transport 
system for the movement of people, goods and freight in a way that delivers our 
economic, social and environmental ambitions, and in particular, a net zero carbon 
emitting city region by 2040.’  

• The vision is underpinned by 5 goals with equal weight, which focus on post-pandemic 
recovery, sustainable growth and development, achieving net zero carbon emissions by 
2040, improving health and quality of life, transport network resilience and the ability to 
respond to uncertainty, change and new innovations.  

• Together with the CRSTS programme, the LUF 
programme, forms the first 5-year infrastructure 
delivery plan to be delivered under LTP4. 

• The LUF programme focuses investment into the areas 
where there are the most pressing and persistent 
economic, social and environmental challenges, with 
sustainable transport (public transport, walking and 
cycling) used to solve these challenges in a manner 
which supports equality, improved health and wellbeing 
and a reduction in carbon emissions. 

Third Local 
Transport Plan 
for Merseyside 
(2011) 

• The LTP3 vision for the transport network is, ‘A city region committed to a low carbon 
future, which has a transport network and mobility culture that positively contributes to 
a thriving economy and the health and well-being of its citizens and where sustainable 
travel is the option of choice.’  

• LTP3 sets out six goals to achieve this vision: help create the right conditions for 
sustainable economic growth; provide and promote a clean, low emissions transport 
system which is resilient to changes to climate and oil availability; ensure the transport 
system promotes and enables improved health and wellbeing and road safety; ensure 
equality of travel opportunity for all; ensure the transport network supports the 
economic success of the city region by the efficient movement of people and goods; and 
maintain our assets to a high standard. 

• The LUF programme contributes to each of the goals set 
out in LTP3, as it prioritises investment in active modes. 

• The significant investment in active travel will help to 
improve health and wellbeing, through increased 
uptake of walking and cycling and a demonstrable 
reduction in carbon emissions and improved air quality. 

 

LCR Local 
Cycling and 
Walking 

• The Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) offers a strategic approach to 
developing a cohesive network of high-quality active travel routes across the region.  

• LUF investment will accelerate the delivery of the city 
region’s walking and cycling network, building on the 
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Policy Key Objectives LUF Programme Alignment 

Infrastructure 
Plan  

(2019) 

• The LCWIP supports the LCR Local Journeys Strategy, by setting out the implementation 
plan and next steps for enhancing walking and cycling provision. A 600km network of 
high-quality routes is planned, that will revolutionise opportunities for active travel.  

routes already delivered through the Transforming 
Cities Fund and the Emergency Active Travel Fund. 

• The LUF package supports the delivery of the new 
600km walking and cycling network by infilling key gaps 
in response to feedback that 71% of residents support 
the creation of safe, separated routes. 

• All new and upgraded infrastructure is planned to be 
LTN1/20 compliant, with segregated routes provided 
where possible in the context of local constraints. 

LCR Initial Air 
Quality Action 
Plan and Clean 
Air Plan (CAP) 

(2019) 

• In Spring 2018, the LCRCA’s Overview and Scrutiny Committee convened a ‘task and 
finish group’ to examine the issue of poor air quality across the LCR. This work collated 
detailed evidence on the causes and effects of poor air quality and set out a range of 
options to tackle the problem.  

• One recommendation was that an Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) be developed and an 
Initial AQAP was subsequently published by LCRCA in November 2019. It recommended 
that, in the short term, active travel is boosted (especially for short trips) through the 
development of a more extensive walking and cycling network.   

• The LUF proposals will cut congestion, thus reducing 
emissions associated with idling traffic and facilitate 
mode shift, which directly supports the vision and 
objectives set out in the Plan. 

• The LUF package supports the actions in the Initial 
AQAP, focusing on low and zero carbon modes and the 
reprioritisation of space away from private vehicles.  

• This is particularly the case in Liverpool, the whole of 
which is designated an Air Quality Management Area 
(AQMA) and Sefton, where there are several areas of air 
quality concern related to the Port of Liverpool and 
associated freight traffic. 

Liverpool City 
Region: Plan for 
Prosperity 
(2022) 

• This strategy sets out the Liverpool City Region’s vision for transforming together to 
deliver a fairer, stronger, cleaner Liverpool City Region. 

• It targets three key strategic priorities. These are: an inclusive City Region where 
levelling up means no one and no place is left behind; pioneers of the Green Industrial 
Revolution; and a global, confident and outward looking City Region. 

• It also sets out the core pillars of the economy to which LCR must improve its 
performance. These are: maximising the impacts of innovation for people, places and 
businesses; turning people’s potential into prosperity; thriving, sustainable and resilient 
places; and integrated infrastructure for a connected City Region.    

 

• The LUF package directly addresses the issues 
highlighted in the Plan for Prosperity, including 
decarbonisation, economic inclusion, health and 
productivity. 

• It supports the pillars of the Plan for Prosperity, by 
delivering the high-quality integrated infrastructure that 
is needed to create a connected City Region with 
thriving, sustainable and resilient places, targeted 
towards those specific geographical areas most in need 
of levelling up. 
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Policy Key Objectives LUF Programme Alignment 

LCRCA Bus 
Service 
Improvement 
Plan (BSIP) 
(2021) 

• To increase levels of bus priority across the region, including Bus Rapid Transit, in order 
to speed up bus journeys and improve their reliability  

• To increase hours of bus operation, with services running across the network between 
05:00 and 00:00, and on core bus corridors 24 hours a day 

• To adopt a principle for bus service frequencies, supporting improvements in the early 
morning, evening and at weekends, and setting a minimum frequency of one bus per 
hour on all routes between 05:00 and 00:00 

• To introduce a framework for ticketing and adopt a city region-wide fare zone for bus 
tickets, with new ticket types to suit passenger needs and fare capping 

• To introduce account-based contactless, mobile and smart ticketing and reduce cash 
transactions as much as possible in order to speed up boarding times 

• To phase in zero-emission electric and hydrogen powered buses, and phase out diesel 
engines from the bus fleet; 

• To introduce various passenger enhancements, including real-time on-board passenger 
information, phone charging and Wi-Fi as standard on-board features 

• The LUF proposals will cut congestion, thus facilitating 
mode shift, which directly supports the vision and 
objectives set out in the plan. 

• The LUF proposals will deliver the infrastructure needed 
to create an efficient, well-functioning, high quality 
transport network that connects communities to 
opportunity. 

• Investment in the LCR through the LUF has the potential 
to improve the transport network reliability, enabling 
people to access employment opportunities quickly and 
effectively and contributing to enhanced productivity, 
enhance the LCR’s global competitiveness through 
access to  its ports and supply chains and support new 
housing development by unlocking brownfield land. 

LCR Economic 
Recovery Plan – 
Building Back 
Better  

(2020) 

• The LCR Economic Recovery Plan was developed as a response to the economic 
recession caused by the COVID-19 pandemic.  

• The ‘Build Back Better’ agenda incorporates six principles: A Truly Inclusive Creative 
Economy; Social Value; Environmental Sustainability; Health, Wellbeing and Equality; 
Meaningful Engagement with Our Communities; and A City Region That Can Project 
Itself Internationally Through its Cultural, Sporting and Natural Assets. 

The Plan sets out an ambition to reshape the economy 
and society in greener, fairer and more inclusive way. 
Fundamental to this is the decarbonisation of the 
transport network and the LUF package will reduce 
carbon as evidenced in the Economic Case. 

• Without a high-quality, well-functioning transport 
system, the ability of the city region to project itself as 
an international destination will be hampered. 

LCR Local 
Journeys 
Strategy  

(2017) 

• Continue the momentum built up through LSTF and STEP by developing a co-ordinated, 
long-term programme of investment, plus a series of quick win opportunities 

• Target investment to maximise value for money through the creative use of revenue to 
support capital investment in infrastructure  

• Address barriers to walking and cycling including road safety concerns, fear of crime, 
poor maintenance and unpleasant local environments.  

• Adopt a ‘whole-journey’ approach, and promote active travel choices for access to bus 
and rail hubs for longer journeys 

• 66% of all journeys in the City Region are <5km, of 
which 50% are by car. The LUF proposals will support 
greater use of active modes for local journeys by 
providing safe, high-quality infrastructure. 
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Policy Key Objectives LUF Programme Alignment 

• Promote active travel for short journeys to improve health outcomes, including journeys 
to school, encouraging the use of local stations, promoting sustainable travel in housing 
developments and through the introduction of new transport infrastructure  

• Contribute to national air quality objectives by reducing carbon emissions, including 
supporting the use of active travel for last-mile freight movements  

Liverpool City 
Region Pathway 
to Net Zero 
(2022) 

• Sets out the four areas in which we need to make significant changes to our lives; our 
homes, our neighbourhoods, the journeys we make and our workplaces. 

• Investing in green skills and training for new opportunities. 

• Reducing our consumption of energy and heat. 

• Increasing use of public transport, cycling and walking. 

• Helping people to understand the need to change and how they can play their part. 

• Being bold in our decision-making to protect our City Region. 

• Supporting people to make sure the transition is fair for all. 

• Our LUF proposals will help the Liverpool City Region to 
make significant changes to the journeys we make, the 
proposals encourage people to travel on foot or by bike, 
by significantly improving the active travel offer along 
three key corridors. 

Liverpool 
Region Year 
One Climate 
Action Plan 
2021-22 

• Sets out a clear framework for actions to achieve the City Region climate and 
sustainability goals 

• AT2 Action: Implement the Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan Phase 2, 
delivering 19.4km of continuous cycle route in Halton and to start the route on the 
Wirral 

• AT3 Action: Complete Liverpool City Centre Connectivity 1, the scheme will improve 
2.5km of pathways, 0.5km of cycle route, manage traffic in Liverpool City Centre and 
plant 66 trees 

• Our LUF proposals focus on high-quality active travel 
provision and decarbonisation of the road network, 
strongly supporting the actions set out in the LCR 
Climate Action Plan, specifically AT2 and AT3 regarding 
the development of a walking and cycling network in 
Wirral and Liverpool. 

Liverpool Clean 
Air Plan 
Strategic 
Outline Case 
(2019) 

• The whole of Liverpool is an AQMA and, in response to a Defra mandate, a Clean Air Plan 
is being developed to bring pollution levels within legal limits. 

• The St George’s Gateway proposals will support any 
future charging Clean Air Zone in the city centre by 
enhancing opportunities for walking, cycling and 
interchange to public transport. 

Birkenhead 
2040 
Framework 
(2020) 

• This is a 20-year plan which sets out the most radical proposals for the town since the 
1947 Town Plan. 

• The Framework sets out radical proposals to create well-connected, green, family-
friendly neighbourhoods and the Argyle Street active travel corridor is named as a 
specific project to be delivered under the vision. 

• Our LUF proposals for the Argyle Street active travel 
corridor will help the Birkenhead 2040 framework 
achieve its radical proposals to create well-connected 
family-friendly neighbourhoods.  
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Sefton Air 
Quality Annual 
Status Report 
(2019) 

• This Annual Status Report sets out the position in Sefton and supports an ongoing work 
programme to address air quality issues. 

• Identifies localised areas of concern, including Millers Bridge/Derby Road junction, 
Bootle (PM10 and NO2); Hawthorn Road/Church Road junction, Litherland (NO2), 
Lathom Close, Princess Way, Seaforth (NO2); and South Road/Crosby Road North 
junction, Waterloo (NO2).   

• Our LUF proposals for the Maritime Corridor focus on 
active travel, reducing congestion and improving air 
quality, which will address the localised areas of 
concern highlighted in the AQASR.  

Sefton Vision 
2030 (2016) 

• The aim behind the work was to understand and focus on what is important for the 
borough and its communities in the future. 

• A vision is set out surrounding the following themes: together a stronger community; a 
borough for everyone; living, working and having fun; a Clean, Green, Beautiful Borough; 
visit, Explore and Enjoy; On the Move; Open for Business and Ready for the Future. 

• The Maritime Corridor project supports the vision in 
taking account of the climate change emergency and 
the health and wellbeing of residents when planning the 
interventions. 

PAN-NORTHERN POLICY 

TfN Strategic 
Transport Plan 
(2019) 

• The STP sets out strategic aims for transport across the North in support of the Northern 
Powerhouse agenda and associated rebalancing of the economy.  

• It states three key aims: Connecting People – Improving access to leisure and tourism 
assets and work opportunities whilst widening the labour market for businesses; 
Connecting Businesses – Improving connections to collaborators, clients and 
competitors, including those within the prime and enabling capabilities; and Moving 
Goods – Supporting businesses to move freight and goods efficiently and across modes. 

• The LUF programme fully aligns with the TfN STP three 
aims of connecting people, connecting business and 
moving goods by increasing the resilience of the 
transport network, enabling inclusive access to 
opportunity and encouraging physical activity.   

• St George’s Gateway proposal directly improves access 
to the city region’s cultural and visitor assets.  

NATIONAL POLICY 

DfT UK 
Industrial 
Strategy and 
Transport 
Investment 
Strategy  

(2017) 

• The UK Industrial Strategy is a wide-ranging plan to boost productivity by backing 
businesses to create good jobs and increase the earning power of people throughout the 
UK with investment in skills, industries and infrastructure.  

• The Transport Investment Strategy followed, setting out how high performing 
infrastructure will support the Industrial Strategy through four objectives: Create a more 
reliable, less congested, and better-connected transport network; Build a stronger, more 
balanced economy by enhancing productivity; Enhance our global competitiveness; and 
Support development of new housing.  

• Investment in the LCR through the LUF has the potential 
to improve the transport network reliability, enabling 
people to access employment opportunities quickly and 
effectively and contributing to enhanced productivity, 
enhance the LCR’s global competitiveness through 
access to  

its ports and supply chains and support new housing 
development by unlocking brownfield land. 

HM Treasury 
Build Back 
Better: Our Plan 

• The Government’s plan for growth focuses on three pillars of investment: high-quality 
infrastructure; skills and innovation, against a wider backdrop of levelling up, green 
growth and a global vision for Britain.  

• Investment in city regions in the north is particularly 
important in addressing the imbalance that exists in 
England, not only economically, but also socially and 
environmentally. There is a danger that destinations 
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for Growth 
(2021) 

• No region should be left behind as the UK achieves greater economic prosperity and sets 
out a commitment to regenerate struggling towns in all parts of the country via 
dedicated funding streams. 

such as Liverpool, with its strong focus on the visitor 
economy, cannot recover as strongly from the 
pandemic as other places and the LUF investment is 
vital in supporting the levelling up agenda. 

• We will invest in high-quality transport infrastructure 
that reduces emissions, improves physical activity and 
connects areas of deprivation to opportunities, in line 
with the infrastructure, skills and green growth 
priorities. 

UK Climate 
Change and Net 
Zero 
Commitments 

• The UK government has brought into law a commitment to cut emissions by 78% by 
2035 compared to 1990 levels and to achieve carbon net zero by 2050.  

• In the LCR we have set an ambitious target of achieving 
carbon net zero by 2040, ten years ahead of the UK 
target, and the whole-life carbon appraisal of our LUF 
package estimates it will have a carbon benefit (net 
reduction) of 12,577 tCO2e over 60 years due to mode 
shift and traffic flow efficiencies. 

DfT Gear 
Change: A Bold 
Vision for 
Cycling and 
Walking 

(2020) 

• Gear Change is a new plan for walking and cycling in England to accompany a £2 billion 
funding commitment to active travel infrastructure across the country. It sets out the 
Government’s vision for the transformation of England’s transport system into ‘a great 
walking and cycling nation’.  

• These themes are supported by updated technical design guidance note LTN 1/20, which 
Local Authorities should adhere to as far as is practical when designing cycling 
infrastructure.    

• The LUF programme accelerates the delivery of our 
600km active travel network, with a focus on short 
term, readily deliverable schemes that will address gaps 
in the network by providing high-quality, segregated 
infrastructure with associated safe crossing facilities, in 
line with the design standards set out in LTN 1/20.   

DfT Bus Back 
Better  

(2021) 

• Bus Back Better sets out the Government’s ambition to transform the UK’s bus offer, 
making buses a practical and attractive alternative to the car for more people, through 
improvements in reliability, frequency and accessibility. This is particularly important 
following the COVID-19 pandemic, where bus use has dropped significantly and 
continues to be lower than pre-COVID levels.  

• The ultimate aim is for fully integrated services, multi-modal tickets and high-quality 
information for passengers, with many more places offering a ‘London-style’ bus offer.  

• Our projects will ease interchange onto bus and reduce 
congestion at key pinch points along public transport 
corridors. 

DfT Transport 
Decarbonisation 
Plan  

• The TDP recognises the significant role that transport has to play in decarbonisation and 
reaching the 2050 national net zero carbon target.  

• Transport is the largest contributor to UK domestic GHG emissions and is the only sector 
where emissions have remained constant rather than decreasing in recent years. Action 

• The LUF programme focuses investment into low and 
zero carbon modes, with the continued delivery of the 
city region’s 600km active travel network. This, will 
support decarbonisation of the network through 
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(2021) must be taken to make sure that active travel and public transport are the modes of 
choice, supported by clean, place-based solutions.  

behaviour change and reduced emissions from 
transport, ultimately helping to improve air quality and 
reverse climate change.  

Government 
Levelling Up 
White Paper 
(2022) 

• The White Paper sets out how Government intends to level up the UK, addressing the 
inequality gap that exists. 

• Boost productivity, pay, jobs and living standards by growing the private sector, 
especially in those places where they are lagging. 

• Spread opportunities and improve public services, especially in those places where they 
are weakest. 

• Restore a sense of community, local pride and belonging, especially in those places 
where they have been lost.  

• Empower local leaders and communities, especially in those places lacking local agency. 

• Our LUF schemes provide investment in the LCR’s 
transport network which will improve connectivity and 
reliability, enabling people to access employment 
opportunities quickly and effectivity and contributing to 
enhanced productivity, enhancing the LCR’s global 
competitiveness through access to its ports and supply 
chains and support new housing development by 
unlocking brownfield land. 

• The investment to the north of the city region is 
particularly important in addressing the imbalance that 
exists in England, not only economically, but also 
socially and environmentally and our LUF schemes 
support this.  

Transport 
Business Cases: 

The Levelling 
Up Toolkit 
(2022) 

This toolkit has been produced to help business case authors engage with and assess how 
a transport proposal plays a part in delivering the DfT strategic priority to Grow and Level 
Up the Economy. The use of the toolkit will guarantee that the proposed transport 
investments are: 

• Strategically aligned to delivering the DfT strategic priority to Grow and Level Up the 
Economy and other relevant departmental and government priorities 

• Designed to be implemented as part of a coherent and comprehensive national, 
regional or local growth strategy  

• Developed in collaboration with stakeholders 

• Supported with robust and balanced evidence and analysis 

• The LUF programme-wide business case has been 
produced using the guidance in the DfT’s toolkit. A 
series of SMART objectives have been set and these are 
clearly linked to the monitoring and evaluation plan. A 
clear narrative is presented which demonstrates the 
challenges faced locally and how the interventions seek 
to address these challenges. The schemes have been 
developed and refined on the basis of stakeholder input 
and there is a clear communications strategy going 
forward. 

National 
Infrastructure 
Strategy (2020) 

• The National Infrastructure Strategy sets out the government’s plans to transform the 
UK infrastructure to level up the country, strengthen the Union and achieve targets of 
net zero emissions by 2050. The strategy describes how the government will achieve 
these ambitions by boosting growth and productivity across the whole of the UK, 
levelling up and strengthening the Union; putting the UK on the path to meeting its 
net zero emissions target by 2050; supporting private investment; and accelerating 
and improving delivery.  

• The LUF proposals align with the theme of ‘fairer, faster, 
greener’ and the impetus on levelling up, by improving 
capacity and resilience in the transport system and 
providing low or zero carbon alternatives to the car. 
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Policy Key Objectives LUF Programme Alignment 

The Ten Point 
Plan for a Green 
Industrial 
Revolution 
(2020) 

• The Ten Point Plan will provide the foundations for a Green Industrial Revolution which 
starts with the Government supporting 90,000 jobs across the UK and up to 250,000 by 
2030. 

• Point 5 - Green Public Transport, Cycling & Walking: Shifting from private vehicles to 
more active and sustainable modes of transport will be accelerated through investment 
in rail and bus services and measures to assist pedestrians and cyclists 

• Our LUF proposals support point 5 and wider 
decarbonisation of the economy. 

Local Transport 
Note 1/20 
(2020) 

• This local transport note (LTN 1/20) provides guidance to local authorities on delivering 
high quality, cycle infrastructure. 

• The five core design principles state that networks and routes should be Coherent, 
Direct, Safe, Comfortable and Attractive. 

• All of our LUF cycling proposals comply with the 
principles in LTN 1/20 in terms of coherent, direct, 
segregated and safe routes.   
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2. Economic Case 

2.1 Overview 

The LUF programme incorporates three interlinked packages and constituent schemes within each 

package, as shown in Table 2-1. The economic appraisal has been carried out separately for each 

scheme and then the costs and benefits have been aggregated to produce a programme-wide BCR 

and Appraisal Summary Table (Appendix D).  

Table 2-1 – LUF Packages for Economic Appraisal 

Project Elements 

St George’s Gateway St George’s Gateway Phase 1 

Chapel Street segregated cycling and walking route 

Dock Road segregated cycling and walking route 

Ropewalks pedestrian and urban realm improvements 

Birkenhead Central Gateway Argyle Street segregated cycling and walking route and associated 
urban realm improvements 

Kingsway Tunnel approaches and toll plaza reconfiguration 

Maritime Corridor 5 junction improvements on the KRN and approach routes 

Netherton Way segregated cycling and walking corridor 

The assumptions and methodologies used in the appraisal are detailed in this section, with reference 

made to the relevant DfT Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) units. We also highlight where updates 

to the appraisal have been undertaken since the initial LUF submission made in June 2021 and the 

impact that these have had in terms of refining our understanding of the costs and benefits. 

2.2 Approach and Data Sources 

The approach taken to the modelling and appraisal of our LUF package follows the DfT’s TAG in 

respect of proportionality, employing models and tools available at the time of the assessment and 

reflecting the level of development of some of the package elements. As such, each element has a 

slightly different modelling and appraisal methodology, tailored to the available data sources and 

relevant DfT guidance in order to provide a robust platform for the analysis. 

Our LUF bid draws on a range of data and evidence to illustrate the key problems and challenges 

faced in the City Region and more locally in the three LUF investment areas. The place-based 

analysis that we have undertaken to illustrate social, economic and environmental issues is largely 

based on national datasets, including the latest (2019) Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) data, the 

most recent Census data available (2011) and other data such as unemployment data collected by 

the Office of National Statistics. National datasets go through a robust checking and cleaning 

process, with appropriate adjustments made and analysis that includes cross-checks of findings 

against independent, unbiased data. National datasets are also usually temporal, which means that 

any potentially erroneous data can be identified relatively easily.  

We have supplemented this with the use of data collected at City Region and Local Authority level, 

including air quality monitoring data. This is based on primary data collection at the City Region’s air 

quality monitoring sites in line with the requirements set out by Defra for Air Quality Management 

Areas. The air quality data and exceedances that we have used in our LUF bid are from 2019, the 
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latest data available for the pre-pandemic period. This data is submitted to central Government and 

wider public bodies for additional checks and scrutiny and as such is considered to be robust. 

The economic appraisal we have carried out uses a number of data sets.  

For the active modes appraisal, we have used Census 2011 data to estimate existing demand, as 

specific walk and cycle count data is not available for the routes proposed. We have then cross 

checked this against local (although not route specific) data available for the City Region which was 

collected using automatic cycle counters to ensure it is appropriate. We have used data from the 

National Travel Survey (2019) as recommended in TAG to identify other parameters to use in the 

appraisal, such as the average trip length. 

For the appraisal of active travel measures, it was considered that the DfT’s ‘Active Modes Appraisal 

Toolkit’ (AMAT) was the most appropriate tool. The DfT’s Uplift Tool has been used to quantify 

journey ambience, decongestion, air quality, noise, Greenhouse Gas, absenteeism and reduced risk 

of premature death benefits. This was based on baseline and forecast walking and cycling demand 

data and scheme data as far as it has been developed to date. The appraisal was undertaken in line 

with TAG Unit A5-1 (May 2020) and the outputs reported in Analysis of Monetised Costs and 

Benefits (AMCB) tables included in scheme business cases. For active modes schemes at a very early 

stage of development, a benchmarking exercise was undertaken to derive a typical BCR associated 

with similar proposals. 

We have used the SATURN based Maritime Corridor Model to understand the with-scheme forecast 

traffic impacts and user benefits (using TUBA) for the Maritime Corridor highway proposals. This 

model is TAG compliant and has been calibrated and validated in line with the standards set out in 

TAG Unit M3.1 and M1.2, including the use of robust datasets that reflect neutral periods on the 

network to build the model and the use of independent validation data to check for accuracy within 

acceptable limits.  

For the Kingsway Tunnel toll plaza improvements, we have used weekday hourly traffic data held by 

LCRCA for a 7-day period in 2018 (the most recent pre-COVID data available), split into vehicle class 

and direction of travel, alongside journey time data from Bluetooth. Journey time savings were then 

calculated using the principles of TAG Unit A1.3 User and Provider Impacts (July 2021).  

All demand estimates, and the overall economic appraisal, have been undertaken in line with 

recognised DfT guidance, in particular that set out in the following units of TAG: 

• TAG Unit A1.1 Cost Benefit Analysis (2018); 

• TAG Unit A2.1 Wider Economic Impacts Appraisal (2018); 

• TAG Unit A5.1 Active Mode Appraisal (2020); 

• TAG Unit A5.4 Marginal External Costs (for decongestion benefits) (2020);  

• TAG Unit M4 Forecasting and Uncertainty (2019) 

• TAG Unit M1-1 Principles of Modelling and Forecasting (2013); and 

• TAG Databook (for modelling and appraisal values) (202020).  

 
20 Note that, for the LUF schemes that require use of transport models and economic appraisal carried out using TUBA, the 2020 version 
of the TAG Databook has generally been used, to support the submission made to Government in 2021. It is not considered proportionate 
at this stage to revise this appraisal following the publication of the 2021 Databook, which would delay submission of this business case 
and potentially delay scheme delivery. 
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The outputs and conclusions drawn from each scheme element appraisal are set out below. Further 

details are provided in a separate Economic Appraisal Report (EAR) in Appendix C.  

Scheme costs for each element of the bid have been prepared in line with TAG Unit A1.2 Scheme 

Costs (2017)21. As such, the scheme costs presented have been: 

• Uplifted to reflect risks and uncertainty specific to each project element; 

• Uplifted to apply an optimism bias (OB) level appropriate to level of development; 

• Rebased from a 2021 price base to 2010 prices using the GDP deflator as per the TAG 

Databook; 

• Converted from factor costs to market price unit of account by using an indirect tax 

correction factor of 1.19; and 

• Discounted using a discount rate of 3.5% per annum, with all values discounted to a present 

value year of 2010. 

The remainder of this Economic Case sets out the work undertaken to date to understand the 

economic, social and environmental impacts associated with each of the three packages, including: 

• The options considered and identification of the preferred option(s); 

• The economic costs associated with the options considered; 

• The economic benefits associated with the options considered; and 

• Sensitivity testing undertaken. 

Additional programme-wide analysis has also been undertaken, to understand the qualitative social 

impacts of the programme and the quantified carbon impacts of the programme. 

2.3 St George’s Gateway 

Overview and Options Considered 

This package will introduce segregated cycle facilities in Liverpool for active travel through the city 

centre and remedy some gaps in the cycle network. Contributing to Liverpool’s Clean Air Plan, the 

transport interventions will complement recent changes in the city such as the removal of the 

Churchill Way flyovers, reducing severance on the highway, facilitating safer cycling and encouraging 

more cycling in the city and wider region. This project connects Liverpool John Moores University 

and Liverpool city centre for active travel, as well as improved walking and cycling links in the 

Ropewalks area of the city and beyond towards the wider Liverpool city region. Travel routes 

continue to the north of the city connecting the Dock Road cycleway towards the Maritime Corridor 

in Sefton. Figure 2-1 shows the LUF proposed active travel routes and how these align with existing 

routes and routes under development to help infill gaps in the network. 

 
21 Note: at the time of the appraisal for the LUF packages, the 2017 version of TAG Unit A1.2 was the most recent version available. It is 
noted that an updated version was published in November 2021; however, it is not considered proportionate to re-work the LUF scheme 
costs on this basis at this time. 
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Figure 2-1 – St George’s Gateway and Wider Liverpool City Centre Active Travel Network

 

The scheme elements considered as part of the monetised economic appraisal for this package are: 

• St George’s Gateway Phase 1; 

• Chapel Street segregated walking and cycling route; 

• Dock Road segregated walking and cycling route; and 

• Ropewalks pedestrian and urban realm improvement works. 

Economic Costs 

The total outturn cost of delivering this scheme, as shown in the Financial Case, is £13,424m. Table 

2-2 shows the base cost and inflation and risk allowances that make up this cost and shows the PVC 

that has been calculated for use in the economic assessment. A total PVC of £10.395m has been 

calculated (in 2010 prices, discounted to 2010). A 15% allowance for Optimism Bias has been applied 

to the costs used in the economic assessment. 

Table 2-2 – St George’s Gateway Present Value Cost (£000s, PVC presented in 2010 prices, 

discounted to 2010) 

Project Base Cost Inflation Risk 
Total Financial 

Cost  
Present Value 

Cost (PVC) 

St George’s Gateway 11,818 386 1,220 13,424 10,395 



 

44 
 

Monetised Economic Benefits 

The appraisal has considered the active travel measures in aggregate, i.e. combining the schemes in 

St George’s Gateway Phase 1 with those on Chapel Street and Dock Road. Table 2-3 provides a 

summary of the baseline and forecast demand estimates, whilst Table 2-3 sets out the monetised 

benefits as output from the AMAT assessment. The Present Value of Benefits (PVB) from the active 

travel measures is £7.9m. 

Table 2-3 – St George’s Gateway Active Travel Demand Forecasts 

Scenario Daily Demand 

Baseline Cycling Demand (without proposed intervention)  180 

Estimated Cycling Demand (with proposed intervention)  579 

Baseline Walking Demand (without proposed intervention)  42,826 

Estimated Walking Demand (with proposed intervention) 43,361 

Table 2-4 – St George’s Gateway Active Travel Monetised Benefits (£’000, 2010 prices discounted 

to 2010) 

Benefit £’000 

Decongestion  275.80 

Infrastructure Maintenance  0.82 

Accidents  25.06 

Local Air Quality  4.23 

Noise  1.67 

Greenhouse Gases  6.45 

Reduced Risk of Premature Death  3,479.62 

Absenteeism  525.49 

Journey Ambience  3,575.86 

Indirect Taxation  -16.19 

Government Costs  4,331.25 

Private Sector Contribution  0.00 

Present Value of Benefits  7,878.00 

For the urban realm improvements proposed for Ropewalks, a spreadsheet-based approach has 

been used to calculate the benefits, focusing on monetising the value of improvements in journey 

quality to pedestrians using this route in the City Centre. There is little published evidence on the 

value of public realm improvements of the kind proposed by this scheme. Therefore, in undertaking 

the appraisal we have referred to the Transport for London document, ‘Business Case Development 

Manual, May 2013’, which provides values against a range of improvement works. 

Table 2-5 – Ropewalks Estimated Pedestrian Demand  

 Year Do Min Demand Do Something Demand 

Base Year 2012 1,031,052 1,031,052 

Forecast Year 2021 1,032,081 1,032,081 

Forecast Year 2031 1,025,027 1,025,027 
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Table 2-6 – Ropewalks Journey Quality Benefits (£’000, 2010 prices discounted to 2010) 

Monetised Costs and Benefits £ 

Journey Quality Benefits 13.283 

The overall impacts for the St George’s Gateway package are shown in the Analysis of Monetised 

Costs and Benefits (AMCB) table in Table 2-7. This shows that the improvements have a PVB of 

£21.2m against a PVC of £10.4m (in 2010 prices). This results in a BCR of 2.04, which represents High 

Value for Money (VfM) according to DfT criteria. 

Table 2-7 – St George’s Gateway AMCB Table (£’000, 2010 Prices discounted to 2010) 

Monetised Costs and Benefits £’000 

  Noise 1.67 

  Local Air Quality 4.23 

  Greenhouse Gases 6.45 

  Journey Quality 16,858.70 

  Physical Activity 4,005.11 

  Accidents 25.06 

  Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Commuting) 275.8 

  Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Other) - 

  Economic Efficiency: Business Users and Providers - 

  Wider Public Finances (Indirect Taxation Revenues) -16.19 

  Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 21,160.83 

  Broad Transport Budget 10,395.00 

  Present Value of Costs (PVC) 10,395.00 

  OVERALL IMPACTS  

  Net Present Value (NPV) 10,765.83 

  Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 2.04 

A sensitivity test has been carried out on the AMAT assessment, to test the impact of adopting a 30-

year appraisal period, compared to the 20-year period used in the core assessment. The impact of 

this is shown in Table 2-8, which reflects an increase in the PVB to £24.6m and an associated 

increase in the BCR to 2.37, which represents High VfM.  

Table 2-8 – St George’s Gateway AMCB Table: 30-Year Appraisal Period Sensitivity Test (£’000, 

2010 Prices discounted to 2010) 

Monetised Costs and Benefits £’000 

  Noise 2.33 

  Local Air Quality 5.62 

  Greenhouse Gases 9.29 

  Journey Quality 18,300.63 

  Physical Activity 5,901.41 

  Accidents 34.94 

  Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Commuting) 400.77 
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  Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Other) - 

  Economic Efficiency: Business Users and Providers - 

  Wider Public Finances (Indirect Taxation Revenues) -18.99 

  Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 24,636.00 

  Broad Transport Budget 10,395.00 

  Present Value of Costs (PVC) 10,395.00 

  OVERALL IMPACTS  

  Net Present Value (NPV) 14,241.32 

  Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 2.37 

2.4 Birkenhead Central Gateway 

Overview  

The Birkenhead works on the Wirral form a key part of the cross-river link to works in Sefton and 

Liverpool. Active travel between Birkenhead town centre through to the Hamilton Park area 

provides a vital connection to the Mersey Ferry at Woodside, Hamilton Square bus and rail station 

and regeneration sites of Dock Branch Park and Hind Street.  

The active travel element of the scheme covers Argyle Street in Birkenhead, between the junctions 

of Conway Street and Cleveland Street/Hamilton Square. Works supporting the Dock Branch Park 

project occur in this area too.   

Highways works involving the tunnels will ensure a more efficient flow of vehicles between Wirral 

and Liverpool and will be complimented by the active travel interventions in Birkenhead town 

centre. The works associated with the tunnels will take place at the Kingsway entrance in Wallasey, 

Wirral. Improvements to the signage for the tunnels will occur on the approaches to both the 

Queensway and Kingsway tunnels on the Wirral side. 

The scheme elements considered for the economic appraisal are: 

• Argyle Street segregated cycling and walking route and urban realm improvements; and 

• Kingsway Tunnel approaches and toll plaza reconfiguration. 

Options Considered  

For the Kingsway Tunnel approaches and toll plaza reconfiguration scheme, the Do Minimum 

scenario assumes that the current situation is maintained. At present, the toll plaza consists of 13 

lanes, with an 8 and 5 lane tidal flow arrangement in the eastbound and westbound direction in the 

AM and the PM peak respectively. 

Following a shortlisting exercise and further options and design development work undertaken since 

the initial LUF submission in June 2021, the updated economic appraisal considered the following 

three potential options: 

• Option 1G: Flexible lanes parallel toll plaza with 16 lanes providing a tidal flow arrangement 

– 9 lanes eastbound and 7 lanes westbound in the AM peak and reverse in the PM peak. 

• Option 2D: Staggered toll plaza with 8 lane operation in each direction. 

• Option 3: Free Flowing Westbound toll plaza with 9 lanes arrangement in the eastbound 

direction towards Liverpool. The tunnel will only charge customers who travel eastbound to 
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Liverpool. The charge is proposed to be double the current price to maintain the same 

revenue from the existing layout. 

The following key features are present in each of the three options: 

• Width of all lanes is increased to 3m. 

• Width of three nearside islands is maintained as 2m. 

• Width of free lane is increased from 5.45 to 5.5m for HGVs 

• No Restrictions - All lanes are opened for all types of traffic. 

• Proposed payment methods via cash, card and Fast Tag at every lane across the toll plaza, 

with the future introduction of an Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) system. 

Design drawings for each of these options are provided in Appendix B. 

The Argyle Street active modes appraisal considers the costs and benefits associated with the 

identified preferred option, as shown in the design drawings in Appendix B. 

Economic Costs 

Table 2-9 shows the economic costs used in the appraisal of the Birkenhead Central Gateway 

scheme. It should be noted that the costs presented for the Kingsway Tunnel element differ from 

those presented in the original LUF submission, as a result of further options testing and design 

development and associated revised cost profiles. A 46% Optimism Bias allowance has been applied 

to the costs used in the economic assessment for the Kingsway Tunnel element and a 15% allowance 

has been applied to the costs used in the Argyle Street active travel element.  

Table 2-9 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Present Value Cost (£000s, PVC presented in 2010 prices, 

discounted to 2010) 

Project 
Total Investment 

Costs 
Revenue 

Costs 
Maintenance 

Capital 
Renewals 

Total PVC 

Kingsway Tunnel 1G 9,886 -1,466 -256 -434 7,730 

Kingsway Tunnel 2D 11,024 -* -256 -434 10,334 

Kingsway Tunnel 3 6,575 -1,466 -256 -434 4,419 

Argyle Street 3,965 - - - 2,739 

* No JT or reliability benefits have been calculated for Option 2; therefore; the revenue increases are assumed to be zero 

Monetised Economic Benefits 

The initial modelling and appraisal for the Kingsway Tunnel toll plaza scheme was undertaken using 

the Wirral Traffic Model (WTM) and TUBA, as reported in the initial LUF submission in June 2021. 

Since then, the approach has been refined, and an updated assessment has been carried out. Due to 

the nature of the scheme, the benefits produced are less suited to traditional forecasting methods 

and hence a more logic-based approach has been used to quantify the benefits when compared with 

traditional transport schemes.   

The following quantitative benefits have been assessed: 

• Journey time benefits – aligned to the objective to improve the journey time (JT) and reduce 

congestion for all vehicle types through the toll plaza; and 

• Reliability benefits – aligned to the objective to improve the journey time reliability for the 

eastbound and westbound trips through the toll plaza.  
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In addition, maintenance cost savings have also been considered. 

Existing traffic data held by LCRCA and Bluetooth data was obtained and processed to reflect the 

most recent pre-COVID-19 situation. This data shows the direction of travel by vehicle class per hour 

and average journey time data for a 24-hour period through the Kingsway toll plaza. Analysis of the 

data shows the AM peak as 07:00 – 09:00 and the PM peak of 16:00 – 19:00. The intervening 7 hours 

(09:00 – 16:00) has been assessed as the interpeak period. Off peak periods, weekends and bank 

holidays were excluded from the appraisal.  

Annualisation factors considered for the appraisal are:  

• AM peak – 253 days per year * 2 hours = 506 hours  

• Interpeak – 253 days per year * 7 hours = 1771 hours  

• PM peak – 253 days per year * 3 hours = 759 hours.  

The appraisal period used is 60 years from the year of opening which is assumed to be 2023.  

Four classes of vehicles have been considered. For quantification purposes and due to the same 

Value of Time (VOT) across the classes, Class 1 and  2 (Motorcycles and Cars) and Class 3 and 4 

(OGV1 and OGV2) have been grouped together. VOTs have been calculated in accordance with TAG 

Table 1.3.2 in the July 2021 v1.15 TAG Databook.  

Journey Time savings have been calculated using the principles of TAG Unit A1.3 and based on the 

journey time data for the three peak periods in each direction. On average, a Journey Time saving of 

40 seconds is assumed in the AM peak and 12 seconds is assumed in the PM peak, based on the 

difference of Journey Time relative to the interpeak.  

For Option 1G, Journey Time savings in the eastbound direction have been based on the difference 

in the AM peak times comparison to the interpeak and PM peak times comparison to interpeak. In 

the westbound direction, the assumption is that there will be a 10% improvement to the Journey 

Time savings measured by comparing the current times to the free flow condition as a result of the 

barriers still in place which means the traffic will have to stop prior to continuing their journey.  

For Option 2D, Journey Time savings have not been considered in the eastbound direction due to 

this option having the same number of lanes as the Do Minimum and with less variability in the 

westbound direction.   

For Option 3, Journey Time savings in the eastbound direction have been considered equivalent to 

Option 1 eastbound Journey Times due to the use of the same lane arrangements. The Journey Time  

savings in the westbound direction have been calculated based on the assumption that the 

introduction of free-flow conditions with no barriers will provide a saving more comparable to free-

flow, which has been conservatively represented through the use of the minimum recorded Journey 

Time  for the weekday across all 24 hours based on current operations.   

No growth in time savings per trip in future years has been assumed.  

Journey Time  savings and reliability benefits for Option 2D have not been calculated as the 

operation in each direction is assumed to be 8 lanes which means there will be same operation in 

the eastbound direction during AM peak times when compared with the Do Minimum. However, 

this is likely to be offset by wider lanes. During the PM peak there is not expected to be much 

variation in Journey Times relative to the Do Minimum.  



 

49 
 

Reliability benefits for Options 1G and 3 have been calculated using the principles of TAG Unit A1.3 

for urban roads using a standard deviation of journey times calculated from the recorded data for 

each hour. In the absence of a transport model, the following assumptions have been applied to JT 

variance in the Do Something scenario:  

• For Option 1G an improvement to Journey Time variation equivalent to 25% of the 

difference between peak and interpeak levels has been assumed in both directions.  

• For Option 2D, no improvement has been assumed.  

• For Option 3, no change has been assumed in the eastbound direction. To represent the 

transition to free-flow conditions an improvement in the westbound direction has been 

applied based on the best performing period during the day with the current operating 

conditions. 

Journey Time benefits have been calculated using the formula below and these are discounted to 

2010 as per the TAG guidance, referred as the Present Value of Benefits (PVB). Daily user benefits 

from JT savings have been calculated as:  

User Benefits = Total number of vehicle hours saved x VOT (for each user class) x number of 

vehicles (for each user class)  

Table 2-10 shows the JT benefits for each of the options over a 60-year appraisal period.  

Table 2-10 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Journey Time Benefits (£000s, 2010 prices discounted to 

2010)  

Option 
Journey Time Benefits (£000s) 

Eastbound Westbound Total 

Option 1G 11,794 1,124 12,918 

Option 3 11,794 11,242 23,036 

The results demonstrate that there is a difference in Journey Time benefits across the options as a 

result of difference in the operation in the westbound direction between Option 1G (lane 

arrangement) and Option 3 (free flow arrangement). As stated, a 10% improvement in Journey Time 

is assumed for Option 1G as compared to the free flow.   

The reliability benefits for Option 1G and Option 3 have been calculated based on changes in 

standard deviation of travel time, using part of the TAG A1.3 urban roads approach, but with the 

standard deviation calculated from the actual time data using the daily records available.   

Values of reliability benefit have been assessed on a similar basis to the measurement of journey 

time saving benefits. In line with TAG A1.3 reduced standard deviations of journey time are valued in 

proportion to a reduction in journey time savings, with a reliability ratio of 0.4 applied to represent 

the higher value which car users place on average journey time savings than they place on improved 

reliability.  

Table 2-11 shows the reliability benefits calculated over a 60-year appraisal period. It is to be noted 

that the reliability benefits in the eastbound direction are assumed to be of same order as Option 1G 

as the number of forecast lanes in the westbound direction is a difference of 1 lane. The marginal 

negative benefits for Option 1G are as a result of no significant difference in variability in delays in 

the westbound direction throughout the day in the Do Minimum scenario.  
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Table 2-11 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Journey Time Reliability Benefits (£000s, 2010 prices 

discounted to 2010)  

Option 
Journey Time Reliability Benefits (£000s) 

Eastbound Westbound Total 

Option 1G 503 -11 492 

Option 3 503 357 860 

Table 2-12 presents the Level 1 (JT) and Level 2 (JT + Reliability) benefits for Option 1G and Option 3 

for the core scenario. No assessment of Wider Economic Impacts (WEIs) has been undertaken.  

Table 2-12 – Birkenhead Central Gateway PVB (£000s, 2010 prices discounted to 2010)  

Benefit Element Option 1D Option 3 

Journey Time (Level 1) 12,918 23,036 

Journey Time Reliability (Level 2) 492 860 

Total PVB (Level 1 + Level 2) 13,410 23,896 

As can be seen from the results, the majority of the benefits generated by the scheme are associated 

with journey time savings for road users with relatively minor benefits generated from reliability.  

We recognise that there are some limitations associated with the appraisal work carried out to date, 

including: 

• The benefits associated with the availability of additional lanes for buses and freight vehicles 

have not been considered; 

• No consideration has been given to re-routing between the Kingsway and Queensway 

Tunnels, particularly during maintenance periods; 

• Sensitivity testing has not yet been undertaken; 

• Traffic impacts during construction have not yet been assessed; and 

• WEIs have not been monetised. 

LCRCA will shortly appoint a consultant to develop a microsimulation model to assess the impacts of 

Options 1G and 3 in more detail, to address some of these limitations and support identification of 

the preferred option. Option 2 has been discounted on the basis that the journey time savings are 

lower than for the other two options.  

For the active travel scheme on Argyle Street, the DfT’s AMAT has been used to provide the 

economic benefits, whilst the VURT (Valuation Urban Realm Toolkit) has been used to estimate the 

benefits of the associated enhancements to the urban realm. For context, Figure 2-2 shows the 

existing active travel routes and the routes under development in the scheme area. 
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Figure 2-2 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Existing and Planned Active Travel Routes 

 

The Propensity to Cycle tool which uses Census 2011 Travel to Work for Lower Super Output Areas 

(LSOAs) was used to calculate the number of existing cycle trips, based on the demand shown for 

routes that run adjacent to the scheme. As the Census only captures commuter trips, the weekday 

commute demand was factored by 6 (by direction and by 3 trip purposes) to represent all trip 

purposes as set out in the DfT Value for Money Guidance Emergency Active Travel Fun (EATF) note. 

The assessment does not take weekend trips into account. The 2011 cycle demand was factored up 

to the scheme opening year of 2023 using data from NTEM (TEMPRO 7.2). The uplift in demand as a 

result of the scheme was inferred from similar case studies as cited in the DfT’s Active Mode 

Appraisal Toolkit User Guide (May 2020). The DfT Uplift Tool was used and the results of this analysis 

are provided in the Economic Appraisal Report in Appendix C.  

The Datashine tool which uses Census 2011 Travel to Work for Middle Layer Super Output Areas 

(MSOAs) has been used to calculate the baseline number of walking trips, based on taking a 

proportion (20%) of the demand between MSOA pairs that could potentially use the route. As the 

Census only captures commuter trips, the weekday commuter demand was factored by 6 (by 

direction and by 3 trip purposes) to represent all trip purposes as set out in the DfT Value for Money 

Guidance Emergency Active Travel Fun (EATF) note. The assessment does not take weekend trips 

into account. The 2011 walking demand was factored up to the scheme opening year of 2023 using 

data from NTEM (TEMPRO 7.2). The uplift in demand as a result of the scheme was inferred from 

similar case studies as cited in the DfT’s Active Mode Appraisal Toolkit User Guide (May 2020). The 
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DfT Uplift Tool was used and the results of this analysis are provided in the Economic Appraisal 

Report in Appendix C. 

Table 2-13 provides a summary of the baseline and forecast demand estimates, whilst Table 2-14 

sets out the monetised benefits as output from the AMAT and VURT assessments. The Present Value 

of Benefits (PVB) from the active travel measures is £3.2m. 

Table 2-13 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Active Travel Demand Forecasts 

Scenario Daily Demand 

Baseline Cycling Demand (without proposed intervention)  121 

Estimated Cycling Demand (with proposed intervention)  141 

Baseline Walking Demand (without proposed intervention)  1,192 

Estimated Walking Demand (with proposed intervention) 1,817 

Table 2-14 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Active Travel Monetised Benefits (£’000, 2010 prices 

discounted to 2010) 

Benefit £’000 

Congestion benefit 92.45 

Infrastructure maintenance 0.27 

Accident 8.18 

Local air quality 1.59 

Noise 0.55 

Greenhouse gases 1.96 

Reduced risk of premature death 1,586.90 

Absenteeism 328.92 

Journey ambience22 1,143.18 

Indirect taxation -5.31 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 3,158.69 

A sensitivity test has been undertaken to compare the use of a 30-year appraisal period for the 

Argyle Street active travel corridor with the 20-year period used in the core assessment. The AMCB 

table in Table 2-14 below shows the impact of this on the PVB, which increases to £4.2m. 

Table 2-15 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Active Travel Monetised Benefits: 30-Year Appraisal 

Period Sensitivity Test (£’000, 2010 prices discounted to 2010) 

Benefit £’000 

Congestion benefit 141.14 

Infrastructure maintenance 0.39 

Accident 11.67 

Local air quality 2.16 

Noise 0.78 

Greenhouse gases 2.86 

Reduced risk of premature death 2,355.08 

 
22 Includes £524.8k of benefits calculated through VURT 
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Absenteeism 469.87 

Journey ambience23 1,243.38 

Indirect taxation -6.21 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 4,221.12 

The overall impacts for the Birkenhead Central Gateway package are shown in the AMCB table in 

Table 2-16. The costs and benefits associated with each of the Kingsway Tunnel options are 

presented, alongside those for the Argyle Street active travel corridor. The two total columns show 

the total Birkenhead Central Gateway economic costs and benefits based on the inclusion of 

Kingsway Tunnel Option 1G and Option 3 respectively. 

The inclusion of Kingsway Tunnel Option 1G gives a total Birkenhead Central Gateway PVB of 

£16.08m compared to a PVC of £10.47m, generating an initial package BCR of 1.54, representing 

Medium VfM according to DfT criteria. The inclusion of the reliability benefits generates a BCR of 

1.58 which again represents Medium VfM. 

The inclusion of Kingsway Tunnel Option 3 gives a total PVB of £26.19m compared to a PVC of 

£7.16m, generating an initial package BCR of 3.66, representing High VfM according to DfT criteria. 

The inclusion of the reliability benefits generates a BCR of 3.78 which again represents High VfM. 

Table 2-16 – Birkenhead Central Gateway AMCB Table (£’000, 2010 Prices, Discounted to 2010) 

Monetised Costs and Benefits 
Kingsway 

Tunnel 1G 
Kingsway 
Tunnel 3 

Argyle 
Street 

Total 
(1G) 

Total (3) 

Noise - - 0.55 0.55 0.55 

Local Air Quality - - 1.59 1.59 1.59 

Greenhouse Gases - - 1.96 1.96 1.96 

Journey Ambience - - 1,143.18 1,143.18 1,143.18 

Physical Activity - - 1,915.81 1,915.81 1,915.81 

Accidents - - 8.18 8.18 8.18 

Decongestion - - 92.45 92.45 92.45 

Infrastructure Maintenance - - 0.27 0.27 0.27 

Reduced Risk of Premature Death - - 1,586.90 1,586.90 1,586.90 

Absenteeism - - 328.92 328.92 328.92 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users 
(Commuting) 

12,918.00 23,036.00 - 12,918.00 23,036.00 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users 
(Other) 

- - - - - 

Economic Efficiency: Business Users 
and Providers 

- - - - - 

Wider Public Finances (Indirect 
Taxation Revenues) 

- - -5.3 -5.3 -5.3 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 
(Level 1) 

12,918.00 23,036.00 3,158.69 16,076.69 26,194.69 

Broad Transport Budget 7,730.00 4,419.00 2,739.00 10,469.00 7,158.00 

Present Value of Costs (PVC) 7,730.00 4,419.00 2,739.00 10,469.00 7,158.00 

 
23 Includes £524.8k of benefits calculated through VURT 
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Reliability 492.00 860.00 - 492.00 860.00 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 
(Level 1+2) 

13,410.00 23,896.00 3,158.69 16,568.69 27,054.69 

OVERALL IMPACTS 

Initial Net Present Value (NPV) 5,188 18,617 419.69 5,607.69 19,036.69 

Initial Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 1.67 5.21 1.15 1.54 3.66 

Adjusted Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 1.73 5.41 1.15 1.58 3.78 

Non-Monetised Economic Benefits 

The Birkenhead Central Gateway package is also expected to have a number of non-monetised, 

qualitative benefits. It is anticipated that there will be improvements to air quality around the toll 

plaza as a result of improved journey times and reduced congestion. The customer experience 

through the plaza will be enhanced, through improved signage, customer services and payment 

options and the provision of a wildflower meadow will significantly enhance the local environment. 

The scheme proposals (particularly Option 3) reduce the requirement to close a lane to carry out 

essential maintenance and there will be benefits to emergency vehicles and breakdown recovery 

vehicles due to the wider lane arrangements. 

The WEIs of the scheme have not yet been calculated; however, it is expected that there will be a 

positive wider economic impact in the City Region as a result of improved journey times for private 

vehicles, freight vehicles and buses. 

The active travel improvements on Argyle Street complement wider investment in sustainable travel 

and economic development taking place in the Birkenhead Central area, with an enhanced 

environment that is no longer traffic dominated, and new opportunities to bring land forward for 

investment. 

2.5 Maritime Corridor 

Overview and Options Considered 

The project comprises of a series of highway network improvements on the Key Route Network 

(KRN) designed to improve access to and through south Sefton to alleviate the increase in traffic 

from new developments. The project will deliver a series of linked capacity, pedestrian, and cyclist 

facilities from Switch Island through to the Port of Liverpool. The project is expected to deliver 

increased capacity at key junctions and reduced traffic congestion on the KRN, improved journey 

time reliability and journey time savings, reduced traffic accidents, improved facilities for 

pedestrians and cyclists, improved connectivity and reduced severance for all users and greater 

resilience of the network. 

In addition to the junction upgrades proposed for Maritime Corridor, the wider strategy proposes to 

improve walking and cycling linkage opportunities throughout the corridor, with the measures being 

packaged into separate works. The reason for the segregation of these elements into packages is to 

reflect the fact that the infrastructure developed for the A5036 Dunnings Bridge Road would be on 

the Strategic Road Network/Trunk Road and therefore be supported by Highways England (Package 

1); whereas Package 2 addresses improvements on the local road network supported by Sefton 

Council. The Netherton Way active travel route (one component in Package 2) is included within the 

City Region LUF package to provide segregated cycle provision and improved provision at signalised 

junctions for cyclists on the A5038.     
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Figure 2-3 – Maritime Corridor Scheme Location Plan – Junction Upgrades and Active Travel 

Routes 

 

The scheme proposals considered in the economic appraisal are as follows: 

• A5038 Netherton Way/Bridle Road – extension of lanes on Bridle Road. 

• A5038 Netherton Way/Orrell Lane/Park Lane/A5038 Bailey Lane – extension of lanes on 

A5038 Netherton Way and staggered pedestrian crossing across A5038 Bailey Lane. 

• Bridle Road/Vesty Road/Atlantic Park – extending right turning flares and introducing right 

turn arrow from Atlantic Park. 

• A5036 Dunnings Bridge Road/Atlantic Park – creation of left turning lane from A5036 

Dunnings Bridge Road westbound into Atlantic Park. 

• A59 Ormskirk Road/Park Lane – changes to signal timings. 

• Provision for active travel along Netherton Way, with LTN 1/20 compliant segregated cycling 

infrastructure. 

Economic Costs 

The total outturn cost of delivering the Maritime Corridor scheme, as shown in the Financial Case, is 

£2.29m.  Table 2-17 shows the economic costs used in the appraisal of this scheme. It should be 

noted that the costs presented for the junction improvements differ slightly from those presented in 

the original LUF submission, as a result of further design development and scheme appraisal. 

Optimism Bias for this element has been applied at 22% (as per 'Supplementary Green Book 

Guidance'). The cost estimate and Optimism Bias applied are based on drawings and a considered 

scope and there is further allowance for contingency in the scheme costs. A 15% allowance for 

Optimism Bias for the Netherton Way active travel element has been applied.   
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Table 2-17 – Maritime Corridor Economic Costs (£000s, 2010 prices, discounted to 2010) 

 Base Cost (incl. 
Inflation) 

Risk & 
Contingency 

Total Financial 
Cost 

Present Value 
Cost (PVC) 

Junction Improvements 1,580 310 1,890 1,528 

Active Travel Corridor 333 67 400 338 

Total 1,905 377 2,290 1,866 

Monetised Economic Benefits 

The assessment methodology requires a use of appropriate tools and procedures in quantification 

and monetisation of the scheme impacts. Below is the list of appraisal tools which were used to 

estimate the scheme benefits as part of the VfM assessment: 

• Junction Improvements: 

o Road User Impacts - Transport User Benefit Appraisal (TUBA) Version 1.9.13 has 

been used to derive travel time benefits, VOC and indirect tax benefits of the 

scheme. 

o Safety Impacts – accident impacts were calculated using Cost and Benefit to 

Accidents – Light Touch (COBALT) Version 2018.1 TAG parameters and 2013_02, 

based on a cordon area defined by those links forecast to experience a change of ± 

10% in traffic flows in the scheme scenarios compared to without scheme scenarios, 

and then assessment of all links within that defined boundary. 

o Environmental Impacts – Greenhouse Gas emissions as a result of the scheme have 

been calculated using TUBA. 

o Wider Economic Impacts – WEIs in line with the guidance provided in TAG Unit A2.1 

Wider Economic Impact Appraisal (May 2018) were assessed.  

o Reliability Impacts - reliability impacts in line with the guidance provided in TAG 

Unit A1.3 (May 2019) were assessed. 

o Social and Distributional Impacts – social and distributional impacts were assessed 

in line with the guidance in TAG Units A4.1 (Social Impact Appraisal) and A4.2 

Distributional Impacts Appraisal (May 2020). 

• Active Travel Improvements: 

o Active Travel Mode Appraisal (using Census 2011 data). 

Four scenarios were explored for the junction improvements: 

• Scenario 1 – Do-Minimum (no A5036 Port of Liverpool improvement) and Maritime Corridor 

Do-Something 1 (no Heysham Road Rail Crossing Improvement); 

• Scenario 2 - Do-Minimum (no A5036 Port of Liverpool improvement) and Maritime Corridor 

Do-Something 2 (with Heysham Road Rail Crossing Improvement); 

• Scenario 3 – Do-Minimum (includes the A5036 Port of Liverpool improvement) and 

Maritime Corridor Do-Something 1 (no Heysham Road Rail Crossing Improvement); and 

• Scenario 4 – Do-Minimum (includes the A5036 Port of Liverpool improvement) and 

Maritime Corridor Do-Something 1 (with Heysham Road Rail Crossing Improvement). 

Scenario 3 was taken forward for the OBC. The agreed junction improvements included in Scenario 3 

are as follows: 

• A5036 Port of Liverpool scheme (by 2025), DM and DS; 

• A5038/Bridle Road junction improvements 
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• A5038/Orrell Lane junction improvements; 

• Bridle Road/Vesty Road junction improvement; 

• A5036/Atlantic Park junction improvement. 

For Scenario 3, two options were considered; the Do-Minimum scenario and the Do-Something 

scenario: 

• Do-Minimum scenario, with full development demand interventions and the Option 1d off-

line POLAS scheme. 

• Do-Something scenario which has full development demand interventions and the Option 1d 

off-line POLAS scheme and the local junction widening schemes. 

The main transport modelling platform used to undertake this appraisal was the Maritime Corridor 

SATURN model, developed from the A5036 Port of Liverpool Model. This a highway only traffic 

model and is considered a suitable basis for the assessment. The original variant of the traffic model 

was calibrated and validated to 2015 observed data as reported in the A5036 Local Model Validation 

Report for Highways England. For the purposes of the scheme OBC, Sefton Council provided 2019 

count data in the vicinity of the study area to facilitate and refine flows as part of a localised update 

of the model.  

TUBA was used to carry out an economic appraisal in accordance with DfT guidance. The appraisal is 

based on matrices of trips and cost (time and distance) extracted from the Maritime Corridor Study 

model. TUBA calculates the time user benefits, fuel Vehicle Operating Costs (VOC), non-fuel VOC and 

charges. Scheme costs and their expected ‘spend’ profiles are input to the assessment and both 

benefits and costs are discounted to the present year value (currently 2010). TUBA then produces a 

variety of ‘monetised’ outputs for time periods, vehicle types, distances travelled etc. The results are 

summarised into Present Value of Costs (PVC), Present Value of Benefits (PVB), Net Present Value 

(NPV) and Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR). Assumptions for the economic appraisal include economic 

parameters and annualisation factors that form input to TUBA. 

Two forecast years, 2025 and 2030, were agreed, which represent key stages for the proposed 

Maritime Corridor development sites ‘build-out’ rates, with the expectation of all sites being fully 

open / developed by 2030.  

In line with TAG guidance, a 60-year assessment period was used for the economic appraisal, with 

the assumption that the opening year of the assessment is 2025 with an additional forecast year of 

2030. This information was used by TUBA to obtain economic benefits for all other years, that were 

then discounted to 2010. 

TUBA assessments have been undertaken for the preferred option Scenario 3 network configuration. 

Core demand has been assessed, and sensitivity testing using Low and High demand growth 

scenarios has been undertaken to evaluate the resilience of the economic case. The following results 

are based on the masked TUBA outputs ensuring a robust assessment. 

Benefits associated with accident savings were calculated using the COBA-LT program. The analysis is 

based on a comparison of accidents by severity and associated costs across the network in the with 

and without scheme forecasts. The assessment uses the observed accident data, individual links in 

combination with traffic flow forecasts from the traffic model. COBA-LT does not take pedestrians or 

cyclists into account, therefore any schemes which may reduce the risk of accidents to pedestrians 

or cyclists are not included as part of this analysis.  

The AMCB table for the Core growth scenario is presented in Table 2-18.  
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Table 2-18 – Junction Improvements Total AMCB Table (£’000, 2010 Prices, Discounted to 2010) – 

Core Scenario 

Item Scenario 3 Core Growth 

Greenhouse Gases 60 

Accidents 2 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Commuting)  2,861 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Others) 2,110 

Economic Efficiency: Business users and Providers 2,028 

Wider Public Finances (indirect Taxation Revenues) -119 

Prevent Value of Benefits (PVB) 6,941 

Broad Transport Budget 1,528 

Present Value of Costs (PVC) 1,528 

Net Present Value (NPV) 5,513 

Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 4.54 

An initial BCR of 4.54 has been calculated for the junction improvements, which represents Very 

High VfM according to DfT criteria. 

WITA software (v2.0) has been used to undertake a Wider Economic Impacts assessment in 

accordance with the guidance in TAG Unit A2.1.  

In addition to the ‘conventional’ travel time savings (as calculated by TUBA), there is also the 

potential for the scheme to bring benefits in the form of improved journey reliability. Reliability in 

this context is defined as variation in journey times that transport users are unable to predict. The 

reliability impacts have been calculated using an ‘urban area’ methodology as presented in TAG Unit 

A1.3 Section 6.3. 

Adjusted AMCB tables for the Core growth scenario, and Low and High growth sensitivity tests are 

presented in Table 2-19.  

Table 2-19 – Junction Improvements Total AMCB Table (£’000, 2010 Prices, Discounted to 2010) – 

(inc. Wider Impacts and Reliability) 

Item 
Scenario 3 Core 

Growth 
Scenario 3 Low 

Growth 
Scenario 3 High 

Growth 

Greenhouse Gases 60 60 70 

Accidents 2 2 2 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users 
(Commuting) 

2,860 2,900 5,800 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Others) 2,110 1,990 3,740 

Economic Efficiency: Business Users and 
Providers 

2,003 2,001 4,170 

Wider Public Finances (indirect Taxation 
Revenues) 

-120 -30 -190 

Prevent Value of Benefits (PVB) 6,940 6,930 13,590 

Present Value of Costs (PVC) 1,530 1,530 1,530 

Net Present Value (NPV) 5,410 5,400 12,060 

Initial Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 4.54 4.53 8.89 
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Wider Impacts 1,740 1,740 1,740 

Reliability Impacts 4,800 4,800 4,800 

Adjusted Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 13,480 13,470 20,130 

Adjusted Net Present Value (NPV) 11,950 11,940 18,600 

Adjusted Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 8.82 8.81 13.17 

An adjusted BCR of 8.82 has been calculated for the core scenario, which represents Very High VfM 

according to DfT criteria. All calculated BCRs for the core, low and high growth scenarios show Very 

High VfM. 

It should be noted that further modelling and appraisal work is being undertaken as part of the 

development of the Maritime Corridor FBC, based on updated traffic count data collected in October 

2021.  

For the active travel scheme on Netherton Way, the DfT’s AMAT has been used to provide the 

economic benefits. 

The DfT-sponsored Propensity to Cycle Tool (PCT) was used to access estimates of cycle trips, based 

on 2011 Census data. The PCT assigns travel-to-work and travel-to-school journeys recorded in the 

Census across the existing highway network, supporting the generation of fine-grained estimates of 

the usage of individual links. The data presented in the PCT represents the number of people using a 

link (rather than individual one-way trips). These assignments were used to estimate the number of 

people currently using the links covered by each scheme for travelling to work or school, and 

multiplied 2 to convert the number of people to the number of trips needed as an input to the 

AMAT, on the assumption that each person cycles both ways. This estimated number of daily 

commuting trips was then multiplied by 3 to convert it to an estimate of the number of trips made 

for all purposes. Both of these factors are in line with advice issued by the DfT in 2020 for Active 

Travel Fund applications and are based on National Travel Survey data. 

In the absence of route-specific walking counts, estimates of current levels of walking along the 

routes were derived from information reported in the 2011 Census travel to work dataset. This 

dataset is available as origin-destination (O-D) pairings at Lower Super Output Area (LSOA) level, 

recording the dominant mode of travel for commuting journeys.  

The baseline commuter demand data was extracted for all potential infra-district pairs, then each O-

D movement was assessed in terms of the likelihood that the journeys could feasibly make use of 

the planned infrastructure improvements. Clearly some journeys would make substantial use of the 

upgraded routes, whereas others may only use the improved infrastructure for a proportion of their 

full journey. There are also several journeys that would continue to be made without interacting 

with the improved infrastructure at all. This likelihood was recorded as a letter / factor, as follows: 

• A = 0.9 = Proposed scheme infrastructure likely to be used for most journeys for this O-D 

pair. 

• B = 0.6 = Proposed scheme infrastructure likely to be used for more than 50% of journeys for 

this O-D pair. 

• C = 0.3 = Proposed scheme infrastructure likely to be used for less than 50% of journeys for 

this O-D pair. 

• D = 0 = Proposed scheme infrastructure is not likely to be used at all for journeys for this O-D 

pair. 
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The sum of these products for all LSOA pairs gives an estimate of the number of people who are 

likely to use the route currently for travelling to work on foot. The same factoring exercise was done 

for the walking trips as for the cycling trips to calculate the baseline (current) number of walking 

trips for the AMAT for all three schemes. The factor for return trips is 2 (as for cycling); the factor for 

all purpose trips is 16. 

The forecast demand for cycling and walking has been calculated using the DfT’s Uplift Tool. The tool 

takes the baseline walking and cycling numbers and proposed scheme costs into consideration in 

order to generate future usage estimates, based on the outcomes following the implementation of 

similar schemes. 

Table 2-20 provides a summary of the baseline and forecast demand estimates, whilst Table 2-21 

sets out the monetised benefits as output from the AMAT assessments. The Present Value of 

Benefits (PVB) from the active travel measures is £0.53m. 

Table 2-20 – Maritime Corridor Active Travel Demand Forecasts 

Scenario Daily Demand 

Baseline Cycling Demand (without proposed intervention)  420 

Estimated Cycling Demand (with proposed intervention)  435 

Baseline Walking Demand (without proposed intervention)  269 

Estimated Walking Demand (with proposed intervention) 282 

Table 2-21 – Maritime Corridor Active Travel Monetised Benefits (£’000, 2010 prices discounted to 

2010) 

Benefit £’000 

Congestion benefit 9.66 

Infrastructure maintenance 0.03 

Accident 0.88 

Local air quality 0.15 

Noise 0.06 

Greenhouse gases 0.23 

Reduced risk of premature death 117.25 

Absenteeism 16.96 

Journey ambience 385.80 

Indirect taxation -0.57 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 530.43 

The overall impacts for the Maritime Corridor package are shown in Table 2-22.  

Table 2-22 – Maritime Corridor Total AMCB Table (£’000, 2010 Prices, Discounted to 2010) 

Monetised Costs and Benefits 
Junction 

Improvements 

Active Travel 
(Netherton 

Way) 
Total 

Noise - 0.06 0.06 

Local Air Quality - 0.15 0.15 

Greenhouse Gases 60 0.23 60.23 
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Journey Ambience - 385.80 385.80 

Physical Activity - - - 

Accidents 2 0.88 2.88 

Decongestion - 9.66 9.66 

Infrastructure Maintenance - 0.03 0.03 

Reduced Risk of Premature Death - 117.25 117.25 

Absenteeism - 16.96 16.96 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Commuting) 2,860.70 - 2,860.70 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Other) 2,109.60 - 2,109.60 

Economic Efficiency: Business Users and Providers 2,028.10 - 2,028.10 

Wider Public Finances (Indirect Taxation Revenues) -119.10 -0.57 -119.67 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 6,941.30 530.43 7,471.73 

Broad Transport Budget 1,528 338.51 1,866.51 

Present Value of Costs (PVC) 1,528 338.48 1,866.48 

Net Present Value (NPV) 5,413.30 191.95 5,605.25 

Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 4.54 1.57 4.00 

Wider Impacts 1,740 - 1,740 

Reliability Impacts 4,800 - 4,800 

Adjusted Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 13,480 - 14,011.73 

Adjusted Net Present Value (NPV) 11,950 - 12,145.25 

Adjusted Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 8.82 - 7.51 

The total PVB for the Maritime Corridor scheme is £7.5m, which, when considered against the £1.9m 

PVC, generates an initial BCR of 4.0, which represents Very High VfM according to DfT criteria. The 

inclusion of WEIs and Reliability benefits increases the total scheme PVB to £14.0m, and the 

adjusted BCR is 7.51, representing Very High VfM according to DfT criteria. 

Non-Monetised Economic Benefits 

The non-monetised impacts of the scheme have also been considered as part of the VfM 

assessment. The scheme is expected to: 

• Have slight benefit on journey quality due to reductions in driver frustration, fear of 

accidents and journey uncertainty due to reduced congestion as well as the provision of a 

staggered crossing for the pedestrians; 

• Have a neutral impact on physical activity as a result of minor changes to the junctions; 

• Have a neutral impact on severance since the proportion of vulnerable population is not 

considered high; 

• Have a slight adverse impact on air quality and noise as a result of one link being forecast to 

experience a slight increase in flows; 

• Have a neutral impact on landscape, biodiversity, townscape and water environment; and 

• Have a neutral impact on the historic environment since there are no areas of conservation 

or listed buildings in the corridor. 
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2.6 Programme-Wide Benefit Cost Ratio  

The economic costs and benefits of the three constituent projects in the LUF package have been 

aggregated into a Programme-Wide Analysis of Monetised Costs and Benefits (AMCB) table, as 

shown in Table 2-23. As there are still two options under consideration for the Kingsway Tunnel 

element of the Birkenhead scheme, two programme-level BCRs are presented, based on the 

inclusion of Kingsway Tunnel Option 1G and 3 respectively. 

Table 2-23 – AMCB Levelling Up for Recovery (£’000, 2010 Prices, Discounted to 2010) 

Monetised Costs and Benefits 
Total (Incl. Kingsway 

Option 1G) 
Total (Incl. Kingsway 

Option 3) 

Noise 2 2 

Local Air Quality 6 6 

Greenhouse Gases 69 69 

Journey Quality 18,388 18,388 

Physical Activity 6,055 6,055 

Accidents 36 36 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Commuting) 16,064 26,182 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Other) 2,110 2,110 

Economic Efficiency: Business Users and Providers 2,028 2,028 

Wider Public Finances (Indirect Taxation Revenues) -141 -141 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 44,709 54,827 

Broad Transport Budget 22,731 19,420 

Present Value of Costs (PVC) 22,731 19,420 

OVERALL IMPACTS 

Net Present Value (NPV) 21,979 35,408 

Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 1.97 2.82 

The PVB of the package (including Kingsway Tunnel Option 1G) is £44.71m and the PVC is £22.73m, 

giving an NPV of £21.98m and an initial BCR of 1.97. This represents Medium VfM. The PVB of the 

package (including Kingsway Tunnel Option 3) is £54.83m and the PVC is £19.42m, giving an NPV of 

£35.41m and a BCR of 2.82. This represents High VfM.  

Table 2-24 summarises the project level BCRs and VfM categories (L/M/H/VH). Adjusted BCRs 

(including Reliability benefits and WEIs) have been used where applicable. 

Table 2-24 – Summary BCR/VfM Table: Levelling Up for Recovery (£’000, 2010 Prices, Discounted 

to 2010) 

Project PVB PVC NPV BCR VfM 

St George’s Gateway 21,160.83 10,395.00 10,765.83 2.04 H 

Birkenhead Central Gateway 
(incl. Kingsway Tunnel Option 1G) 

16,568.69 10,469.00 6,099.69 1.58 M 

Birkenhead Central Gateway 
(incl. Kingsway Tunnel Option 3) 

27,054.69 7,158.00 19,896.69 3.78 H 

Maritime Corridor (core scenario) 13,480.00 1,530.00 11,950.00 8.82 VH 

Total (Kingsway Option 1G) 51,209.52 22,394.00 28,815.53 2.29 H 
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Total (Kingsway Option 3) 61,695.52 19,083.00 42,612.53 3.23 H 

The total package adjusted BCR is 2.29 for the option that includes Kingsway Tunnel Option 1G and 

3.23 for the option which includes Kingsway Tunnel Option 3, both of which represent High VfM. 

Each of the constituent economic scheme costs includes robust allowances for Optimism Bias and 

risk/contingency and there are also a series of non-monetised impacts which contribute to a robust 

BCR. It is noted that construction impacts and maintenance costs are not currently included in the 

economic assessment, and their inclusion could reduce the BCR. However, this is not expected to 

reduce the VfM category given the relatively high level of Optimism Bias that has been included at 

this stage.  

The programme level Appraisal Summary Table (AST) is included as Appendix D. 

2.7 Quantified Carbon Impacts 

WSP’s Carbon Appraisal Framework was used to estimate and quantify the predicted change in 

carbon dioxide equivalent emissions over a 60-year appraisal period, including consideration of 

changes to user emissions and embodied carbon during construction.  

The Birkenhead Central Gateway and Maritime Corridor schemes show a net carbon benefit of -

7,931tCO2e and -4,900tCO2e respectively, equivalent to removing circa 7.2m car trips from the 

network during the same period. The St George’s Gateway scheme shows a minor disbenefit of 

254tCO2e; however, this is based on consideration of the LUF walking and cycling city centre 

proposals only and does not consider wider changes underway in the city centre that will have a 

larger impact on mode shift and modelled vehicle efficiencies.  

Overall our LUF package delivers a significant carbon net benefit of -12,577tCO2e over 60 years. 

This is as a result of mode shift and modelled traffic flow efficiencies. The whole-life assessment 

indicates that operational emission benefits will outweigh quantified estimates of embodied carbon 

within a few years of opening.  

The quantified carbon assessment was carried out as part of the wider development of a Carbon 

Management Plan for the wider CRSTS programme, which is provided in Appendix J. The Plan 

establishes a structured, best practice strategy and process to maximise carbon reduction over the 

course of the programme’s lifecycle. The process established in the P-CMP adheres to the principles 

of PAS2080; facilitating early engagement on carbon management to best influence carbon 

outcomes and establish the governance to realise carbon reduction. This process seeks to go beyond 

just managing adverse carbon impacts (i.e. embodied): instead seeking to realise the greatest net-

benefit by adhering to principles that will maximise transport user emission reductions and minimise 

embodied impacts through design.  

The quantified carbon estimates prepared for the CRSTS and LUF proposals are intended to serve as 

an early baseline against which carbon ‘hotspots’ can be informed, carbon reduction targets set and 

performance monitored. It should be noted that this is not a whole-life carbon assessment, with only 

the potential carbon savings from mode shift and the carbon impact of construction stage embodied 

carbon being estimated. Therefore, these estimates are conservative. They do not account for 

potential carbon savings from traffic efficiencies, the in-combination mode-shift benefits that the 

programme, when delivered as a whole, can provide, other interventions including demand 

management or potential improvements that adopting a best practice carbon management process 

can realise.  
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It is acknowledged that the accuracy of this assessment is currently limited due to it being high-level. 

However, as the majority of the schemes are still at concept stage, we can make high level 

assumptions that embodied carbon will be addressed through the design process. As LCRCA’s carbon 

quantification and management processes develop further, there will be other assessment methods 

that can be used to identify any additional benefits not currently captured. The carbon management 

process will be used to raise the programme’s ambition so that it can realise this scale of 

decarbonisation and play a role in Liverpool City Region becoming Net Zero carbon by 2040.  

2.8 Qualitative Social Impacts 

A qualitative appraisal of relevant social impacts has been undertaken for the LUF scheme, as 

reported in Table 2-25 below. It can be seen that large beneficial impacts are expected on Physical 

Activity and Journey Quality, as a result of increased levels of walking and cycling and the provision 

of high-quality infrastructure to support this. 

Table 2-25 - Qualitative Social Impacts  

Impact Score Commentary 

Accidents 2 Moderate 
Beneficial 

Five new, high-quality pedestrian and cycling routes will result in a 
positive accident benefit in the project areas and more broadly in the 
wider network. These benefits will accrue from users a reduction in 
vehicle kilometres through mode shift. 

Physical 
Activity 

3 Large 
Beneficial 

The reprioritisation of road space and the delivery of new walking and 
cycling infrastructure will increase the number of walking and cycling 
trips made and the volume of users who may benefit is significant. 

Security 1 Slight 
Beneficial 

Improvements to the public realm in Ropewalks and Birkenhead will 
improve the perception of personal safety and security. 

Severance 2 Moderate 
Beneficial 

The measures provide enhanced walking and cycling facilities and a 
reduction in traffic dominated layouts, addressing key severance 
issues that create barriers to accessing employment. 

Journey 
Quality 

3 Large 
Beneficial 

The proposals provide high-quality public realm and walking and 
cycling infrastructure within the heavily used areas of Liverpool and 
Birkenhead – creating an attractive physical and social environment, 
reducing route uncertainty and fear of accidents.  

Personal 
Affordability 

1 Slight 
Beneficial 

Increasing the number and quality of active mode facilities should 
widen the transport options for lower income residents and residents 
with no access to a car. 
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3. Financial Case 

This Financial Case provides a breakdown of the costs associated with delivering the LUF package, 

profiled across the scheme delivery years. The funding arrangements are set out, including 

confirmation of the local contribution that LCRCA will put forward against the LUF allocation 

provided by Government. The Financial Case also discusses key financial risks and the mitigation 

measures that have been put in place to limit any potential cost over-runs or funding availability 

issues.  

3.1 Financial Case Overview 

Our financial ask of the LUF is £37.52m. LCRCA is putting forward a local contribution of £3.75m, 

which represents 10% of the financial ask. This gives a total LUF package value of £41.28m. A letter 

of confirmation from the LCRCA Section 73 Officer that evidences our local contribution and our 

commitment to meet any additional costs over and above this amount is provided in Appendix F. 

Table 3.1 provides a summary of the total LUF package funding requirements and the funding 

requirements for each of the three constituent projects, as submitted to Government in June 2021. 

Appendix N provides a cost breakdown for each project.  

Table 3-1: (June 2021) LUF Total Funding Requirements (£000, 2021 prices) 

Project Base Cost 
Inflation 

Allowance 
Risk 

Allowance 

Sub-
Total / 

LUF Ask 

Local 
Contribution 

Total 

Birkenhead Central 
Gateway 

19,324  515       1,984  21,823  2,182  24,005  

St George’s 
Gateway 

11,818  386 1,220  13,424              1,342  14,766  

Maritime Corridor 1,863  34 380  2,277              228  2,505  

Total 33,005  936 3,584  37,524       3,752  41,276  

Table 3.2 provides a summary of the updated funding requirements for the LUF package (as at 

March 2022), showing the base cost, the inflation and risk allowances applied, the local contribution 

and total funding. In addition to the local contribution that LCRCA is putting forward, LCRCA will also 

fund the estimated £250,000 monitoring and evaluation costs from its own capital allocation and as 

such these costs are not reflected in the table.  

Table 3-2: (March 2022) LUF Total Funding Requirements (£000, 2021 prices) 

Project Base Cost 
Inflation 

Allowance 
Risk 

Allowance 
Sub-Total 

Programme 
Risk 

Total 

Birkenhead Central 
Gateway (Option 1G*) 

19,681  638       2,430 22,749  1,659 24,408 

St George’s Gateway 11,818  386 1,220  13,424  980 14,404 

Maritime Corridor 1,905  8 383 2,296  168 2,464 

Total 33,404  1,032 4,033  38,469    2,807 41,276  

*Kingsway Tunnel Option 1G included as higher cost option for robustness 
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It is important to note that since the June 2021 LUF bid submission further scheme development 

work has been undertaken, particularly on the Birkenhead Central Gateway and Maritime Corridor 

schemes. This has informed the updated scheme cost estimates to provide increased confidence in 

cost build ups. There is still a risk allowance included at a project level, but the Programme Risk has 

reduced slightly from 10% to 7.5% (£3.752m to £2.807m). Detailed consideration of the updated 

Programme Risk Register shows that this is appropriate for the remaining overall level of programme 

risk. 

Therefore, although the Sub-Total costs have increased, the Programme Risk has reduced and so the 

total LUF package value remains the same at £41.28m. The financial ask of the LUF remains at 

£37.52m and the LCRCA will still put forward a local contribution of £3.75m, which represents 10% 

of the financial ask.  

3.2 Scheme Cost Development 

Base Scheme Costs 

LCRCA and the constituent Local Authorities have developed the cost for each scheme with 

reference to framework rates and procured contracts, and on the advice of specialist Industry 

Consultants. Costs are presented in a 2021 cost base, and are reflective of inflationary expectations, 

primarily with reference to the Construction Industry. The assumptions are set out below and will be 

further defined through the development of each project. Outturn capital costs have been estimated 

by experienced quantity surveyors, working alongside the design technical specialists based on an 

industry standard approach.  

Table 3-3 sets out the Maritime Corridor scheme costs provided in the June 2021 LUF submission. 

Table 3-3 – Maritime Corridor Original LUF Submission Scheme Costs (£000, 2018 Prices) 

 Base Cost Inflation Contingency Total 

Junction Improvements 1,538 26 313 1,877 

Active Travel Corridor 325 8 67 400 

Total 1,863 34 380 2,277 

Since then, an updated Outline Business Case has been developed for the Highway Improvements 

element of the Maritime Corridor Proposals, as shown in Table 3-4.  

Table 3-4 – Maritime Corridor Updated Scheme Costs (£000, 2020 Prices) 

 Base Cost Inflation Contingency Total 

Junction Improvements 1,580  310 1,890 

Active Travel Corridor 325 8 67 400 

Total 1,905 8 377 2,290 

Table 3-5 provides the scheme costs for St George’s Gateway. 

Table 3-5 – St George’s Gateway Scheme Costs (£000, 2020/2021 Prices) 

 Base Cost Inflation Contingency Total 

St George’s Gateway Phase 1 – Dale 

Street / Great Crosshall St 
2,902 130 303 3,335 
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Chapel St Cycle Facilities 428 10 44 482 

Dock Road Cycle Facility 2,651 125 278 3,054 

Ropewalks Pedestrian and Cycleway 

Access and Improvements 
5,837 121 596 6,554 

Total 11,818 386 1,220 13,424 

Table 3-6 provides the scheme costs for Birkenhead Central Gateway. 

Table 3-6 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Original LUF Submission Scheme Costs (£000, 2020/2021 

Prices) 

 Base Cost Inflation Contingency Total 

Argyle Street Active Travel Corridor 8,579 240 882 9,701 

Kingsway Tunnel  10,745 275 1,102 12,122 

Total 19,324 515 1,984 21,823 

Since the LUF bid submission in June 2021, an Outline Business Case has been developed for the 

Kingsway Tunnel element of the Birkenhead Central Gateway Proposals. As part of this, updated 

scheme costs have been produced for the two shortlisted options under consideration, as shown in 

Table 3-7. The costs are based on a bottom-up Bill of Quantities that includes appropriate 

allowances for survey costs, prelims, environmental assessment, design fees, risk and inflation.  

Table 3-7 – Kingsway Tunnel Updated Scheme Costs (£000, 2022 Prices) 

 Base Cost Inflation Contingency Total 

Option 1G 10,922 398 1,548 12,868 

Option 3 8,140 257 1,028 9,425 

Although the two options are still under consideration, the total financial LUF package cost for 

Birkenhead Central Gateway as presented in this business case is based on Option 1G, as the use of 

the higher cost option provides greater robustness. Table 3-8 shows the updated Birkenhead Central 

Gateway scheme costs based on Kingsway Tunnel Option 1G.  

Table 3-8 – Birkenhead Central Gateway Updated LUF Submission Costs (£000, 2020/2021 Prices) 

 Base Cost Inflation Contingency Total 

Argyle Street Active Travel Corridor 8,579 240 882 9,701 

Kingsway Tunnel (Option 1G) 10,992 398 1,548 12,122 

Total 19,681 638 2,430 22,749 

Adjustment for Risk  

The Birkenhead Central Gateway scheme includes an 11% contingency cost. This is an increase from 

the 10% contingency included in the original LUF submission, and reflects the fact that the Kingsway 

Tunnel scheme has now undergone more extensive options appraisal. LCRCA has yet to consider the 

proposals for the Kingsway Tunnels, and any considerations will need to take into account the 

physical requirements of each option, the VfM generated and the funding requirements. LCRCA 

recognises that the DfT’s funding for this element of the LUF programme is fixed and therefore any 
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cost increases associated with the preferred option will either be mitigated through value 

engineering and/or through an increased level of local contribution (subject to the necessarily local 

assurance and approvals).  

The St George’s Gateway scheme costs include a 10% contingency applied to the base scheme costs. 

Although some elements have already been procured (refer to the Commercial Case for further 

details), other elements of this and the Birkenhead Central Gateway package are still undergoing 

final detailed design work. The 10% contingency provides a margin that can be used to cover any 

financial cost increases that occur during delivery that cannot otherwise be mitigated; for example, 

additional costs associated with putting the necessary Traffic Regulation Orders in place, contractor 

rates being higher than forecast at the design stage and/or cost overruns during delivery. Any 

particularly risky elements that could require a higher contingency allowance (such as land 

acquisitions) have been removed from the LUF package proposals and programmed as part of the 

CA’s longer term transport pipeline investment. Previous experience of delivering similar types of 

work shows that 10% is appropriate at the current stage of design. 

A 20% risk allowance has been applied to the Maritime Corridor scheme, which relates to the nature 

of the works required, the location of the proposed active modes improvements and the proximity 

of the junctions to private land.  

In addition to the individual package risk allowances, a further 7.5% risk allowance has been added 

to the LUF at programme level, to account for the programme-wide risks as shown in the Risk 

Register in Appendix I. This figure has reduced from 10% as shown in the June 2021 LUF submission 

to account for subsequent development work, a greater level of cost confidence and the continued 

application of risk mitigation measures.  

Should any of the proposed works delivered through the LUF exceed the cost set out in Table 3-2, 

any additional overrun will be met by LCRCA as confirmed in the Section 73 Officer Letter in 

Appendix F. 

3.3 Budgets and Funding 

The Levelling Up agenda was first raised in 2019, with the Conservative party Manifesto pledge to 

‘level up’ every part of the UK. Government subsequently created the Levelling Up Fund (LUF), 

committing £4bn in the Autumn 2020 Spending Review which increased to £4.8bn in the 2021 Spring 

Budget. A funding competition was launched and Local and Combined Authorities were invited to 

submit Round 1 bids to the LUF for ‘shovel ready’ projects in mid-2021. The results of this saw 

approximately a third of the £4.8bn LUF allocated to predominantly small-scale (<£20m) projects 

located in Priority 1 areas for Levelling Up. The Liverpool City Region was provisionally allocated 

£37.5m in capital funding for its transport-focused LUF package for delivery between 2021/22 and 

2023/24 and LCRCA was then asked to develop a programme-wide business case to enable 

Government confirmation of the funding.  

In February 2022, Government published the LUF White Paper which proposes 12 missions that aim 

to close the inequality gap between the highest and lowest performing parts of the UK. It is expected 

that there will be an announcement at the 2022 Spring Budget regarding the next round of LUF bids. 
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To match the £37.5m from Government, a further £3.75m will be put forward by LCRCA local 

contribution, in line with Government requirements for 10% of the scheme cost to be funded locally. 

The main source of this local contribution is Mersey Tunnels toll revenues. Throughout the 

development of each scheme within this programme, LCRCA will continue to look to identify any 

additional match funding opportunities, and Partnership arrangements to further enhance the 

development of our transport network. Table 3-9 shows the level local contribution for each 

constituent scheme in the LUF package.  

Table 3-9 – Local Contribution  

Scheme Local Contribution 

Birkenhead Central Gateway 2,182 

St George’s Gateway 1,342 

Maritime Corridor 228 

Total 3,752 

The Section 73 Letter in Appendix F confirms that LCRCA has allocated sufficient budget to deliver 

the LUF programme based on our proposed funding allocation, and accepts responsibility for 

meeting any costs over and above the UKG contribution requested, including any cost overruns.  

The package being put forward for consideration as part of the LUF is unique and no other funding 

applications have been submitted. Our LUF programme accelerates the delivery of shovel-ready 

transport pipeline schemes, bridging the gap between our TCF programme and longer-term CRSTS 

programme. 

Elements of the Birkenhead Gateway package are a continuation of the first phase of realigning 

access to Birkenhead town centre as part of the preparation works for wholesale regeneration of the 

town. The LUF proposals will provide high-quality, segregated walking and cycling provision, better 

connecting the town centre with Wirral Waters and a major brownfield land housing development. 

A successful LUF application would enable LCRCA and Wirral Council to progress the wider 

regeneration project in Birkenhead, which has already been allocated £24.6m through the Future 

High Streets Fund and £19.6m through Wirral Council’s own LUF bid for its Woodside Waterfront 

Visitor and Gyratory Reconfiguration scheme.  

The planned walking and cycling infrastructure enhancements in the Ropewalks area of Liverpool 

city centre build on packages of work that are already complete and complement the ongoing 

development of future regeneration plans for the area, which is one of the city’s night-time 

economy focus points. Similarly, the planned walking and cycling infrastructure enhancements in the 

wider city centre complement investment already made through the Sustainable Transport 

Enhancements Package (STEP) and TCF, to provide a coherent and connected network within the city 

centre and north towards the Maritime Corridor. 

The Maritime Corridor LUF proposals are the first part of a wider scheme which seeks to transform 

multimodal connectivity along the corridor and decarbonise local transport in an area of significant 

employment growth, that we expect to fund through the CRSTS. 
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3.4 Spend Profile 

Table 3-10 provides the spend profile submitted as part of our original LUF bid in June 2021. At that 

time, we anticipated that we could achieve spend of 13% of the total cost in the first delivery year 

(2021/22), subject to Government providing LUF funding confirmation in Autumn 2021.  

Table 3-10 – Spend Profile (LUF Round One Submission, June 2021) 

Package 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 Total 

Birkenhead Gateway  2,963 15,050 3,810 21,823 

St George’s Gateway 1,163 4,128 8,133 13,424 

Maritime Corridor 631 1,646 - 2,277 

Sub-Total 4,757 20,824 11,943 37,524 

Local Contribution 476 2,082 1,194 3,752 

Total 5,233 22,906 13,137 41,276 

Given that Treasury will now not provide funding confirmation until later in 2022, following DfT 

approval of this business case, we have developed a revised spend profile to reflect the delay in 

starting delivery, as shown in Table 3-11. The revised spend profile is based on the receipt of an offer 

letter for the full £37.52m provisional allocation by the end of June 2022. 

Table 3-11 – Revised Spend Profile (as of April 2022) 

Package 2022/23 2023/24 Total 

Birkenhead Gateway  2,657                    19,166 21,823 

St George’s Gateway 5,231 8,193 13,424 

Maritime Corridor 455                    1,822 2,277 

Sub-Total 8,343 29,181 37,524 

Local Contribution                    834 2,918 3,752 

Total 9,177 32,099 41,276 

Although the start of delivery has been delayed, we confirm that we are still able to complete all 

spend on the LUF package by the end of the 2023/24 financial year, provided that the funding offer 

letter is received by the end of June 2022. Our delivery programme as set out in the Management 

Case and Appendix H has been updated on this basis. However, it should be noted that we have not 

updated the economic appraisal to reflect this change in the financial spend profile, on the basis that 

the level of revision work needed would not be proportionate to the small degree of change that this 

would have on the appraisal results. 

Note that there are no private sector stakeholders that stand to benefit from any of the projects 

within our LUF package.  

3.5 Key Financial Risks 

The LUF risks will be managed in line with the LCRCA Corporate Risk Policy, and as per the approach 

identified within the management case, with monthly project workshops identifying, assessing, 

mitigating and escalating risks.  We will take a proportionate approach to risk management, with 

those projects with a high risk profile receiving specialist risk management support, including the 
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quantification and modelling of financial and schedule risks, to provide the programme with 

accurate forecasts and help define risk mitigation strategies. 

Table 3-12 highlights the current top financial risks to the LUF programme, and identifies control 

measures and mitigations to reduce the impact and/or probability of these risks to as reasonably low 

as practicable. 
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Table 3-12 – Top Financial Risks 

Ref Risk Type Risk Description Consequences 
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LUF
003 

Costs & Procurement 
 
Delivery stage: risk that 
price escalation and 
inflation – including 
through Brexit and 
COVID-19 uncertainty - 
increases the cost of 
delivery and reduces the 
extent of the LUF 
programme that can be 
delivered within the project 
timescales. 

This could mean 
that funding 
awarded prior to 
tendered costs or 
finalised detailed 
designs may not be 
sufficient, leading to 
the need to de-
scope certain 
elements. 

Transport 
Delivery Board 

4 4 16 

Contractualise 
requirements for 
delivery as soon as 
possible to remove 
uncertainty. 

    X   3 4 12 

LUF
007 

Costs & Procurement 
 
There is a risk that the 
allowances for statutory 
undertaker diversions are 
insufficient due to the 
current level of design and 
the potential likelihood of 
discovering unknown stats 
during the delivery stage. 

Cost escalation; 
programme 
elongation; the 
need to redesign 
certain scheme 
elements 

Programme 
Manager 

4 4 16 
Early engagement with 
sponsors 

    X   4 3 12 

LUF
008 

Economics & Appraisal 
 
Risk that sufficient Value 
for Money cannot be 
demonstrated in the 
Programme Business 
Case as a result of 
updates to the appraisal 
made in line with updated 
TAG and TAG Databook. 

Failure to secure 
funding; programme 
delay whilst further 
appraisal is carried 
out 

Lead Officer, 
Transport 
Development 

4 4 16 
Engagement with DfT 
and sponsors. 

    X   4 3 12 
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LUF
009 

Fund Management 
 
There is a risk that 
Partners delay acceptance 
of conditions and signing 
of funding agreements 
which may result in delays 
to project commencement. 

Impact on scheme 
commencement 
dates and/or ability 
to deliver within the 
programme. 

Lead Officer, 
Transport 
Development 

4 3 12 

Project Sponsor to 
align internal approvals 
to mitigate delays. 
Maintain 
communications with 
both Senior Officers 
and Elected Members. 

    X   4 2 8 

LUF
010 

Funding 
 
There is a risk that 
LCRCA may fail to secure 
all necessary funding to 
deliver the entire LUF 
programme. 

LCRCA unable to 
fund all of the 
projects 
commissioned, 
reputational impact 
on the organisation 

Executive 
Director - 
Investment & 
Delivery 

5 4 20 

Inclusion of gateway 
clauses within the 
Funding Agreement will 
enable LCRCA to 
terminate at pre-agreed 
points.  
 
Submission of LUF 
Business Case to 
government to unlock 
funding. 

    X   5 3 15 
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4. Commercial Case 

This Commercial Case sets out our procurement strategy for the LUF programme, based on an 

output specification and with consideration given to contract management, contract milestones and 

overall commercial viability. 

4.1 Output Based Specification 

Our LUF programme represents the next key steps we will take in the continued delivery of a 

London-Style Transport System - an integrated, world class active travel and public transport 

network with full devolution of the Merseyrail network, which will be extended to all boroughs of 

the city region, greater control of the bus network and daily fare caps. The three packages in 

Birkenhead, Liverpool City Centre and Sefton are interlinked in terms of the problems they aim to 

solve and the corridor they serve. 

The three elements will be delivered in geographically distinct locations, under the responsibility of 

Wirral Council, Liverpool City Council and Sefton Council as the highway authorities. The LCRCA 

Transport Group will manage the delivery of the LUF package centrally; and the projects will be 

procured by lead sponsors working under LCRCA’s LUF Programme Manager. This will appropriately 

allocate the risk in terms of the ability to use different procurement routes and supply chains, whilst 

retaining central oversight. 

Our programme is driven by well-defined and tested projects, with clearly defined outputs and 

outcomes for the city region as shown in the Logic Map in the Strategic Case. Our strategy to deliver 

these outcomes is built upon well-developed project specifications, enabling the Combined 

Authority and our delivery partners to engage with the market to identify cost effective and 

innovative procurement strategies for each of the projects. 

Our output-based procurement strategy will reflect: 

• 6 kilometres of new segregated walking and cycling routes, on Argyle Street (Birkenhead), 

Netherton Way (Sefton) and Great Crosshall Street/Chapel Street/Dock Road (Liverpool); 

• 10 junction improvements on the KRN, involving widening, changes to approach lanes and 

the provision of safe pedestrian and cycle crossings; 

• Kingsway Tunnel toll plaza reconfiguration and improvements to signage on key approaches; 

• A wildflower meadow and obelisk in Wirral; and 

• Pedestrian and urban realm improvements in Ropewalks, Liverpool. 

4.2 Procurement Strategy 

We may procure projects to be delivered individually, or projects may be grouped by type or 

location where this achieves economies of scale and prevents delivery delays. For each project, our 

preferred procurement strategy and form of contract must: 

• Achieve cost certainty, or certainty that the project can be delivered within the available 

funding; 

• Minimise further scheme preparation costs with respect to design by ensuring appropriate 

quality and best value; 

• Allow for contractor experience and input to the construction programme to ensure that it is 

robust and achievable; and 
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• Allow for contractor input to risk management, including mitigation measures, to reduce 

risks to a level that is as low as reasonably practicable and improve outturn cost certainty, as 

well as enabling LCRCA to transfer risk to the contractor, where appropriate. 

 

The procurement process will be undertaken in strict accordance with the legislative framework set 

out in LCRCA’s Procurement Strategy and is subject to LCRCA’s Procurement Gateway Process. 

As the schemes within the LUF programme span a large geographical area across multiple local 

authority boundaries, the procurement methodology for the projects will be based on the specific 

project outputs and requirements.  

Professional Services 

We recognise that the development phase of the project is critical to the success of the projects and 

overall programme, and as such are in the process of market engagement to establish a coordinated 

procurement approach towards design services and project management support. Competition for 

services is high as the economy recovers from the pandemic and traditional procurement routes, 

e.g. existing frameworks and open market tendering, are not providing the level of market 

engagement and competitive bidding previously observed.  Each project within the programme will 

be supported through the development phase through the provision of locally funded development 

budgets to enable high quality design and business case support to be procured, and dedicated 

scheme project managers, cost management and planning support appointed to drive the project 

towards delivery. 

Options currently under consideration for the procurement of professional services include the 

utilisation of existing local frameworks, procurement via national frameworks, establishment of 

delivery partner call off agreements, and open tendering, as shown in Table 4-1. 

Table 4-1 – Procurement Options, Professional Services 

Procurement Route Expires Pros Cons 

Merseytravel Professional 
Services Framework 

May 2023 Compliant framework 
(quick to market) 
Free to access 
Contract terms and lots 
tailored to local 
requirements 

No direct award option 
Low levels of response from 
market to recent 
opportunities 

Crown Commercial 
Services (CCS) 
Construction Professional 
Services 
(crowncommercial.gov.uk)   
RM6165 
 
 
 
 

November 
2025  

Compliant framework 
(quick to market) 
Enables direct award 

Fees payable to framework 

Pagabo Professional 
Services Framework 

April 2024 Compliant framework 
(quick to market) 
Enables direct award 

Fees payable to framework 
 

Open market 
procurement of delivery 
partner(s) call off 
agreements 

N/A Build ‘one team’ approach 
with opportunities for 
upskilling of staff 

Full procurement exercise 
required (time and resource) 
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Procurement Route Expires Pros Cons 

Tailored to LUF 
requirements 
Promotes market 
innovation  

Open Tendering on case 
by case basis 

N/A Flexibility on terms and 
conditions 
Specification tailored to 
each project 

Procurements in excess of 
public procurement 
thresholds will delay progress 
and require significant 
resource 
Market appetite for open 
bidding currently low 

Establishment of 
‘Associate List’ (PM 
support only) 

N/A Provides fast access to 
support 

Expensive 
Does not build capability 

 

Packaging of services across the programme will be utilised to drive economies of scale and enable 

market to deploy resources efficiently. This will be coordinated by the Transport Development Team 

who will support this phase of the programme. 

Construction 

All project procurement strategies will be subject to review by the programme team and approval by 

the Transport Delivery Board to ensure that procurement across the programme is coordinated and 

is consistent in delivering the programme outputs and outcomes. 

We will seek to utilise Early Contractor Involvement (ECI) on all projects during the development 

phase. Options available for procurement include utilisation of existing local frameworks, national 

frameworks and open tendering. Contracting centrally or via delivery partners of the Combined 

Authority will be considered in each case, with decisions made after weighing up the merits and risks 

associated with each option. 

Procurement options will also be influenced by the mode of transport being enhanced.  For example, 

the LCR has an established and close working relationship with the rail industry, with a track record 

of successful delivery in partnership with Network Rail, train operating companies and the wider 

supply chain. This track record, and the past performance of other modes will be taken into 

consideration when devising and testing procurement strategies. 

Table 4-2 - Procurement Options, Construction 

Route to 
Market 

CA-led Procurement Partner-led Procurement 

Pros Cons Pros Cons 

Existing 
local 
framework 

Coordination of 
programme procurement 
(efficient) 
Collaborative approach in 
which CA and delivery 
partner share risks and 
opportunities 
Consistent reporting and 
monitoring 
Free to access 
Promotes SME investment 

Terms and 
conditions likely to 
be inflexible 
Requires expansion 
of CA-project 
management 
function 
Suppliers unlikely to 
have capacity to 
deliver scale of LUF 

Established 
contract 
management 
expertise  
Established 
relationships with 
supply chain 
Free to access 
Promotes SME 
investment 

Terms and 
conditions likely 
to be inflexible 
Suppliers unlikely 
to have capacity 
to deliver scale of 
LUF 
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Route to 
Market 

CA-led Procurement Partner-led Procurement 

Pros Cons Pros Cons 

Existing 
national/ 
regional 
framework 

Coordination of 
programme procurement 
(efficient) 
Collaborative approach in 
which CA and delivery 
partner share risks and 
opportunities 
Access to Tier 1 
contractors with scale to 
deliver programme 
Consistent reporting and 
monitoring 

Terms and 
conditions likely to 
be inflexible 
Requires expansion 
of CA-project 
management 
function 
Limits access for 
local SMEs 

Established 
contract 
management 
expertise 
Access to Tier 1 
contractors with 
scale to deliver 
programme 
 

Terms and 
conditions likely 
to be inflexible 
Limits access for 
local SMEs 
 

Open 
tendering 

Coordination of 
programme procurement 
(efficient) 
Access to Tier 1 
contractors with scale to 
deliver programme 
Collaborative approach in 
which CA and delivery 
partner share risks and 
opportunities 

Requires significant 
expansion of CA-
project management 
function 
Builds in delay to 
programme 
Market appetite for 
open bidding 
currently low 

Established 
contract 
management 
expertise 
Access to Tier 1 
contractors with 
scale to deliver 
programme 
 

Builds in delay to 
programme 
Market appetite 
for open bidding 
currently low 

As each of the schemes within the LUF programme will have their specific procurement 

methodology, Table 4-3 details the procurement approach for each scheme with reference to the 

current stage of the scheme.  

Table 4--3 - Individual Scheme Procurement Approach 

Scheme Procurement Approach 

Birkenhead 
Central 
Gateway  
 
Outline design 

The Birkenhead Levelling Up Fund will be delivered as a part of the separate Woodside 
Levelling Up Fund scheme which has been approved for funding by Government.  
 
As part of the current stage of scheme development, traditional contract has been 
selected as the preferred Procurement Option. However, this is subject to further review 
as part of the next stage of work in developing the scheme. Traditional Contract has been 
identified as the preferred option at this stage as it is anticipated to present the best 
value for money option and allows close control of the design process by Wirral Council. 
A designer would be appointed to complete a full detailed design. A tender would then 
be undertaken based on the detailed design. The appointed contractor would be 
responsible for construction only. This approach allows scope, anticipated costs and risk 
profile to be well established prior to tender leading to more consistent tender returns.  
Traditional Contract has also been identified as the preferred option at this stage as it 
reduces delay to scheme progression, best aligning the procurement process with the 
timescales associated with LUF funding. All appropriate expenditure from the LUF 
projects / schemes will be managed under the Council’s Contract Procedure Rules for 
procurement., fully compliant with the Public Contracts Regulations 2015 (PCR 2015), 
including the post Brexit Cabinet Office PCR 2020 “Find a Tender” in lieu of OJEU. 
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St George’s 
Gateway  
 
Detailed design  

An offer letter has been sent to Liverpool City Council from LCRCA for £13.42m for the 
delivery of the St George’s Gateway and Ropewalks proposals by the end of March 2024. 
The LCC Cabinet will meet on 22 April to decide whether to accept the Ropewalks funding 
and enter into an agreement with LCRCA for project delivery.  
 
LCC has an existing contract with Graham Construction to deliver the next phase of the 
wider Ropewalks scheme. For future phases, there is an opportunity to deliver the works 
through the HIP central contract, which will reduce delivery timescales significantly. 
  
The first phase of St George’s Gateway (i.e. Dale Street and Great Crosshall Street) can be 
included in the HIP contracts, which are a set of three contracts that follow an Early 
Contractor Involvement and Design and Build approach. These three contracts take a 
geographical approach, whereby the city is split in three areas and allows for 
maintenance and improvement works to Highways assets.  
 
LCC is seeking Cabinet approval to commence procurement during the week commencing 
28 March.  

Maritime 
Corridor 
 
Outline design  

The scheme is expected to be procured via open tender using the ‘Find a Tender’ (FTS) e-
tendering platform (which replaced Tenders Electronic Daily (TED), the Official Journal of 
the EU (OJEU/TED) for procurement in the UK following its exit from the European Union. 
 
The contract will be based on the NEC3 Engineering and Construction form of Contract 
and will be procured on a Build-only basis based on a design and documents produced by 
the Council’s own design team, or by one of its two appointed consultants to its 
Transport Technical Support Services Framework (TTSS), which was renewed on 1 
January 2022 to 31 December 2023 (with an optional 24 month extension clause).  

 

4.3 Contract Management 

Each project procurement strategy presented for approval to the Transport Delivery Board will be 

supported by proportionate contract administration support relevant to the procurement route 

adopted. In the case of framework procurements, many frameworks will specify the contract terms 

already, and this will determine the resourcing and support required. Market engagement is key in 

devising the optimum contracting strategies and supervision, with a likely output being the 

appointment of contract administration teams to ensure the smooth running of the projects in 

accordance with the contract terms, e.g. project managers, site supervisors etc. 

 

Support will be provided to the projects by the programme team in monitoring the performance of 

contracts and in resolving issues that need escalating to the programme for resolution. This will take 

place through regular communication and collaboration, and be formalised through reporting and 

scheduled meetings. Dedicated programme-level commercial support will be provided to help 

inform the procurement and delivery phases of the projects. 

 

The procurement strategy acknowledges that the different elements of the LUF programme 

identified above are to be implemented using different routes depending on the type of scheme, the 

lead authority within the LCR and the market conditions for that particular project type. However, all 

schemes will be under the management and coordination of the Combined Authority. The 

Programme Manager and partners will have the responsibility of the overall programme manager to 
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monitor performance and overall evaluation of the programme and to report to the Transport 

Delivery Board and the Combined Authority. 

4.4 Risk Apportionment  

The proactive assessment, management and mitigation of risk is an integral component of the 

standard project management procedures that are conducted by all partners involved in the LUF 

Programme. Risk registers will be reviewed regularly throughout the detailed design, procurement, 

delivery and post-delivery phases as a standing item in progress meetings and at periodic risk 

workshops.   

Project risk management will take place in the context of the programme risk apportionment 

strategy set out in Table 4-4 which seeks to maximise collaboration between the public and private 

sectors. 

Table 4--4 - Risk Apportionment 

Risk Category Public Private Shared 

Programme Governance Risks    ✓ 

- Political Environment ✓   

- Programme Management ✓   

- Community Engagement   ✓ 

Financial & Commercial Risks    ✓ 

- Funding   ✓ 

- Costs   ✓ 

- Procurement   ✓ 

- Fund Management ✓   

Scheme Delivery Risks    ✓ 

- Provider Risk   ✓ 

- Internal Interface Risk ✓   

- External Interface Risk   ✓ 

- Supply chain  ✓  

- Planning Risk ✓   

- Land Risk ✓   

- Regulation Risk   ✓ 

- Special Interest Groups Risk ✓   

- Environmental Risk ✓   

- Utilities Risk   ✓ 

 

4.5 Potential Payment Mechanisms 

Payment mechanisms will, to a large extent, be determined by the contracting strategy for each 

project, which will be subject to extensive review and challenge prior to approval.   
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Professional services will be procured and paid for against schedules of agreed outputs, with clearly 

defined change management processes in place to control scope, budget and timescales. 

For construction works, contracts with pain/gain mechanisms, e.g. NEC Option C, will be considered, 

alongside opportunities for innovation via Design & Build contracts at early stages within the 

development period. 

4.6 Statutory and Other Consents 

Consents and Approvals 
The powers and consents required to deliver the programme are limited to Traffic Regulation Orders 

(TROs). These will be progressed by the relevant Highway Authority, which will submit a detailed 

consents tracker to the LUF Programme Manager monthly. We have previously provided evidence of 

this approach to Government in our annual TCF Performance Report, which Government cited as an 

example of best practice.  

Birkenhead Central Gateway  

Traffic Regulation Orders will be required for the Argyle Street works (programmed for Q1 2023/24) 

and Kingsway Tunnel works (programmed for Q3 2022/2023). All projects will be delivered on 

existing Highways land in the ownership of Wirral Council therefore no planning permission or land 

assembly is required for any of the proposed LUF projects.  

St George’s Gateway  

TROs will be required for the St George’s Gateway works which are programmed for Q3 2022/23 to 

Q3 2023/2024. As the scheme is all Highways based and the land is entirely owned by Liverpool City 

Council, no planning permission or land assembly will be required.  

Maritime Corridor 

TROs will be required for the Maritime Corridor works which are programmed for Q4 2022/2023. As 

the scheme is all Highways based and the land is entirely owned by Sefton Council, no planning 

permission or land assembly will be required. S6 approvals will be needed from National Highways. 

Business Case Approval and Funding 

LCRCA has established a Single Investment Fund (SIF), through which it administers the City Region’s 

single pot allocation of funding from Government alongside other local and national funding 

sources.  

A supporting Assurance Framework has been produced which explains how LCRCA appraises, 

monitors and evaluates projects to achieve value for money. The Assurance Framework also outlines 

clear and transparent procedures for all stakeholders in the LCR area (including the constituent Local 

Authorities, Merseytravel, the LCR LEP, other key partner agencies, businesses and residents) 

regarding delivery and spend. The assurance framework and the associated spend are managed in 

accordance with the usual local authority checks and balances, including those set out in the Local 

Government Fiscal Framework and the Local Government Accountability System Statement.  

Within the LUF programme, each project will be subject to a robust and independently verified 

business case approval process, prior to final determination by LCRCA. This process, built upon HM 

Treasury Green Book principles, includes external appraisal and independent panel scrutiny, 

providing robust and proportionate assurance.  

In addition, the CA’s Investment Strategy states that appraisers should ensure that business cases 

present: 
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• Strategic Fit; 

• Clear case for Investment; 

• Value for Money; 

• Deliverability; 

• Good Growth 

During the development stage we will also adopt an additional monitoring regime, supported by a 

dedicated team to ensure that projects are progressing as planned, with key risks and decisions 

escalated to the Transforming Portfolio Board. The Board provides timely decisions and oversees the 

development and delivery of the programme. Once a project has received LCRCA approval, 

monitoring is carried out by the LCRCA PMO team under the Assurance Framework, with progress, 

risks and issues reported to the Transport Portfolio Board.  

This approach is designed to maintain focus on delivery across the programme to deliver positive 

outcomes for the City Region as quickly and efficiently as possible. 
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5. Management Case 

The management case is concerned with the deliverability of the proposal and is sometimes referred to as 

programme management or project management case. The Management Case will demonstrate how we 

will deliver the Levelling Up Fund, providing detailed information on the delivery programme, evidence of 

the successful delivery of similar projects, governance and reporting, assurance, risk management and 

monitoring and evaluation.  

5.1 Evidence of Successful Delivery of Similar Projects  

Our recent track record demonstrates our ability to deliver the planned outcomes and impacts on time and 

to budget. We have successfully delivered £500m of investment through the city region Strategic 

Investment Fund (SIF), including devolved Local Growth Funding and Transforming Cities Funding. 

We will apply lessons learnt in previous scheme delivery to our Levelling Up Fund schemes, as part of our 

commitment to continuous improvement. In particular, we have learnt the importance of making best use 

of DfT capacity funding and in the current financial year 21/22, we have topped up our £5.6m allocation to 

£17m to ensure that each scheme we invest in is robust, viable and meets our vision and the priorities set 

out by Government. We have identified further development funding requirements which will be factored 

into future LCRCA budget decisions. Table 5-1 provides evidence of the successful delivery of similar 

projects. 
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Table 5-1 - Evidence of Successful Delivery of Similar Projects 

Project Name Description Project 
Award 

Delivered 
to Cost? 

Delivered on Time? Type 

A565 North 
Liverpool Key 
Corridors 

A package of measures aimed at facilitating proposed development and unlocking 
aspirational development in the North Liverpool area. At the same time the scheme 
seeks to address the causes of vehicle-based congestion along the A565 corridor and 
improve east-west linkages for non-motorised users, reducing the existing severance 
caused by the A565 to allow better access to the proposed regeneration and 
development areas. 

£13.3m Yes Delivered 
successfully within 
Local Growth Fund 
(LGF) timelines 
(before March 21).  

 

 

Highways 
junction 
improvements 
and 
sustainable 
travel 
infrastructure.  

Halton Curve 
New Rail Line 

The introduction of the Halton Curve is to provide direct rail services between North 
Wales/Chester and Liverpool. The scheme has been identified by Merseytravel in 
conjunction with the Welsh Government as one of the key projects within the region 
which is required to help revitalise the local and regional economy. 

£12.93m Yes  Delivered 
successfully LGF 
timelines (before 
March 21).  

Rail 
infrastructure 

Maghull North 
Rail Station 

A new station in the northern area of Maghull seeks to provide improved public 
transport access both for the north of Maghull and the wider hinterland including 
adjacent areas of West Lancashire. 

£10.7m Yes Delivered 
successfully LGF 
timelines (before 
March 21). 

Rail 
infrastructure 

Princes 
Avenue 
Sustainable 
Travel Link 

New pedestrian and cycling route in the central reservation along Princess Avenue, 
connecting to the Baltic Triangle, Liverpool One, and Liverpool City Centre 

£3.5m Yes Delivered 
successfully LGF 
timelines (before 
March 21). 

Sustainable 
Travel 
Infrastructure 

Lime Street 
Gateway  

A scheme to improve and enhance the environment and quality of the Pedestrian 
corridor between Elliot Street and Church Street within the city’s Main Retail Area. 
The route formed one of the key paths between Lime Street Station and the core 
retail area.  

£2.5m Yes Delivered 
successfully LGF 
timelines (before 
March 21). 

Sustainable 
Travel 
Infrastructure
/Public Realm  

A41 Corridor 
Improvements 

Strategic Maintenance of the A41 New Chester Road, New Ferry Bypass and Rock 
Ferry Bypass carriageway reconstruction. This included replacement and renewal of 
street lighting columns, cabling and road restraint systems.  

£2.36m Yes Delivered one 
month ahead of 
LGF timelines 
(before March 21).   

Highways/Key 
Route 
Network 
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Project Name Description Project 
Award 

Delivered 
to Cost? 

Delivered on Time? Type 

Kingsway 
Tunnel 
Connectivity 
Project  

Part of the Key Route Network programme of works this project is to resurface the 
Kingsway Tunnel exit and approach roads at Wallasey 

£1.1m Yes  Delivered two 
months ahead of 
LGF timelines 
(before March 21).   

Highways/Key 
Route 
Network 

Queens Drive 
Connectivity  

Improving the ability for pedestrian movement between bus interchanges supporting 
City Centre connectivity. The scheme forms a radial around the Liverpool City Growth 
Zone and intertwines with the other schemes being proposed in this zone. 

£0.80m Yes Delivered 
successfully within 
LGF timelines 
(before March 21).  

Bus 
projects/Susta
inable Travel 

Sustainable 
Transport 

Enhancements 
Package 

(STEP) 

>26km of new and improved cycle routes in Years 1 & 2.  

Journey time savings on Liverpool City Corridor; improved public realm for 30 
businesses. 

£41.4m 

capital 

Yes (Years 
1 

& 2; Years 
3-6 on 
track) 

Yes (Years 1 & 2; 
Years 3-6 on track) 

Sustainable 
Travel 
Infrastructure  

Better Bus 
Area 

Junction improvements to relieve pinchpoints and improve bus reliability.  

Upgrades to bus infrastructure along key corridors 

£3.9m 

capital 

Yes Yes Sustainable 
Travel 
Infrastructure 

Runcorn 
Station 
Quarter 

New town centre gateway comprising of public realm and active travel links. £18.1m 

capital 

Yes Yes Sustainable 
Travel 
Infrastructure 

Walton Hall 
Avenue 

Corridor  

Improvements 

Reduced congestion at key locations. 

Reduced maintenance liability. 

Improved key assets Improved access to employment and housing. 

£2.9m 

capital 

Yes Yes  

A58/A580/A57 
2 Transport 
Connectivity 

Reduced congestion at key locations. 

Reduced maintenance liability. 

Improved key assets Improved access to employment and housing. 

£750k Yes Yes Sustainable 
Travel 
Infrastructure 

M62 Junction 
5 Widening & 
Signalisation 

Reduced congestion at key locations. 

Reduced maintenance liability. 

Improved key assets Improved access to employment and housing. 

£397k Yes Yes Sustainable 
Travel 
Infrastructure 
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5.2 Governance Structure, Roles and Responsibilities 

LCRCA recognises the importance of effective risk management as a key element of its performance 

and governance framework. LCRCA has a mature and robust approach to risk and adds appropriate, 

proportionate risk allocations to project costs. Its approach is embedded within the corporate risk 

management strategy, which forms the basis of the risk management strategy for this programme. 

LCRCA has put in place a governance structure that will oversee the delivery of the Levelling Up Fund 

package. Within this governance structure Richard McGuckin (Executive Director of Place, LCRCA) is 

the Senior Responsible Officer (SRO) for the scheme.  

Senior Responsible Officer  

As SRO, Richard will hold overall responsibility for risk management across the LUF programme. 

Richard will ensure that programme-wide risk management is effective, consistently applied and 

embedded across the constituent projects.  

Transport Delivery Board 

The Combined Authority has established a Transport Delivery Board, which is responsible for the 

development and delivery of the CA-administered, externally funded transport programmes, of 

which the Levelling Up Fund is an integral part. The Board is supported by the Levelling Up Fund 

Manager and the Programme Management Office (PMO) and serviced by Democratic Services. This 

is based on the Governance and SIF Assurance Framework approved by the CA. 

The Transport Delivery Board comprises of the following core representatives. Additional attendees 

may attend where necessary: 

• Senior Responsible Officer (SRO and Chair) – Richard McGuckin  

• Executive Director Investment and Delivery – Aileen Jones 

• Project Director Rolling Stock – David Powell  

• Assistant Director for Finance – Sarah Johnston 

• Assistant Director for Bus – Matt Goggins  

• Assistant Director for Rail – Mal Drury-Rose 

• Key Route Network Manager – Andy Sawyer 

• Assistant Director for Customer Delivery – Gary Evans 

• Head of Programme Management and Corporate Performance – Dan McCafferty 

• Lead Officer for Transport Development – Paul Buntin 

• Lead Officer for Transport Policy – Huw Jenkins 

• LUF Programme Manager – Adam Price 

• Chief Legal Officer and Monitoring Officer – Jill Coule 

Project Sponsors provide updates to the Transport Delivery Board, which will be held to account for 

performance and delivery in accordance with the project objectives and the delivery programme. 

The Board is a forum for the reporting of project data, including performance against milestones, 

risk exposure and financial profiles. Risk, issues and change controls that exceed the project 

tolerances will be escalated for resolution, whilst business cases and funding agreements for 

approval are reviewed and actioned. The Programme Board meets monthly, with ad-hoc deep dives 

into specific projects and issues as required. 

The governance structure is shown in Figure 5-1.  
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Figure 5-1 -LUF Governance Structure (information flow in dashed lines, reporting routes in solid 
lines) 

 

Design Board 

The Transport Delivery Board will, as part of the programme quality control process, at relevant 

times in the project lifecycle (such as completion of outline or detailed designs) instruct the 

Programme Manager to convene a Design Board to review the quality of the designs presented by 

the Project Sponsor, to ensure that all LUF funded projects are compliant with relevant design 

standards, in particular LTN 1/20 for active travel schemes. It is intended that Active Travel England 

is represented on the Design Board, to act as a ‘critical friend’ on the development of walking and 

cycling schemes. 

The composition of the Design Board will be tailored towards the project type and will draw upon 

external industry experts to provide independent expertise and guidance to ensure that the LUF 

outputs are of the highest quality. The Design Board will make recommendations to the Transport 

Delivery Board on whether projects are ready to progress to the next stage of the project 

lifecycle/funding release, alongside the established governance arrangements set out in the SIF 

Assurance Framework. 

Change Management 

Each project will have authority to manage change delegated to it up to certain thresholds in line 

with the Combined Authority Constitution. Change will be managed throughout the projects and 

programme via a formal change control process which defines what constitutes change, sets 

baselines and clearly delegates levels of authority. Thresholds and tolerances will be tailored to the 

project parameters, including the overall budget and risk profile and all early warnings, risks, issues 

and changes will be logged and reported to the LUF Programme Manager. 

Project Management Framework 

The LCRCA has recently developed and adopted a standardised Project Management Framework 

(PMF), which provides a suite of project management tools and templates to assist with the planning 

and delivery of projects. This framework is built on Association for Project Management principles 

and will be employed across the programme to provide consistency and standardisation of 

approach. Tools include stakeholder maps, document management registers, project initiation 

documents, Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) plans, budget trackers and risk registers. Project 

Managers will be expected to demonstrate throughout the project lifecycle and at key investment 

gateways that planning and controls are in place, through the completion and use of project 
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management documentation. Figure 5-2 provides an example of one of the reporting dashboards 

available under the Project Management Framework.   

Figure 5--2 - Example Project Management Framework Reporting Dashboard

 

Resourcing 

Learning the lessons from our TCF programme, in which projects have been delayed during the 

development phase, either through prolonged design work, stakeholder objections, business case 

viability or lack of resourcing, we have established a Transport Development Team to support each 

LUF project through the development phase. This team provides expert business case support to the 

projects across the programme, targets development funding on specialist resources such as cost 

estimation, town planning and carbon management, and ensures that the outputs, outcomes and 

benefits of the projects identified in the LUF Options Appraisal Report are safeguarded as the 

projects develop. 

The LCRCA has also established a centralised project and programme management team, the 

Mayoral Programme Delivery Team, which is available to provide experienced project support. Effort 

is targeted on priority projects and those requiring close support. Resource is available both in the 

short term and long term and can be used to lead or assist the projects and drive delivery. This 

matrix approach to resourcing enables flexible deployment of resourcing to where it is needed most 

and helps mitigate risk. 

The performance of our local authority partners is critical to the successful delivery of our LUF 

package, and in the past due to a lack of capacity within these organisations project delivery has 

suffered. We recognised this issue during the delivery of our TCF programme, and we are now 

investing development and capacity funding where it is needed so that local authority-led projects 

have the specialist resources to deliver, and that the CA-led projects impacting on local authority 

assets are not constrained by lack of available resource within our partnering organisations. The 

provision and funding of this resource is formally contracted by LCRCA, with outputs defined and 

performance metrics established at the outset to monitor delivery throughout the project. Where 

this investment does not yield the results expected, formal reviews are undertaken, which may 

recommend removal of funding, additional support or a change in strategy. This approach is helping 
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to foster a ‘one team’ ethos across the city region in which multi-agency teams work together 

towards a common goal, and risks and issues are managed collaboratively. 

Programme Manager   

A designated LUF Programme Manager will be appointed in May 2022 to lead the day-to-day 

delivery of the package and constituent projects. It will be the Programme Manager’s responsibility 

to ensure that adequate consideration is given to the management of risks that threaten or 

compromise the delivery of the programme, and that effective controls are in place so that these are 

managed. The Programme Manager will capture all such risks and opportunities in the Risk Register 

during delivery, reviewed monthly or sooner as required, and significant risks will be escalated to the 

SRO to agree a course of action. 

Programme Management Office (PMO)   

LCRCA’s Programme Management Office supports Project/Programme Managers in scheme delivery 

and assists them in identifying and assessing the risks that could jeopardise or significantly impact on 

delivery, and in planning controls and actions to minimise the likelihood and/or impact of such risks. 

All Employees  

All LCRCA and Local Authority employees are responsible for complying with internal controls 

designed to minimise risk and being aware of the risks that they encounter in their day-to-day roles, 

developed through bespoke internal training.  

5.3 Programme Reporting  

During the delivery phase of the LUF package, the PMO will provide assurance for the LCR CA.  The 

PMO are required to provide independent assurance on projects funded by the CA as per the SIF 

Assurance Framework. This is done by highlighting and reporting on project progress (milestone 

tracking), financial performance, dependencies, key delivery risks, issues and other Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs). 

The PMO obtains performance updates from project sponsors (and their representatives) 

proportionate to the scale, complexity and risk associated with any given project. All of these 

activities enable information to feed back into the decision-making processes to inform future 

management of the funds. Sponsors are required to submit the above in the form of a project 

dashboard once a month, which is scrutinised by an appointed Assurance Manager. The Assurance 

Manager will visit the site(s) of construction where appropriate. 

The PMO is a vital tool in providing independent assurance of project health, providing the following 

key functions in the management of the SIF: 

• Providing programme management expertise and support to the Transport 

Development Team by coordinating the internal investment decision-making 

process. They apply a rigorous approach to the management of SIF applications 

covering risk, project plans and decision-making. It also provides assurance that the 

decision-making process is consistent with the Investment Strategy and this 

Assurance Framework; 

• PMO, in collaboration with the Transport Development Team, also assists SIF 

applicants in providing a complete application in the correct format. It scrutinises 

application data, commercial and legal documentation and highlights any issues of 
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concern. They also coordinate Business Case appraisals with the independent 

assessors. 

• Once a project moves into its delivery phase, the PMO monitors ongoing contractual 

performance until project closure. PMO work with Finance to produce regular 

reports to highlight progress made towards project completion and benefit 

realisation. 

5.4 Key Milestones 
The three schemes; St Georges Gateway, Birkenhead Central Gateway and Maritime Corridor, have 

been developed as part of the Levelling Up Fund package. We will deliver these projects between 

2021/22 and 2023/24, bridging the gap between our TCF programme and the longer-term delivery 

of our transport pipeline through the CRSTS fund. The programme enables the delivery of each 

element of the scheme to start on site as and when it is ready and avoiding busy periods where 

possible to reduce the impact on the network during construction.  

The full delivery programme is provided in Appendix H. It shows key milestones, dependencies and 

the critical path. A summary of the scheme’s main milestones are presented in Tables 5-2 to 5-4 

below.  

Table 5--2 - St Georges Gateway Key Milestones 

Phase  Key Milestones: 
Proposed 

Start: 

Proposed 

End: 

Development & Delivery 

Dale Street Detailed Design 04/05/22 18/10/22 

Dale Street Delivery  08/02/23 09/01/24 

Great Crosshall Street Detailed Design 04/05/22 18/10/22 

Great Crosshall Street Delivery 08/02/23 09/01/24 

Chapel Street Cycle Facilities Procurement 04/05/22 28/06/22 

Chapel Street Cycle Facilities Delivery 27/07/22 13/12/22 

Ropewalks Phase 2 Design Amendments 22/04/22 25/08/22 

Ropewalks Phase 2 Delivery 22/04/22 07/03/24 

Dock Road Cycle Facilities Detailed Design 28/12/22 13/06/23 

Dock Road Cycle Facilities Delivery 06/09/23 19/03/24 

Table 5-3 - Birkenhead Central Gateway Key Milestones 

Phase  Key Milestones: 
Proposed 

Start: 

Proposed 

End: 

Development 

Kingsway Tunnel Approaches and Toll Plaza Outline Design 20/05/21 29/12/21 

Kingsway Tunnel Approaches and Toll Plaza Detailed Design 27/01/22 24/08/22 

Kingsway Tunnel Approaches and Toll Plaza Business Case 

Development 

27/01/22 02/11/22 

Argyle Street Active Travel Outline Design 09/05/22 21/10/22 

Argyle Street Active Travel Detailed Design 05/12/22 24/03/23 

Argyle Street Active Travel Delivery 17/07/23 23/02/24 

Delivery Kingsway Tunnel Approaches and Toll Plaza Delivery 26/01/23 18/10/23 

 Argyle Street Active Travel Outline Delivery 17/07/23 23/02/24 
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Table 5--4 - Maritime Corridor Key Milestones 

Phase  Key Milestones: 
Proposed 

Start: 

Proposed 

End: 

Development 

Outline Design 01/09/21 17/03/22 

Consultation 18/03/22 13/05/22 

Detailed Design 18/03/22 04/10/22 

Full Business Case 05/10/22 06/01/23 

Delivery Overall Delivery Period 15/05/23 16/02/24 

 

5.5 Risk Management 

LCRCA employs a 4-stage process to manage risk: 

1. Identification 

2. Evaluation 

3. Addressing 

4. Reporting 

The initial LUF programme risks have been identified at structured workshops and will be 

supplemented by additional risks and opportunities identified during the delivery of the programme. 

The potential impact of each risk (time, cost, quality, reputation etc.) has been assessed, recorded 

and a suitable owner identified. Risks have then been scored for likelihood and impact, and control 

measures identified to reduce the risk score as far as practical. Following this a treatment for the risk 

has been identified to further reduce the impact: 

• Terminate – can an activity be discontinued so that the risk is eliminated? This usually 

applies to risks with very high residual scores. 

• Treat – can the risk be mitigated by the application of controls? 

• Tolerate – can the risk be accepted? This usually applied to risks with very low residual 

scores. 

• Transfer – can the risk be transferred to another party? It is rare that a risk can be fully 

transferred, but a significant element could be transferred via insurance, for example. 

Finally, risks are reported via the established programme governance channels to ensure there is 

clear ownership and accountability for the implementation of control measures and treatment of 

risks. 

5.6 Key Risks 

A programme risk register has been produced (Appendix I) for the LUF programme and includes the 

key financial and programme management risks. Mitigation plans have been put in place and are 

already being implemented to reduce the likelihood and impact of these risks as far as is practical. It 

is worth noting that a 10.8% risk allowance has been added to the programme-wide costs in order to 

reflect programme risk. As detailed in Section 3 the Financial Case, each scheme within the LUF 

package has also had appropriate allowances for scheme-specific risks in its costings. Table 5--5 

below shows the top programme risks that have been identified. 
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Table 5--5 - Top Programme Risks 

Ref Risk Type Risk Description Consequences 
of Risk 
Materialising 
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LUF0
01 

Assurance and 
Approvals  
 
There is a risk that, due to 
the additional need for DfT 
approval of the LUF 
programme business 
case, there are issues with 
obtaining the necessary 
level of assurance and 
approval needed to deliver 
the schemes. 

Programme delay; 
need for descoping 

Lead Officer, 
Transport 
Development 

4 4 16 

1. Forward internal 
planning, timeline 
developed for approval 
of projects. 
2. Offer letters sent to 
sponsors in advance of 
funding, following 
receipt of DfT offer 
letter for development 
funding.  

   X   4 4 16 

LUF0
08 

Economics & Appraisal 
 
Risk that sufficient Value 
for Money cannot be 
demonstrated in the 
Programme Business 
Case as a result of 
updates to the appraisal 
made in line with updated 
TAG and TAG Databook. 

Failure to secure 
funding; programme 
delay whilst further 
appraisal is carried 
out 

Lead Officer, 
Transport 
Development 

4 4 16 
Engagement with DfT 
and sponsors. 

    X   4 3 12 

LUF0
13 

Programme 
Management 
 
Risk that schemes are 
insufficiently mature and / 
or that scheme 
development lead times 
are too long  

Failure to deliver 
the  programme 
outcomes within the 
necessary 
timescales 

Executive 
Director - 
Investment & 
Delivery 

4 4 16 

1. Select projects 
based on ability to 
deliver 
2. Use proportionate 
approach to business 
case development 
3. Secure in house 
resource for business 
case development 
where possible 
4. Early engagement 
with market 

  X     4 3 12 
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5. Early engagement 
with sponsors 

LUF0
18 

Programme 
Management 
 
Risk of significant network 
disruption if projects are 
delivered simultaneously 
or overlap with other 
interventions, e.g. TCF 
project at Birkenhead, 
CRSTS schemes 

Delays to journeys, 
reputational 
damage 

Programme 
Manager 

4 4 16 

1. Early network 
management planning.  
2. Considerations of 
CRSTS programme 
and other interventions. 

  X     4 3 12 

LUF0
19 

Programme 
Management 
 
Risk that the programme 
is delayed due to a 
number of reasons 
(design, consultation, 
stats, construction issues 
etc.) 

Delay in delivery 
Programme 
Manager 

4 4 16 

Early consultation with 
suppliers and sponsors 
to produce realistic 
delivery plans. 
Continued discussions.  

  X     3 3 9 

LUF0

20 

 

Programme 
Management 
 
Risk that, due to the 
additional DfT assurance 
processes required, the 
programme delivery 
period is shorter 

Failure to deliver 
within necessary 
timescales 

Programme 
Manager 

4 4 16 
Negotiations with DfT, 
flexibility in delivery 
programme.  

  X     4 3 12 
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5.7 Communications and Stakeholder Management 

This section provides a summary of the communications and engagement completed to date with 

our full package Consultation and Engagement Strategy is provided in Appendix K. 

Stakeholder buy-in for our LUF proposals is critical to the success of the programme. Therefore, we 

have mapped key stakeholders and community representatives and determined their level of 

interest and influence in the LUF proposals, to identify how best to engage with each group going 

forward, as shown in Figure 5--3.  Overall, stakeholders with a higher level of interest and/or 

influence will generally be consulted more frequently and in more detail in terms of ensuring that 

their feedback is continuously captured in the scheme proposals. We will follow all statutory 

processes including reporting to DfT, public consultation during the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) 

process and LCRCA’s own internal engagement and reporting procedures.  This plan will be revisited 

and revised as appropriate throughout the programme to reflect changing circumstances. 

Figure 5--3 - Stakeholder Interest and Influence 

 

Based on the above groupings, some stakeholder and public engagement events have been 

undertaken in order to obtain their views to date and use these views to shape the LUF proposals. 

Table 5--6 summarises the views expressed to date and provides evidence of support. 

Table 5--6 – Evidence of Support from Stakeholders 

Activity Evidence of Support 

Public Consultation 

Maritime Corridor (March 

2021) 

Maritime Corridor – Public consultation was held between Monday 1st March 

and Sunday 11th April 2021. Public recognition of the benefits of ‘fit for 

purpose’ road infrastructure, safer junctions for pedestrians and cyclists, 

reduced noise, improved traffic flows/journey times (to access employment, 

education and training) and improved air quality. The consultation materials 
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Activity Evidence of Support 

 

 

Birkenhead 2040 (May 

2021, including the 

Birkenhead Central 

Gateway proposals) 

are provided in Annex G (analysis forthcoming). The scheme elements that 

require land take have been removed from the LUF package to reduce risk.  

Birkenhead 2040 Framework consultation - an 8-week consultation period for 

the Birkenhead 2040 Framework commenced in March 2021. The main 

reasons why residents agreed with the vision of the document included: 

• 18.9% - Birkenhead has a lot of untapped potential. 

• 14.2% - We need to be ambitious. 

• 14% - Making better use of Birkenhead’s heritage. 

• 13.5% - Encouraging businesses to come to Birkenhead & to grow. 

The Catalyst Projects that were most agreed with were the East West Cultural 

Axis project (88.8%) and the Wirral Waters project (88.4%). 

The feedback also included ideas such as having payment by number plate 

recognition which would allow the entrance to be reconfigured and address 

issues at the tunnel booths and allowing cyclists to use the Queensway Tunnel 

either after a certain time or by opening the channel underneath the tunnel 

originally intended for trams. More information on the Birkenhead 2040 

Framework consultation can be found on the following website: 

https://haveyoursay.wirral.gov.uk/regenerating-birkenhead-2.  

Previous support received for similar schemes funded via local highways 

maintenance and Integrated Transport Block, Highways Incentive Fund, 

Highways Challenge Fund and National Productivity and Investment Fund.  

Scheme Promoters 

Liverpool City Council, 

Wirral Council, Sefton 

Council and Merseytravel 

Tunnels 

Improvements to infrastructure and accessibility to make development sites 

more attractive are welcomed.  

Scheme promoters are willing to put elements of their schemes forward for 

the LCR LUF package, due to their deliverability and strategic fit with wider 

investment proposals, including the Towns Fund (Birkenhead), City Centre 

Connectivity (Liverpool) and longer-term proposals on Maritime Corridor 

(Sefton). 

DfT 

Local DfT representative 

sits on LCR’s Transport 

Advisory Group.  

Comments and advice on the evolving LUF package proposals and policy/fund 

alignment. DfT encouraged LCRCA to propose a large transport package to 

support complementary investment through LGF, TCF and ICF.  

LCR LEP, LCR Officers, 

Politicians & Partner 

Organisations 

Formal and informal 

meetings. 

The LUF proposals were approved by various partnership groups including the 

LCR KRN Group, Transport Advisory Group and Transport Committee. The 

proposals were discussed, challenged and prioritised against set criteria. This 

is evidenced in the LUF Agenda Item Report and the CA Delegated Authority 

decision.  

Local MPs 

From relevant 

constituencies. 

MP support is evidenced in Annex F. MPs were asked to support the proposals 

but consideration was given to the fact that MPs may wish to support non-

transport LUF bids in their respective constituencies. 

https://haveyoursay.wirral.gov.uk/regenerating-birkenhead-2
https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s54772/Levelling%20Up%20Fund.pdf
https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/ieDecisionDetails.aspx?ID=1442
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Activity Evidence of Support 

Key Stakeholders Previous lessons learnt in the delivery of LGF projects have been applied to 

the stakeholder engagement with businesses in Ropewalks in terms of early 

and ongoing focused engagement.  

Liverpool City Council consulted on St George’s Gateway with Liverpool John 

Moores University, Liverpool BID and Baltic Creative to ensure specific needs 

were catered for.  

Sefton Council consulted on Maritime Corridor with Highways England. 

Letters of support are provided in Appendix M. 

LCRCA’s dedicated LUF Programme Manager will have full responsibility for the ongoing programme 

of engagement and consultation, with the exception of statutory consultation required for Traffic 

Regulation Orders, which will be carried out by Wirral Council, Liverpool City Council and Sefton 

Council as the local highway authorities. 

There is a broad support for the aims of the proposed investment amongst elected members, key 

stakeholders, community representatives and members of the public in terms of improving the 

transport network to achieve City Region and national level economic, social and environmental 

goals.  

Our Engagement and Consultation strategy (Annex X) demonstrates how we will continue to engage 

stakeholders and members of the public to maintain support through to delivery and during 

construction, with particular focus on network management during construction to minimise 

negative impacts on network users and stakeholders.  

Sefton Council are planning future stakeholder and public consultation events for the Maritime 

Corridor scheme following the submission of the FBC. Table 5--7 below shows the future stakeholder 

and public engagement plan. 

Table 5--7 - Future Stakeholder and Public Engagement Plan 

Stakeholders Interest Influence Key Messages Method Frequency 

Members of the 
Public & Statutory  

Consultees (Traffic 
Regulation  

Orders) 

High High Scheme design, 
impacts on 
traffic/walk/cycle  

movements 

Sefton/Liverpool/ 
Wirral Council  

websites, local  

press, events 

In line with  

statutory  

guidance 
and LUF 
delivery  

programme 

DfT, HE, Local 
Authority Scheme  

Promoters, JAQU, 
Transport  

Operators 

High High Delivery updates, 
spend, key issues or 
risks (HE  

Maritime Corridor 
only) 

Update reports / via 
local DfT/HE 
representatives, 
meetings with  

operators 

Quarterly  

financial  

reporting / 
other as 
required,  

monthly 
meetings 
with 
operators 
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Stakeholders Interest Influence Key Messages Method Frequency 

DfT, HE, Local 
Authority Scheme  

Promoters, JAQU, 
Transport  

Operators 

High High Delivery updates, 
spend, key issues or 
risks (HE  

Maritime Corridor 
only) 

Update reports / via 
local DfT/HE 
representatives, 
meetings with  

operators 

Quarterly  

financial  

reporting / 
other as 
required,  

monthly 
meetings 
with 
operators 

Scheme Area Local 
Communities,  

LCR Active Travel 
Forum, Liverpool 
John Moores 
University, 
Sustrans, Liverpool 
City Council 
Conservation Team, 
LCR Walking & 
Cycling  

Commissioner, Bus 
Alliance 

High Low Route impacts, timing 
of construction 
activity,  

finalisation of scheme  

proposals, links to 
wider initiatives and 
behaviour change 
campaigns, key issues 
or risks 

Meetings, bulletin 
reports on  

activities/  

impacts,  

agreement on  

route impacts 

As required, 
and in 
advance of  

construction  

works/route  

impacts 

Metro Mayor, MPs, 
LCRCA TAG, LEP 
Growth Platform, 
Birkenhead  

Landowners Group, 
Ropewalks  

Businesses 

High High Scheme progress, 
issues or risks, timing 
of activities  

likely to affect local  

businesses/ 
landowners 

Formal reports 6 weekly 
reports  

to LCRCA 
TAG,  

other  

engagement 
as  

required 

Merseyside Police, 
Mersey Tunnels 
Police, Peel, LCR 
Residents,  

Liverpool BID, 
Chambers of  

Commerce, Local 
Authorities (non- 
scheme promoters), 
Emergency  

Services, Transport 
Users, Police & 
Crime 
Commissioner, 
Clinical  

Commissioning 
Group, Merseyside 
Road Safety 
Partnership 

Low Low Scheme designs and  

progress, delivery  

programme, changes 
to  

emergency routes 
during construction, 
night-time  

economy impacts, 
public  

health impacts/links 
to  

wider campaigns on 
health and road safety 

LCRCA website,  

materials sent out  

to  

representatives, 
email/verbal  

updates 

As required 
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5.8 Monitoring and Evaluation 

We have developed a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan that will enable us to track the outputs, 

outcomes and impacts of our LUF package, in line with the logic map, to determine the extent to 

which the scheme objectives have been met. The full Plan is provided in Appendix L and a summary 

is presented in this section. LCRCA’s Assurance Framework specifies a requirement for all projects it 

funds, to have an effective monitoring and evaluation plan. This must form a key part of the business 

case. Our approach to M&E is aligned to that set out in the Magenta Book24; using monitoring as a 

tool to check progress against planned targets, and through evaluation seek to assess the 

effectiveness and efficiency of our programmes and whether anticipated benefits are realised. 

The development and implementation of the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan is led by LCRCA’s 

internal Evidence, Research and Intelligence Team, and a budget of £250k has been identified and 

allocated for LUF monitoring and evaluation activities, including primary data collection, secondary 

data collation, data analysis and reporting. An external objective assessment will also be undertaken 

on the delivery and impact of the programme, which will support the identification of key lessons 

learnt that can be applied to future schemes. 

The overall approach taken to monitoring performance is to make full use of existing data sources, 

data collection activities, capacity and expertise to minimise additional costs, whilst ensuring that:  

• It is proportionate to the resource invested in each intervention; 

• Programme Managers are informed about progress and performance to date so that they 

can take remedial action if projects are not delivering the desired outputs; and  

• Sufficient data is collected to inform the evaluation of the project. 

The approach to evaluation will:  

• Test whether the rationale for intervention continued to apply during the implementation 

phase; 

• Check whether the assumptions underpinning the realisation of benefits were valid and 

achieved in practice;  

• Identify the extent to which benefits can be attributed to the LUF interventions; and 

• Provide an estimate of the impact of the LUF project and the extent to which it has provided 

value for money.  

Monthly project control meetings will be held throughout delivery programme between the Project 

Team and the Programme Manager to monitor progress, assess risk and monitor spend against 

budget. The SRO will have overall accountability for project delivery, management, risk management 

and monitoring and evaluation and will report into the CA’s Transport Portfolio Board, which meets 

monthly. LCRCA will also feed into the national level LUF evaluation through the provision of regular 

monitoring data returned to DLUHC. 

The key performance indicators that will be used to track and measure progress for all three work 

packages are shown in Table 5-8. 

 

 

 
24 Magenta Book (HM Treasury, March 2020) 
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Table 5--8 – Key Performance Indicators  

 Measure Data Collection Source Frequency 

Input Delivery Progress, risks and 
financials – project and 
package levels 

Project performance reporting 
and claim forms Issues identified 
through project management/ 
stakeholder feedback to identify 
any emergent outcomes 

Dashboards  
 
Stakeholder 
feedback 

Monthly  
 
Project 
completion 

Output Km of new/upgraded 
cycle and walking paths 
No. of junction upgrades 
Ha. of new public space 

Project monitoring Dashboards Upon 
delivery 
completion 

% increase in walking and 
cycling counts 

Walk and cycle surveys/counts on 
each LUF route – using 
automated counters where these 
align with the routes 

Project 
partners 

Quarterly 

Reduction in congestion 
and delay 

Manual counts on Maritime 
Corridor and at Kingsway Tunnel 

Traffic data Annual 

Enhanced attractiveness to 
residents, business, and 
visitors 

Perceptions of place by 
residents/businesses/visitors; 
and house price, commercial 
rental/sales values, vacancy rates 

Surveys Baseline, 1 
year (2026) 
and 3 years 
(2028) 

Impact Greater modal share for 
walking & cycling 

Cordon counts in Liverpool, 
Sefton and Wirral 

LCRCA Biannual 

Reduced transport carbon 
emissions 

Modelled data on 
demand/vehicle speed 
information on Maritime Corridor 
and at Kingsway Tunnel 

Traffic data Annual 

Improved air quality Local air quality data for each of 
the three project areas 

AQ monitors Annual 

Improved transport user 
experience 

Satisfaction levels amongst 
transport users in the LUF 
package area 

Route 
intercept 
surveys 

Baseline, 1 
year (2026) 
and 3 years 
(2028) 

At the start of the funding period, a baseline position will be established for each work package. This 

will provide a starting point from which progress can be measured at regular intervals.  Any potential 

disbenefits from the implementation of the project will also be identified and tracked as part of 

monitoring the benefits for each work package. It is anticipated that outcomes from the programme 

will start to emerge in 2025, with impacts emerging up to three years later (2028). Data collection to 

inform the evaluation will be phased to include baseline data and one, three and five years after 

completion.  

5.9 Benefits Realisation 

The approach to managing the realisation of benefits will: 

• Ensure that all those involved in delivering the LU-funded work packages have a clear 

understanding of the benefits to be achieved and the mechanisms through which these 

benefits will arise; 

• Set out the expected timeline over which benefits will be realised, against which progress 

can be monitored; 

• Identify how the benefits arising from each intervention will contribute to the achievement 

of the LU objectives; and 
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• Include a process for reviewing and updating benefits realisation plans if proposed 

interventions change or it becomes clear that there is a need to adapt to changing market 

conditions. 

The Benefits Realisation Plan in Appendix L provides a summary of the key objectives, outcomes, 

benefits, who will benefit, overall responsibility for achieving them and what will need to be done to 

ensure that the benefits are realised. Benefit realisation will occur through the successful delivery of 

the component work packages outlined in the LUF submission. Benefits will be agreed as being 

realised when the expected measurement of change has been achieved. It will be the responsibility 

of the LUF Programme Manager to ensure that the project targets are achieved as planned; 

however, the SRO will have overall responsibility for their achievement.
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