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LIVERPOOL CITY REGION LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP 
 

At a meeting of the Board of the Liverpool City Region Local Enterprise 
Partnership  held in the LEP Boardroom, 12 Princes Parade, Liverpool L3 1BG on 
Thursday, 3rd December, 2015 at 8.30am the following Members were 
 

PRESENT: 
 
Robert Hough CBE (Chairman) 
Chris Bliss 
Councillor Phil Davies 
Asif Hamid  
Amanda Lyne 
Councillor Ian Maher 
Neil Sturmey 
Professor Nigel Weatherill 
Kate Willard 

 
APOLOGIES: Mayor Joe Anderson OBE 

Kath Boullen MBE 
Richard Else 
Councillor Barrie Grunewald 
Councillor Rob Polhill 
Councillor Andy Moorhead 

 
IN ATTENDANCE:  Ged Fitzgerald Liverpool City Council 

Mark Basnett  Liverpool City Region LEP 
Tony Wade  Liverpool City Region LEP 
Gillian Bishop  Liverpool City Region LEP 
Sue Jarvis  Knowsley MBC 
Andrew Bilsborrow Knowsley MBC 

 
172. CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 

The Chairman:- 
 
(a) referred to Alistair Poole’s recent resignation as a Board member 

having secured a new post in Japan with NSK. He took the 
opportunity to place on record his thanks for Alistair’s contribution to 
the work of the LEP since its inception and, in particular during his 
chairmanship of the Making-It Board; and 

 
(b) welcomed Murrayann Anwar, from the Cities and Local Growth Unit 

who was observing the proceedings, and Gillian Bishop, who was 
attending her first meeting of the LEP Board in her role as interim 
Executive Director for Economic Strategy and Policy. 

 
173. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 

A Member of the Board declared the following situational conflict in the 
agenda item shown:- 
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Director  Minute No.(s)  Nature and Extent of Interest 

 
Robert Hough CBE        175 (a) & (b)  Director of Peel Holdings 

(Management) Limited – relating 
to updates on Atlantic Gateway 
and Mersey Waters Enterprise 
Zone 

 
 
174. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING  
 

The minutes of the meeting of the LEP Board held on 22nd October 2015 were 
received as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
 
Further updates were given in respect of:- 
 
 
Minute 170 – Funding Programmes – Following confirmation of the Growth 
Deal Business Investment Funding for 2016/17, the Task Group were working 
on the implementation of the scheme and a report thereon would be 
presented to the next meeting of the LEP Board. 
 
Minute 171 – Alan Welby – Prof. Nigel Weatherill sought an update on the 
progress made to fill the current vacant Executive Director – Strategy and 
Policy post. An overview of the interim measures in place was given together 
with an indication of the wider capacity issues, and future direction of travel, 
that would need to be jointly considered by the Combined Authority and the 
LEP. In this respect, Ged Fitzgerald indicated that a report would be 
submitted to a future meeting of both bodies. 

 
175. CHAIRMAN'S REPORT  
 

The Board considered:- 
 
(a)  the report of the Chairman who also - 
 

1. congratulated the Leaders, the Mayor and officers of the six 
local authorities for their tremendous achievement in reaching 
the Devolution Agreement with Government; 

 
2. indicated that expressions of interest were being sought to fill 

the two vacant Board member places; and 
 
3. indicated that he was to attend a meeting to be chaired by Sir 

Richard Leese on 9th December at which the first draft of the 
Northern Powerhouse narrative document would be shared. 
He stressed the importance of such narrative and indicated 
that a version would be circulated to Strategic Board members. 

 
(b) a general update report on the work of the Atlantic Gateway presented 

by Kate Willard; and 
 
(c) a report on the progress made by the Mersey Waters Enterprise Zone 

presented by Asif Hamid, who made reference to the recent private 
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sector initiative which had created over 200 jobs. He was disappointed 
that this was not adequately reflected in the subsequent PR releases. 
He stressed that the LEP should ‘shout louder‘ about such good news 
stories that help to maximise the place marketing of the region’s key 
assets. Councillor Phil Davies indicated that MWEZ was to consider a 
paper on how it could better promote the considerable progress being 
made. In this respect, a joined up approach to communication 
between MWEZ and the LEP was required. 
 
Neil Sturmey sought further clarification on the bespoke Investment 
Fund that had been established for Wirral Waters . In response, 
Councillor Davies indicated that the Fund was a way of borrowing 
against anticipated future growth in Business Rates, to invest in the 
Enterprise Zone. A report on the Fund had been considered by Wirral 
MBC’s Cabinet which he would circulate to the Board. 
 

(d)  the proposed extension of the terms of office as Board Members for 
Chris Bliss and Kate Willard. 
 

It was agreed –  
 
(i) That the Chairman’s update report be noted; 
 
(ii) that the update reports on the Atlantic Gateway Board and the Mersey 

Waters Enterprise Zone, be noted  
 
(iii) that the extension of the terms of office of Chris Bliss, for 3 years, and 

Kate Willard for 2 years with effect from the dates of the expiration of 
their initial terms, be approved. 

. 
 
176. LEP SUB-BOARD UPDATES  
 
(a) Employment and Skills  
 

The Board considered:- 
 
(a) A presentation by Sue Jarvis which provided an overview of the recent 

work of the Employment and Skills Board together with a forward look 
into 2016. In this respect, the presentation provided information on:- 

 

 The Board’s current membership following a review of the 

Business, Local Council and Advisory memberships; 

 A summary of the Big Ticket Targets to 2020; 

 The Skills for Growth activity over the past 12 months including the 

suite of documents that have been produced ; 

 The progress of the Youth Employment Gateway;  

 The Devolution Priorities; 
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 The recent Spending Review Announcements in particular the 

Apprenticeship Levy, the cash freeze on the Adult Skills Budget to 

2019/20 and the Work and Health programme to support residents 

into work; and 

 A forward look into 2016 including the leading timescales for the 

implementation of devolution. 

During its consideration of the presentation, the following comments 
were made by Board members:- 

 
Asif Hamid welcomed the Apprenticeship Levy but stressed the need 
for greater engagement with schools to get the message across to 
young people about the available opportunities. In this respect, he 
highlighted the success of a private sector initiative with the Young 
Chamber of Commerce. 

 
Kate Willard stressed the significance of the Employment and Skills 
Board becoming a commissioner of skills rather than a purchaser 
which should lead to improved links to vocational education and help 
to make more sense of the careers landscape. She also stressed the 
need to introduce effective performance measures to monitor impact 
and ensure that, in terms of the role of the LEP, employment and skills 
activities were properly integrated into its broader business plan. 

 
Councillor Phil Davies felt that the City Region was off the pace with 
regard to educational provision that ensured young people had the 
necessary skills required to undertake the jobs that would come on 
stream in the next 5 to 10 years. He indicated that economic 
intelligence was needed on the precise skills that were to be required 
which could then be used as a focus in schools and then embedded 
into pupils’ education from an early age.  
 
Ged Fitzgerald pointed out that it was essential for the private sector 
to lead, and provide focus, on such economic intelligence in order to 
fully articulate the current and future skills gaps. He also touched upon 
the Government’s previous negative perception, from a business point 
of view, of vocational education and the work undertaken in the City 
region to articulate a business case for a pilot initiative that would 
clearly evidence its importance. Asif Hamid indicated that he had 
recently attended a business led Northern Powerhouse debate event 
at which a key issue raised was the current skills shortage. 

 
(b) a report which set out the Liverpool City Region Skills for Growth 

Priorities 2015 – 16 that would be used to inform the planning of 
curriculums by learning providers and also form the basis of future 
commissioning decisions. In this respect, the report sought the 
Board’s endorsement of, and a commitment to implement, a number 
of key actions in support of the priorities. 

 
The Board discussed the specific proposed actions for the LEP to 
deliver the Skills For Growth headline challenges. In terms of the 
proposal for the Board to write to schools, colleges and other training 
providers, Board members questioned the effectiveness of such 
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communication if such engagement on such a specific issue was 
undertaken detached from the momentum that would be built up 
following the Devolution agreement and the wider communication 
issues that need to be addressed. 
 
Councillor Davies pointed out that the region, though devolution, 
would have a commissioning role and therefore a significant influence 
on the 19+ skills budget. As such there was a huge amount of work to 
be undertaken with the preparation of a delivery plan a primary task 
for the Combined Authority. Councillor Maher also stressed the need 
to create confidence and certainty in the further education sector as 
providers needed to be assured about student numbers in order to 
draw down the necessary financial resources to run particular 
courses. 
 
In terms of the identified actions for businesses, as set out in section 
7.3 of the report, the need for a clearly defined communication 
package was stressed. In addition, the Chairman suggested that it 
may be more productive if a small group of between 6-10 HR 
Directors from the region’s major companies could be brought 
together at a round table event in order to seek a consensus and drive 
the issue forward. 
 
From a business perspective, Asif Hamid felt that current educational 
courses were not geared up to meet the needs of business and terms 
used such as ‘highly skilled’ were not clearly defined. 
 
Professor Weatherill pointed out that at Liverpool University 60+ 
members of staff were actively engaged in ensuring that the required 
skills are embedded into its curriculums but despite such a level of 
resource and extensive consultation it was still not clear what skills 
employers actually want or need. 

 
The Chairman pointed out that, building upon the Board’s discussions, 
further information on a proposed plan of action was required that 
would enable the  Board to ensure that:- 
 

 local business presence on institutional Governing Bodies was 
relevant and meaningful; 

 the benefits of workforce development were fully articulated to 
businesses; and 

 an effective system of wider private sector engagement was 
provided to support the implementation of the Skills for Growth 
actions. 

It was agreed -  
 

(i) That the Liverpool City Region Skills for Growth Priorities 
2015/16, and associated action plan, be endorsed; 

 
(ii) that a commitment be given to deliver the actions as set out in 

section 7.2 of the report now submitted; and 
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(iii) that a further report be submitted to a future meeting of the 
Board setting out an implementation plan to facilitate the 
actions, as set out in sections 7.2 and 7.3 of the report now 
tabled. 

 
(b) Innovation  
 

The Board considered:- 
 
(a) a presentation by Jonathan Hague, Chair of the Innovation Board that 

set out:- 
 

 The progress made against the key elements of the Innovation 
Plan which now focused on four major projects; Sensor City, LCR 
4.0, Innovate to Succeed and the Health Enterprise Innovation 
Exchange ; 

 An outline of how the Innovation Plan was to be fine-tuned for use 
in strategic advocacy and, in this respect, the importance of place 
marketing; 

 Highlighted how the key four projects are exploiting economically 
disruptive technologies; and 

 The next steps for the Innovation Board. 

Following the presentation, the following issues were highlighted by 
Board Members:- 

 
Councillor Phil Davies felt that the exciting initiatives, and projects in 
the pipeline touched upon in the presentation should take centre stage 
in the Region’s devolution journey. In this respect, he felt that the 
timing was right for such innovative projects to tap into the future 
funding streams. 

 
(b) a report that set out information on the Science and Innovation Audit 

(SIA). The report indicated that the overall aim of the Science and 
Innovation Audit was to provide a robust evidence base in order to 
identify and validate where existing and growing research excellence 
was coupled with emerging innovation strengths that offer potential 
global competitive advantage, and so underpin future investment 
decisions to realise that potential. 

 
The report also indicated that the pre-existence of an Innovation 
Board, with a detailed Innovation Plan, together with a very recent 
innovation asset inventory, put the City Region in an ideal position to 
deliver and benefit from a pilot SIA, not least in terms of redressing the 
current disadvantage regarding national innovation funding 
competitions. 

 
Amanda Lyne highlighted the energy research projects in Cheshire 
West undertaken at the University of Chester and felt that such 
initiatives should be included within any pilot SIA. 

 
It was agreed –  
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(i) That Jonathan Hague be thanked for his informative presentation; 
 
(ii) that with regard to the SIA, in order to embrace the opportunity, the 

submission of a Expression of Interest , ideally as a pre-pilot and by 
early January in order to gain first mover advantage, be approved; 

 
(iii) that the proposed focus on a LCR footprint, building on the existing 

LCR Innovation Plan plus associated recent Innovation Asset 
Inventory and potentially also incorporating a wider geography, be 
endorsed; 

 
(iv) that the need for urgent, and ongoing, dialogue with the other two 

LEPs involved in the Atlantic Gateway study in order to identify and 
agree a suitable geography for the SIA, be endorsed; 

 
(v) that the offer from University of Liverpool to cover the cost of 

consultancy to prepare the pre-pilot Expression of Interest, in tandem 
with work to assess the University’s economic value to the region,  be 
approved subject to direct LEP input; 

 
(vi) that the LCR Innovation Board be charged with strategic oversight of 

the process from an LCR perspective, and a dedicated sub-group of 
relevant partners ( the two Universities, Science and Technology 
Facilities Council, plus Liverpool and Halton Councils) be established 
for operational development and delivery purposes, supported and 
coordinated by dedicated LEP resource; and 

 
(vii) that the willingness to host a Smart Specialisation Advisory Hub 

workshop, as soon as possible, to address key issues and frame the 
EOI, be confirmed; and 

 
(viii) that further details of any additional resource requirements, and their 

implications, be submitted to the Board in due course. 
 
(c) Interim Digital/Creative Board  
 

The Board considered a report that set out proposals for the establishment of 
an interim Creative/Digital Sub-Board to support growth in the aligned Digital 
and Creative sectors. In this respect, the report set out the key initial tasks to 
be undertaken by the interim Sub-Board together with a suggested 
membership. 
 
It was agreed – That the establishment of the interim Creative/Digital Sub-
Board, with the membership as set out in paragraph 4 of the report now 
submitted, be approved. 

 
177. POLICY UPDATE  
 

The Board considered:- 
 
(1)  a report that provided an update on recent policy developments 

across the UK, the North and the City Region; and 
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(2) an additional paper that provided a summary of the key 
announcements in the Government’s recent Comprehensive Spending 
Review (CSR). 

 
It was agreed –  
 
(i) that the reports be noted; 
 
(ii) that the proposal for the LEP to contribute, via Merseytravel, to a 

single response from Transport for the North in response to the 
Government’s call for evidence on Northern infrastructure needs, be 
endorsed; and 

 
(iii) that the preparation of a pre-pilot bid for a Science and Innovation 

Audit be endorsed (minute 176 b also refers). 
 
178. DEVOLUTION  
 

The Board considered a report that provided an update on the devolution 
agreement for the Liverpool City Region. In this respect, the report set out:- 
 

 An Executive Summary of the devolution agreement; 

 The governance principles that the City Region are to adopt; 

 The next steps and implementation; 

 The decision taken by the LCR Combined Authority at its meeting held on 
20th November 2015. 

 The Chairman reminded the meeting that the Board had previously 
discussed at length the issues and opportunities arising out of the 
Devolution proposals 

 
It was agreed after further review and comment: –  
 
(i) That the report be noted and the agreed recommendations of the 

Combined Authority, as set out in Section 12 of the report now 
submitted, be endorsed; and 

 
(ii) that the proposal that the LEP would continue to fully support the 

devolution agenda going forward, be endorsed. 
 
179. STRATEGY SESSION  
 

The Board considered a report that provided an overview of the outcome of 
the LEP Strategy Day, held on 11th and 12th November 2015, and outlined the 
next steps to deliver the mandate, to be sought from the Combined Authority 
at its meeting to be held on 18th December 2015, for the delivery of a Single 
Growth Strategy for the Liverpool City Region by April 2016. 
 
It was agreed –  
 
(i) That the report be noted; and 
 
(ii) that the agreed actions and next steps, as set out in section 3.5 of the 

report now submitted, to ensure that the Single Growth Strategy for 
the Liverpool City Region is delivered by April 2016 as agreed with the 
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Chairman of the Combined Authority and Lead Chief Executive for 
economic development in conjunction with the LEP  be endorsed. 

 
180. SKILLS CAPITAL INVESTMENT FUND - LOW CARBON STRAND 

UPDATE  
 

The Board considered a report that provided an update on the progress of the 
Low Carbon Strand of Skills Capital Investment Funding. The report also 
sought endorsement of the recommendations of the Skills Capital Investment 
Panel with regard to the proposed investment package for the Skills Capital 
Low Carbon Fund (Strand 4). 
 
 It was reported that following discussions between the Low Carbon Team 
and the Liverpool City and Knowsley Community Colleges, revised proposals 
had been received and appraised which enabled the full £1.5 million of 
available funding to be taken up. 
 
It was agreed – 
 
(i) That the outcome of the appraisal process for applications to the Low 

Carbon Skills Capital Fund, as set out in section 4 of the report, be 
noted; 

 
(ii) that the recommendations in principle for Low Carbon Fund (Strand 4) 

investments, as set out in section 5 of the report, (subject to 
clarification and due diligence process); be noted; 

 
(iii) that the risks and proposed mitigation actions, as set out in section 6 

of the report, be noted; 
 

(iv) that the recommendation of the Skills Capital Investment Panel to 
make the grant allocations that total £1,500,000 to be taken up, be 
endorsed and commended to the Combined Authority. 

 
181. EUROPEAN STRUCTURAL AND INVESTMENT FUNDS (ESIF) 2014-2020 

PROGRAMME: LCR ESIF STRATEGY UPDATE  
 

The Board considered a report that provided an update on the European 
Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) Strategy, its delivery and associated 
matters. 
 
It was agreed – That the report be noted. 

 
182. ANY OTHER BUSINESS  
 
(a) Dates of Board Meetings in 2016  
 

Board members noted the following dates of LEP Board meetings for 2016 to 
commence at 8.30am as follows:- 
 

4th February 
17th March 
21st April 
9th June 
21st July 
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15th September 
20th October 
1st December 

 
(b) IFB 2016  
 

Reference was made to the presentation on IFB 2016 that the Board received 
in June 2015 and further clarification was sought on the role/input of the LEP. 
Kate Willard highlighted the deeper level of engagement that was taking place 
for the 2016 event including the LEP input on the national and local 
Management Boards. 
 
Ged Fitzgerald suggested it may be timely for Liverpool Vision to provide an 
update presentation at the LEP Board’s next meeting. 
 
 
 
 

 
Minutes 172 to 182 received as a correct record on the 4th day of February 2016. 
 
 
 

 

Chairperson of the Board 
 

(The meeting closed at 10.55 am) 
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Robert Hough     
Liverpool City Region LEP      

Chairman’s Report 
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1 2016 has started briskly in terms of taking forward important themes and opportunities for both 

the City Region and the wider North: 
 

a. The LCR Devolution opportunity continues to be very positively received by stakeholders.   

 
 This was, for example, strongly evidenced by the highly successful launch of the document 

promulgated by the University of Liverpool and Liverpool John Moores University, prepared by 
Professor Michael Parkinson CBE and colleagues entitled “The State of Liverpool City Region 
Report:  Making the Most of Devolution”. 

 
  This report reviewed the state of the City Region and posed the questions as to the 

implications of the economic landscape and what are the next steps? – how should we behave 
differently to capitalise on the opportunities ahead? – and what needs to be done by whom 
and when? 

 
  The report, which needs to be read closely to gain maximum benefit, spells out the 

opportunities, the rich assets and high productivity of the City Region as well as the 
challenges, low GVA per head and skills deficit.   

 
  There was wide interest in future participation from different quarters and clearly that has to be 

carefully managed.  The dominant conduit for driving forward the strategy will lie in the legally 
constituted Combined Authority, but no doubt external participation in specific areas will be 
welcomed – and, of course, the LEP expects to play a primary role in Strategic Economic 
Development. 

 
b.  I previously circulated documentation from the work undertaken by SQW on behalf of 

Transport for the North, which showed the capabilities of the North as a whole – LEP area by 

LEP area.  The analysis of the qualities and economic capability of LCR was strong. 

 
c. Quite apart from individual initiatives being undertaken by individual LEP areas (not least 

LCR), there is a growing evidence of Pan North initiatives developing.   

For example, a Business Council for the North is to be established – an exercise being 
promoted and led by KPMG.  This will be a light touch non-members overarching grouping of 
business leaders. 

 
  Similarly, a meeting is to be held in Leeds on 29 January to establish a Council of the North, 

which two of our Board will attend. 
 
  Furthermore, on 14 January, the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) held a Northern 

Summit in Leeds (at which Lord Heseltine was the keynote speaker), with a view to having a 
mandate to produce a plan for the North (“Moving towards a Great North Plan”).   

 
  Some of these initiatives will overlap and, in some cases, may not be practical in their 

ambitions, but the trend is clear. 
 
  Liverpool City Region needs therefore to take forward its own opportunities as well as 

participate in the agenda for the wider North and the Northern Powerhouse. 
 

d.  A further example of increasing collegiality around Liverpool City Region is evidenced by the 

fact that the group of business organisations (the so-called “G12”) are keen themselves within 

LCR to form a group which would be aimed at providing a united voice on key issues around 

the future economic growth of the City Region and, in particular, in certain aspects of the 

Devolution agenda items.  The LEP is supportive of this approach, but because of its 
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representation on the Combined Authority, would adopt an Observer status in relation to any 

discussions or decisions of the G12 group.  The fact, however, that such a large number of 

organisations are prepared and wish to come together for a single discussion is 

commendable, without, of course, diluting the integrity of the individual organisations.   

 
2 The Agenda of this Board Meeting at item 4 includes papers relating to: 
 

a. The Constitution of the LEP – this is a “dry” document, but important in its purpose.  It also 

highlights the substantial division between the LEP itself and the LEP Delivery Company 

b. As appears in the draft Constitution referred at (a) above, an Appointments Committee to 

oversee the composition and choice of non-Local Authority Board members on the LEP 

Strategic Board is required, as stated in the papers at Agenda item 4. 

c. A paper on the Core Funds for 2016-17 for which an application must be made by 1 March 

which is before the next meeting of the LEP Board and this meeting has occurred too soon to 

allow it to be brought forward. The paper proposes a way forward with which BIS have 

indicated they find acceptable. 

3.   A meeting of the Advisory Council of the LEP was held on 26 January to consider the 
implications of the State of the Region Report, our Single Growth Strategy and the context 
within which LCR sits within the Northern Powerhouse 

 
I will report at our Board Meeting on some of the points made. 
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REPORT TO LIVERPOOL CITY REGION – 
LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP (LEP) BOARD MEETING 
– JANUARY 2016 
 
REPORT AUTHOR: David Parr, CX, Halton Borough Council  
 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of this note is to update the LEP Board on progress on the Sci-Tech Daresbury 
Enterprise Zone, since the last update to Board Members in September 2015. 
 
MID TERM REVIEW: 
 
The EZ Board has reviewed and updated its Membership and Terms of Reference in line 
with emerging priorities and strategic context such as the Northern Powerhouse and the 
recently announced Cheshire Science Corridor Enterprise Zone bid and, of course, the 
Devolution Agreement. 
 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN: 
 
The EZ Board has approved an Implementation Plan which provides a longer term set of 
strategic priorities for the Zone. It has been used to inform the Government’s Spending 
Review as well as being used as a basis for setting agreed outcomes with Government 
Officials that are leading on Enterprise Zones i.e. BIS and DCLG. 
 
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS: 
 
The Hartree Centre is progressing well following the announcement of Government and 
private sector funding. 
 
CLARA (Computer Linear Accelerator for Research Applications) has received £3m 
investment during the period. The Science Technology Facilities Council is undertaking a 
Free Electron Laser review and it is hoped that CLARA would become a national facility for 
this. 
 
Sci Tech Daresbury is holding an Open Week from 4th July 2016. This will provide open 
access for schools, businesses and the public. 
 
Tech Space 2 (the 10,000 sq ft offices) base build was completed in December 2015 and 
the fit out works have now commenced. Legal agreements are currently progressing with a 
new tenant to take up the entire first floor of the building. 
 
Tech Space 1 (48,000 sq ft labs) base build works are on schedule and are set to complete 
in April 2016. Fit out works will then commence and tenants are expected from autumn 2016 
onwards. 
 
The site connectivity works, creating a new public square, improved access and linear park 
with themed artwork are progressing on site and are due to complete in March 2016. 
 
Occupancy levels are have increased by 3% at Vanguard House (now 86% and the average 
across the Enterprise Zone is (88%).  
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2 
 

 
APPENDIX 1 provides details of outputs and achievements at Sci-Tech Daresbury during 
the last 12 months. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Sci-Tech Daresbury Enterprise Zone 
OUTPUTS 2015 
 

1 Progress  
 
1.1  Over 25 years, the EZ aims to: 
 

 Generate new collaborative approaches in science and technology to deliver greater 

economic impact across the UK;  

 Become a key product for UK government for international inward investment;  

 Provide over 1 million square feet of high quality office, laboratory and workshop 

facilities;  

 Deliver £217m GVA annually;   

 Lever £156.7m of private sector investment  

 
Progress towards the 2015 targets included within the EZ Delivery Plan are positive, with the 
private sector investment target exceeded, 89% of the jobs created/safeguarded and over 
40% of the new businesses. The completion of Tech Space 1 and 2 (58,000 sq ft) will see the 
floorspace developed target hit 70%. 
 

2 Funding 
 

2.1 The Enterprise Zone was successful in securing both RGF and ERDF funding in 2013.  
 

This funding (£7.36m and £1.1m) is being utilised to support the first phase of 
development at the Sci Tech Daresbury campus.  
 
In 2014 Enterprise Zone Capital Grant (£3.58m) was also secured. 

 
2.2 The main elements of phase 1 are: 

 Techspace 1 – the construction of 48,000 sq ft grow-on high quality office and 
specialised lab space 

 Techspace 2 – 10,000 sq ft stand alone office space 

 Power  – increasing the power supply to facilitate the Science and Technology 
Facilities Council future programmes 

 Site Connectivity Works – site preparation, landscaping, improvements to the 
highway, linear park and public square to create a high quality campus 
environment  

 Transport Improvements – to provide enhanced public transport provision 
 
2.3 Works started on site in June 2015. The base builds for Techspace 1 and 2 will be 

complete in early 2016 and the site connectivity works will be complete by March 
2016. 
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3 Planning Issues 
 
3.1        Planning permission received for Tech Space and Site Connectivity works in  
              December 2013. 

 
3.2 In response to the planning application made by Redrow for the land adjacent to the 

A56, the Council has asked Redrow to look at the whole housing scheme under their 
control across the EZ. Redrow have indicated that they will make a further 
application(s) in the spring. Discussions are on-going between the Sci-Tech JV and 
Redrow to discuss the interface between the employment and housing offer. 

 
4 Highways Improvements in the Area 

 
4.1 In 2013, the Local Pinch Point Programme awarded Halton £2.394m (1.675m from 

DfT) for a series of infrastructure improvements in Daresbury.  
 

• A558/Innovation Way Junction – Signalisation of Sci-tech Daresbury 

junction; 

• A558/Pitts Heath Lane Junction - Carriageway widening and introduction of 

filter lanes to existing roundabout; 

• A56/A558 Chester Road Junction – Carriageway widening to provide 

additional traffic lanes at signalised junction; 

4.2 Highways Agency improvement works at M56 Junction 12 were completed in 2015.  
 
The work involved: 

 Widening of the M56 westbound exit slip road 

 Adding a lane to the A56 roundabout approach  

 Widening sections of roundabout circulatory carriageway 

 Traffic signal installation, resurfacing and road markings 
 

Further works associated with the Mersey Gateway will see Junction 12 of the M56 
closed in October 2015 and traffic diverted to J11. 

 
Highways Agency is considering options to deliver Junction 11a. . 

 
4.3 Additionally, Highways are currently looking at providing a controlled crossing over 

the A56 at Keckwick Lane (‘Pegasus Crossing’ to serve pedestrians, cyclists and horse 
riders). Work commenced October 2015.   

 
5 Employment and Skills  

 
5.1 To date the Enterprise Zone (which doesn’t include the Laboratory, Innovation Centre 

and Cockcroft Institute) has welcomed 16 companies on site and created or 
safeguarded 220 jobs.  
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5.2 Partners at Daresbury have been liaising with the three LEPs (Liverpool, Manchester, 
Cheshire & Warrington) to develop a skills plan. Current activity is focussed on a series 
of pilot programmes covering a schools champion, apprenticeships, graduate 
retention and link with Universities. 
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Atlantic Gateway 

General Update: January 2016 

 

This paper provides an update on the activities of the AG team and key developments since 

the last report in November.   

1. Infrastructure  

a. Infrastructure Priorities 

Arup has been leading on the consultations to identify AG infrastructure priorities.  The 

approach focused on establishing a long list of infrastructure priorities based upon 

consultation with LEPs, AG Board Members and relevant stakeholders.  LCR have formally 

agreed it's priorities at a Combined Authority Director level.    

The AG Board had working session on the 15
th

 January to agree AG wide priorities.  An 

extract from the paper used to inform this discussion is attached.  

There is now pan-LEP agreement on the infrastructure priorities proposed by the LEPs and 

the immediate next steps for the Board are now to agree on the inclusion of additional 

priorities over and above those identified by the Combined Authority.  It is anticipated that 

these will include flood resilience and energy generation. 

AG's final agreed list of priorities will be used to inform its 2016 business plan and work 

programme going forward.  

b. National Infrastructure Commission 

AG has written to the NIC in response to its  first call for evidence by providing information 

on the on-going work on infrastructure priorities and key issues facing its current priorities.  

The NIC has recently (7
th

 January 2016) announced a new consultation to consider it 

governance, its remit and operations.  Responses are required by the 17
th

 March and AG will 

facilitate a separate short workshop or telephone conference with AG and the LEPs to 

ensure a co-ordinated response. 

2. Science and Innovation 

SQW has largely completed its work and led a Steering Group meeting on 17
th

 December to 

discuss its findings. SQW’s brief was focused on the identification of potential collaboration 

opportunities to promote the growth of the sector.   They were also asked to identify 

specific actions and targeted groups/organisations that may be best placed to take each 

action forward.  An interim report was also provided to the AG Board at its October Board 

meeting which raised a number of observations, issues and opportunities. 

Based upon an extensive consultation exercise, SQW identified more than 20 actions to 

address specific issues which were discussed by the Steering Group.  The Steering Group 

includes S&I leads for each LEP area, John Downes, David Parr, Geoffrey Piper, Philip Cox, 

Alison Davenport (independent Professor from Birmingham) and Carmel Booth.  A copy of 
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the Actions Summary can be made available upon request.  John Whaling, LCR LEP, is leading 

on this work from a Liverpool City Region perspective.  

Key points arising from the work and Steering group discussions include: 

• collaboration across AG on S&I has significantly improved; 

• there is a willingness by the LEPs and others to “do more together”; 

• AG doesn’t have a high profile in this area – compared to for example its work in the 

logistics sector; 

• the long list of issues needs to be prioritised; 

• actions can be grouped/considered in a number of ways including: 

o skills; 

o assets and infrastructure; 

o funding; 

o strategic and advocacy; 

o coordination and intelligence; 

• in considering actions and roles, consideration should be given to: 

o cost of implementation; 

o impact of implementation; 

o time and resource available to implement; 

o skills, expertise and credibility - who is best placed to lead; 

SQW is preparing an updated final report based upon the actions and feedback from the 

Steering Group meeting and this will be completed by the end of January 2016. The report 

and specific actions will form the basis of the next phase of work with AG/LEPs which will 

focus on (1) identifying which actions should be taken forward and identifying a lead; (2) 

sharing this information with key relevant partners who are critical to unlocking specific 

issues raised and (3) identifying and developing media opportunities to highlight the findings 

and arising opportunities.  

3. KPIs 

AG has developed a small number of KPIs to measure and communicate its impact.  These 

are to be measured on an annual basis through survey responses from key stakeholders. 

An initial survey was issued in December 2015.  Over half of all responses have been 

received to date and initial feedback has been positive overall. 

Key points emerging from the survey are: 

• particularly positive impact on raising the profile of long term growth and supporting 

improved collaboration and capacity building in the region; 

• good resonance with government but also a need to improve engagement especially 

given recent developments with Northern Powerhouse and the Infrastructure 

Commission; 

• the AG brand adds value to and improves confidence in the region from a national 

perspective; 

• AG does have a role to play in the Northern Powerhouse agenda though it is important 

to begin to define this position and foster stronger links into these discussions; 
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• a need to reconsider whether there is any role for AG in the skills agenda; and  

• a mixed view as to whether AG has been able to have any impact at all on raising the 

profile of environmental sustainability for long term growth. 

The deadline for completion has been extended to end of January.  The results of this will be 

used to establish a benchmark position and inform AG's business plan for 2016 and its on-

going work programme. 

4. Communications 

AG are currently working with a communications consultant on revising AG's stakeholder 

management and communication plan.  Initial feedback is that a significant amount has 

been achieved to date considering current budget and resources, however more impact and 

awareness could be generated through a more structured communications plan, an updated 

website and development of new marketing material. 

 

Over the last few months, AG has worked to produce: 

• a brand wheel to identify AG's attributes, benefits, values, personality and core 

essence which will be used to inform the communications plan; 

• a stakeholder database of all key stakeholders for AG;  

• a communications policy including twitter policy; 

• a communication framework identifying key stakeholder groups/target audiences, 

primary communication channels and broad communication messages for each; and 

• a draft communication strategy and plan with a brand elevator pitch, 

communication objectives and priorities. 

The communication plan will also include a series of objectives and targets which will drive 

and target future activity. 

We have also made some changes to the website to update the board member profiles, 

include current news stories and improve the functionality  of the twitter feed on the site.   

The agreement of AG's infrastructure priorities, the development of AG KPIs and 2016 

business plan now provide an excellent opportunity to engage with stakeholders and media. 

 

Key future tasks include: 

a. stronger links to LEP communications team to be established; 

b. development of an events diary, including key milestones; 

c. development of  a media campaign, include creation of a database of key AG 

press , development of series of  articles based upon recent activities, series of 

interviews and/or round table events, press release schedule for 2016; 

d. creation of a core communications slide deck for presentations;  

e. establishment of clear communication channels between various emerging 

organisations/strategies and existing critical organisation. e.g. National 

Infrastructure Commission, Infrastructure and Major Projects Authority; Northern 

Powerhouse; UKTI; 

f. production of an updated AG  brochure/booklet; and 
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g. further refresh/update of the website. 

5. Forward plan – Q4 2015/6 and Q1 2016/7  

Priorities 

Key forthcoming priorities include: 

1. Agree infrastructure priorities, projects and AG role; 

2. Develop a new AG business plan for 2016 including AG’s strategy and positioning 

with Northern Powerhouse, TfN and NIC; 

3. Overhaul of communications strategy and plan – progress against specific actions 

and targets;  

4. Development of specific KPI benchmarks; and 

5. Discuss S&I recommendations with key partners and agree work programme. 

Forward work plan Q4 

15/16 

Q1 

16/17 

Q2 

16/17 

Infrastructure 

• Agreement of infrastructure priorities and associated 

projects 

• Development of action plan for priority themes and 

projects 

• Response to National Infrastructure Commission on 

governance – required by 17/3/2016 

• Ongoing development and refinement of a number of 

investment propositions with key partners for use by 

Government and with investment agencies – UKTI, 

Treasury, BIS 

• Ongoing engagement with TfN/DfT re strategic business 

case for TfN – due March 2016 

• Quarterly AG/LEP executive directors meetings  

• Quarterly SUPERPORT Board meeting 

• Ongoing contribution to TfN including F&L strategy 
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S&I 

• Development of AG action plan for S&I infrastructure 

projects 

• Finalisation of SQW report on S&I including cross AG 

workshops to develop action plan to take forward key 

recommendations 

• Continued light-touch engagement with BIS, LEPs re 

forthcoming BIS Science Audits 

• Further development of S&I priorities on a LEP by LEP basis 

and role of AG (based on agreed S&I infrastructure 

priorities) 
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General 

• Finalisation of KPI report for Board including 
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Forward work plan Q4 

15/16 

Q1 

16/17 

Q2 

16/17 

recommendations for future work programme 

• KPIs comms - report for Board,  KPI brief for partners and 

external release, series of web and press release 

announcement re AG and progress/KPIs/ongoing agenda 

• Infrastructure comms – development of a series of web and 

press releases re AG infrastructure priorities and 

commentary on infrastructure and forthcoming 

developments 

• Development of updated communications strategy and 

plan (see Agenda item 9) 

• Development of updated business plan for AG – business 

brief, methodology and output specification 

• Website development – series of meetings arranged to 

discuss improvements 

• Speaking at Northern Powerhouse event – 24-25
th

 February, 

Mcr 

• Speaking at various other meetings/events – Insider, 

Regional Leaders, Cheshire Business Leaders, Knowsley 

Ambassadors 

• 6 weekly BISNW update meetings 

• Bi-monthly DfT review meetings 

• Ongoing update meetings with key Local Authority Chief 

Executives/Economic Development leads 

• Quarterly SuperPort Board meeting 

• Quarterly LEP/AG executive meeting 
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1. Introduction

Purpose and recommendation

This paper provides an update on the work undertaken by Atlantic

Gateway (AG) to identify the area’s infrastructure priorities. The

Board is required to note the information provided in this report

and to:

• endorse the criteria used to agree infrastructure priorities;

• endorse the approach taken to establish infrastructure priorities;

• endorse the priorities and specific projects identified within

these priorities;

• agree any additional infrastructure priorities that should be

considered;

• endorse the development of a 2016 AG business plan which will,

in part, be based upon the infrastructure priorities identified as

part of this work; and

• agree next steps and any additional work.

Background

In summer 2015, the AG Board agreed to establish a set of

infrastructure priorities across AG. Mike Wilton (Arup) agreed to

lead this work supported by Roger Milburn (Arup), Carmel Booth

(AG) and Amy Barkatali (AG). Infrastructure priorities have never

been established before and will enable AG to:

• establish a set of strategic infrastructure priorities which are

critical to the long term growth of the area and the overall

success of the Northern Powerhouse;

• identify key barriers and issues that will impact upon the

successful delivery of the priorities;

• gather intelligence to support the development of a targeted AG

work programme for each infrastructure priority;

• more effectively communicate with key partners on what AG’s

priorities are and its key asks of government and others; and

• to incorporate the infrastructure priorities into a new AG

business plan for 2016.

This is not about duplication of Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP)

area activity, but clarity on agreed priorities the Board will

support. All priorities should be of a scale to drive long term

economic growth across the AG area and beyond, and should

reflect the top priorities identified by relevant LEPs and the AG

Board.

The Board has previously agreed that the infrastructure priorities

should be presented in a paper and that a Infrastructure

Investment Plan, with detailed funding and cost profiles, should

not be created. It is proposed that the 2016 business plan reflects

these priorities (see next steps)

A number of key principles to guide this work were agreed by the

AG Board including:

• the need to consider all infrastructure – green, blue and grey;

• the importance of incorporating public and private sector

investment;

• the requirement of adopting a LEP-based/Combined Authority

(CA) approach to establishing area-based priorities which are

then considered by the AG Board; 3
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1. Introduction

Background contd

• the use of evidence already gathered by other parties – this is

not about contradicting evidence already gathered or developing

new data sets;

• a requirement to recognise the importance of cities as key

drivers of growth which is in line with the development of a

Northern Powerhouse; and

• the importance of considering other developments outside of

the AG area which may impact upon growth.

Structure

This paper sets out the methodology used to develop infrastructure

priorities (section 2), provides some relevant context which is

important in the identification of priorities (section 3), identifies

infrastructure priorities and specific projects within each of these

priorities (section 4) and sets out the next steps (section 5).

Appendix 1 provides an overview of AG’s existing projects and looks

at progress made and current issues and opportunities.

4

Limitations

This paper has been prepared for the AG Board as is relevant as of

the date of the report and developments subsequent to this date

will not be incorporated.

This work is focused on infrastructure priorities and projects only.

Other issues may have an impact on delivery and long term success

of projects however they are not considered as part of this paper

but may be reflected in the AG 2016 business plan.P
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2. Methodology

Overview

The approach to establishing infrastructure priorities is primarily

based upon a series of meetings and workshops with key

stakeholders that are engaged in AG, including the AG Board. The

role of the LEPs and CAs are important to this process as they have

already developed an evidence base to underpin their strategic

economic plans and recent devolution proposals.

AG is more than “the sum of its parts” and the strategic added

value of the AG Board is important to ensure that key themes,

issues and priorities can be established across the geography.

The approach has been underpinned by:

• one-to-one consultations with AG board members and LEP

executives led by Arup in August and September;

• one-to-one consultations with key additional organisations that

are not Board members of AG including TfGM and Merseytravel;

• a series of initial workshops with AG/LEPs led by Arup;

• development of a paper for each LEP area to agree priorities

with CA;

• AG Board discussion led by Arup in October;

• meetings with each LEP and potential project leads on a one-to-

one basis to discuss infrastructure priorities and potential

projects led by AG in November and December (this is ongoing);

• the completion of a project template (for potential AG projects)

to obtain project information, barriers to delivery and success

and the potential role/added value of AG; and

• discussion and approval by the AG Board (January 2016).

Criteria for agreeing AG priorities

It is important that, in establishing infrastructure priorities, a

common set of criteria is agreed by key partners which sets out the

method by which priorities are identified and agreed, and which

will result in a list of clearly identified AG priorities.

LEPs and CAs do not already have a set of agreed infrastructure

priorities and therefore do not have criteria against which they

determine infrastructure priorities. A set of criteria has been

established for the agreement of AG infrastructure priorities. These

criteria have been agreed by GM and LCR LEPs/CAs at an executive

level. They have not yet been endorsed by leaders. C&W also

support these criteria.

Proposed priorities should demonstrate that they will be:

• of pan-LEP importance;

• require coordinated action across AG area;

• of an importance that will unlock economic growth across the

AG area;

• those priorities that will deliver the greatest economic benefit

for the AG area and the wider Northern Powerhouse; and

• focussed on the agreed AG themes.

It is implicit in the above that AG should add value and that all

priorities are evidenced based.

5
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3. Context

Overview

AG is a private sector led body focused on driving growth in the

region and rebalancing the economy. Its strategic vision is to

maximise investment in the AG area working in partnership with

the LEPs and other partners.

The geography of AG is roughly that of the three LEP areas –

Greater Manchester, Cheshire and Warrington and Liverpool City

Region - and includes key strategic assets such as the cities of

Liverpool and Manchester and the international gateways of

Manchester airport and the Port of Liverpool.

AG provides a platform for collaboration on the issues and

opportunities that will make the biggest difference to the long term

growth of the North West. It plays a role in:

• providing leadership - on shared priorities and cross-LEP issues;

• influencing - championing major investment opportunities and

providing a platform to influence policy and investment which is

of value to the success of the area’s growth plans;

• supporting collaboration - supporting the development of

intelligence and strategic business cases in support of major

investment programmes across the three LEP areas and

supporting cross-LEP collaboration on critical issues and

opportunities that extend beyond individual LEP boundaries; and

• leveraging investment - supporting the development of

investment propositions within an AG brand to be used to

attract private sector investment and other funding.

In 2014, AG reviewed its core areas of focus and agreed to prioritise

infrastructure and two high growth sectors of freight and logistics

and science and innovation. It also agreed a number of objectives

including to:

• promote AG as a critical component of rebalancing of the UK

economy and a key driver of the creation of a Northern

Powerhouse;

• support collaboration and joint working across LEPs and other

partnerships;

• promote AG as an internationally significant investment

opportunity with potential investors and governments;

• provide leadership on critical priorities and cross-LEP

opportunities;

• promote the potential impact and best practice associated with

AG’s priorities and associated projects;

• provide a private sector perspective on opportunities for the

region; and

• provide an advocacy role and strategic co-ordination across the

AG’s business plan priorities.

An overview of AG’s existing projects are included in Appendix 1.

6

P
age 32



3. Context

Recent developments

A number of significant developments have taken place in the last

eighteen months including;

• proposals to develop a Northern Powerhouse focused on

improving connectivity between the North’s core cities and

increasing growth by closing the productivity gap between the

North and the South;

• the establishment of Transport for the North (TfN) - building

upon the work of One North, TfN is developing a strategic

business case for improved transport connectivity across the

North including the development of Transpennine transport

proposals to improve east-west connectivity to complement the

proposed north-south High Speed Rail (HS) 2 proposals;

• a series of devolution proposals to provide local authorities with

increased local powers - including deals for GM and LCR and

ongoing discussions with C&W; and

• the recent announcement of the establishment of the National

Infrastructure Commission (NIC). AG has called for a long term

strategic government approach to infrastructure and more

cross-party support for major infrastructure planning. AG

welcomes the development of the NIC and looks forward to

working with it.

Norther Powerhouse is a tremendous opportunity to make a step

change in the long term growth opportunities of the North. It

provides an opportunity to create a connected set of cities which

can collectively compete internationally. Infrastructure investment

will be critical to achieve this.

AG can play a key role in delivering the Northern Powerhouse by

focusing on a set of infrastructure priorities which are critical to

long term growth. A more successful AG will contribute to a more

productive and prosperous Northern Powerhouse.

TfN has commissioned a Northern Powerhouse Independent

Economic Review to be led by SQW with conclusions expected to

be finalised in February 2016. This will provide data, evidence and

intelligence to underpin transport investment and will also provide

analytical data on key sectors which will underpin the ongoing

development of the Northern Powerhouse. This will provide

valuable insight which will also be of importance to AG as it

develops its 2016 business plan and action plan.

7
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4. AG Infrastructure priorities and projects

Overview

Each LEP area has considered its infrastructure priorities based

upon the criteria as set out in Section 2. These are based upon

evidence already gathered as part of the development of each

area’s Strategic Economic Plan, devolution agreements and other

key strategic plans.

Each LEP area has identified between 3 – 5 infrastructure priorities

and a number of potential projects have been identified within

each priority area. These are shown in Table 1. The table illustrates

that there is a high degree of consistency across the LEP areas and

that there are a number of common priorities and agreement on

projects.

To ensure that the infrastructure priorities have validity and are

endorsed and supported by each area, each LEP area has developed

its own arrangements for the approval of its infrastructure

priorities.

GM obtained CA officer level approval in September 2015, LCR

obtained CA officer level approval in December 2015 and C&W has

obtained informal officer level endorsement in January 2016.

Table 2 provides an overview of proposed AG infrastructure

priorities based upon the LEP area priorities. This has been based

upon AG-wide discussions to ensure that priorities are focused on

the agreed criteria and reflect strategic infrastructure that will drive

long term growth opportunities in the area.

The priorities have not yet been agreed by leaders who have

requested that there is officer level agreement on priorities before

leader endorsement. This will enable each LEP area to assess if

additional priorities should be considered. It will also enable

comments and issues raised by the AG Board to be considered by

the LEP area leaders.

Priorities

Improved transport connectivity is the key priority across all LEP

areas including supporting the ongoing development of TfN

proposals. Each LEP area has identified a number of transport

investments which are critical to growth including the HS2 and

Transpennine connectivity (see Table 1). Local connectivity also

remains critical to achieving growth as identified in local transport

plans and should not be overlooked in terms of its social and

economic impact, especially its impact on productivity.

The AG Board has already agreed that it supports the ongoing

development of TfN proposals and its role is primarily focused on

advocacy and informing the development of the freight and

logistics strategic case. It would be incongruous of AG to comment

on prioritisation of specific investments whilst evidence is still being

gathered. TfN final proposals will be available in March 2016.

Each LEP area has identified infrastructure to support the growth of

the freight and logistics and science and innovation sectors as

being priorities. Work currently being undertaken by SQW to

identify sector strengths and key enabling capabilities across the

North is likely to identify both sectors as key drivers of growth and

the valuable components of the overall “offer” of the Northern

Powerhouse.

8
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4. AG Infrastructure priorities and projects

Priorities contd

In December 2015, LCR agreed low carbon energy generation and

distribution as one of its key AG infrastructure priorities (see Table

1) to improve energy security, reduce energy costs and ensure

energy supply. Energy generation and distribution also has an

impact upon where physical developments and infrastructure can

take place. GM will also consider whether low carbon energy

should also be put forward as one its AG priorities.

One specific project which has been highlighted is the £3bn Mersey

Tidal project which would be an internationally significant project.

Government has encouraged a further review of this project to try

to address some of the financial and regulatory issues which

resulted in this project being unviable. The £1bn Swansea Bay Tidal

Lagoon is currently engaged in discussions which may resolve some

of the issues associated with the delivery and operation of tidal

projects such as funding and contract for difference. The outcome

of these discussions will help to frame any future propositions.

A number of strategic sites have also been identified which require

significant infrastructure investment.

Proposed projects

AG is in the process of identifying potential projects within each of

the priority areas which are based upon the agreed criteria. This

process if not yet complete and is based upon a series of one-to-

one meetings with key project sponsors and LEP areas to:

• agree potential projects;

• define what the project is;

• ensure that they meet the agreed criteria;

• identify anticipated impact, cost and funding;

• identify project issues, barriers to delivery and wider

opportunities;

• consider synergies across projects; and

• discuss how AG can add value to delivery and long term success.

A project plan will be developed for each project which sets out

AG’s role, strategic added value and action plan.

This will also enable wider common themes, issues and

opportunities to be developed within each priority area which may

be taken forward by AG at the priority level rather than at a specific

project level.

Existing projects have also been reviewed as part of this process as

set out in Appendix 1.

9
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4. AG Infrastructure priorities and projects

Projects contd

It is important that some degree of prioritisation is introduced

across the projects which is based upon the evidence gathered. AG,

given its current resources, will be unlikely to focus on all priorities

and projects. It is recommended that prioritisation is based upon:

• an assessment of the anticipated impact that AG can bring;

• a consideration of scale and national and international

significance;

• resource availability of AG and partners;

• cost to deliver interventions or support;

• a consideration of the risks of doing something or nothing; and

• strategic fit of AG interventions or activity with other relevant

initiatives. e.g. AG activity may complement and strengthen

other work initiatives and generate more value.

Other proposed priorities and projects

Tables 1 and 2 are based upon the consultations and workshops

with LEPs and CAs. These priorities and projects are based upon

their key economic objectives and priorities and do not reflect

some of AG’s wider existing priorities.

The following additional priorities have been raised in discussions

with key stakeholders:

• a long term approach to the development of green and blue

infrastructure; and

• flooding and water management and supply.

Although local authorities, the private sector and other partners

agree that green and blue infrastructure is critical to the long term

success of any place, it is rarely included as a “high” priority. The AG

Board considers the quality of the environment to be one of the key

drivers of success for any leading 21st economy and critical to the

creation of places that people want to live, work, visit and invest in.

This was a major feature of the existing AG business plan and

distinguishes AG’s vision and priorities from that of the LEPs.

AG Parklands has been a key initiative to promote a more

integrated approach to development and has supported

environmentally sustainable projects throughout AG. This type of

activity is supported by Cities and is likely to become an important

part of the Northern Powerhouse as it develops.

There is increasing recognition of the importance of all forms of

infrastructure and this is evident in Manchester’s recent Green and

Blue Infrastructure Strategy.

“The cities that truly prosper will be the ones that understand 

properly what makes places and people tick.  They will integrate 

sustainability into their spatial and investment plans, creating 

places that people want to live, work and stay for the long term.  

Green and blue infrastructure will be a core component of 

Manchester’s plans to 2015.  It is as important as our other 

types of infrastructure; energy, transport, water, waste, 

telecommunications and others. “

Sir Richard Leese, Leader Manchester City Council, July 2015.

The AG Board is asked to consider the inclusion of additional 

priorities and projects.

10
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4. AG Infrastructure priorities and projects

Other priorities and projects contd

Flood risk and water management, including water supply and

quality was identified as a specific project in AG’s 2012 business

plan. It was not identified as an infrastructure priority by any LEP

area as part of this work and was not a commonly cited issue raised

as part of the consultations.

However recent flooding events across the North and road

collapses in GM have raised the profile of this issue and has

highlighted the potential economic impact on existing businesses

and infrastructure and the implications for future investment. The

recent floods in December are estimated to have cost £5bn

including rebuilding damaged infrastructure.

AG has championed a more collaborative approach on flood risk

and water management It argued that these issues will constrain

development and investment unless there is better collaboration

across LEP areas to identify issues, prioritise actions and develop a

coordinated approach. The Environment Agency, Local Authorities

and United Utilities are key partners in this area. Further

discussions are required with key partners to define any potential

cross LEP/AG role and engagement.
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4. AG Infrastructure priorities and projects

Table 1: Infrastructure priorities and potential projects by LEP area

ABC
GM LCR C&W

Transport for the North priorities - under which sits 

HS2, Strategic Motorway Network, Manchester 

Airport, east-west connectivity and port links 

particularly supporting HS2/HS3 developments 

around Piccadilly/Northern Hub/Mayfield 

Transport for the North priorities – particularly 

improved connections to other core cities (including 

the Strategic Motorway Network and HS2/HS3), that 

supports business growth and improves port access 

and freight connectivity

Strategic and local connectivity to ensure 

Cheshire & Warrington’s plans for growth in 

Warrington, Mersey-Dee and around 

HS2/Crewe can be realised

Development of key Logistics sites - including Port 

Salford and Carrington

Development of F&L sector - including supporting 

the multi modal connectivity opportunity of 

Superport and key associated strategic logistics sites

including Parkside and 3MG

Development of F&L sector  - including 

supporting the multi modal connectivity 

opportunities of SuperPort and the use of the 

Manchester Ship Canal – including Port 

Warrington and key strategic logistics sites

Development of key Life Science locations -

including Alderley Park and Corridor Manchester

Development of key strategic science sites and the 

associated enabling infrastructure - including the 

Knowledge Quarter and Daresbury SciTech

Supporting the development of the Cheshire 

Science Corridor  - including interventions that 

support strong science based business 

development at locations such as Alderley Park, 

Daresbury, Thornton and Birchwood

Manchester Airport Enterprise Zone and the Airport 

Transformation Plan

Enabling infrastructure to support the development

of the area’s Enterprise Zones including Daresbury 

SciTech, Mayoral Development Zone, Mersey Waters 

and potential future Enterprise Zones

Infrastructure to support the development of a low 

carbon energy including energy and resource 

efficiency, renewable energy generation and 

distribution and green infrastructure provision -

including Mersey Tidal
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4. AG Infrastructure priorities and projects

Table 2: AG proposed infrastructure priorities and projects

AG infrastructure priorities AG potential projects

Connectivity improvements

Focused on the Transport for the North proposals to improve freight and 

passenger connectivity and local connectivity improvements which may 

constrain growth

The strategic business case and investment plan for TfN are 

currently being developed.  This includes the gathering of new 

evidence for passenger and freight connectivity. AG will not try 

to second guess the conclusions of the various studies and final 

Plan but will continue to feed into the development of the F&L 

study and will review the key outputs from TfN to determine 

specific priorities moving forward

Development of the freight and logistics sector

Focused on the development of key strategic sites and enabling infrastructure 

to promote the growth of the sector including essential connectivity 

improvements associated with port access and key logistics sites across the 

transport nodes

For example:

Port Salford, Port Warrington and wider use of the MSC

Carrington

L2 – Port of Liverpool

Parkside

3MG

Development of the science and innovation sector locations

Focused on the development of key strategic sites and enabling infrastructure 

to promote the growth of the sector

For example:

Knowledge Quarter, Liverpool

Corridor Manchester

Cheshire Science Corridor including Thornton, Birchwood, 

Daresbury, Alderley Park

Development of key strategic sites across AG

Focused on delivering key enabling infrastructure to support the development 

of AG’s key strategic sites

For example:

Manchester airport, Mersey Waters and Liverpool’s Mayoral 

Development Zone

Development of low carbon energy solutions

Development of low carbon energy generation and distribution solutions to 

provide long term security and resilience

For example:

Mersey Tidal
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5. Next steps

Overview

The agreement of a set of infrastructure priorities and projects for

AG will be a major breakthrough and will help to shape ongoing and

future dialogue with key partners.

The Board has already agreed that an Infrastructure Plan should not

be developed. Therefore it is proposed that these priorities should

inform the development of the 2016 AG business plan.

To achieve this the following is required:

• AG Board agreement on AG priorities;

• LEP area and AG Board agreement on AG projects;

• formal agreement of priorities by leaders;

• development of project plans including AG role specification and

action plan;

• development of priority strategic issues and opportunities and

AG role and action plan; and

• development of AG methodology and development of new

business plan.

Key information on priorities and projects will continue to be

shared with key partners including the private sector, LEPs, local

authorities, National Infrastructure Commission and key relevant

government departments including BIS, CLG, Transport and Energy

and Climate Change.

A series of media releases will also be developed based upon the

agreed infrastructure priorities. These will be included in the AG

communications plan.
14

The Board will be updated on progress on an ongoing basis as part

of normal Board reporting. It will also formally approve the 2016

business plan.

One of the main challenges in agreeing the detailed roles and action

plans is resource availability by AG, LEPs, private sector partners

and other partners. Devolution proposals, TfN proposals and a

range of other initiatives and studies are already starting to have an

impact on resource availability. This will continue to be reviewed to

ensure that maximum efficiency is obtained across the various work

streams.
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Project

Name

Expected 

Impact

Project Update Key Remaining Issues/Barriers to 

Growth

Sci-Tech

Daresbury

£150m 

investment

10,000-

15,000 jobs

• 5 years through a 25 year plan to develop an internationally 

recognised centre for science and technology

• UK EZ attracts government support for accelerating site 

development

• c. 100 companies have located to STD employing around 600 FTE 

staff - many are start-ups/early stage with high growth

• By mid 2016, £30m will have been invested on critical roads, 

power and data infrastructure and the construction of 2 new 

business facilities (Techspace 1 and 2 - 56,000 sq ft)

• Secured £300m from Government and IBM to establish IBM's first 

research facility in UK

• STFC invested £5m in Campus Technology Hub - rapid prototyping 

centre

• Secured £3.6m of EZ Capital Grant Funding to acquire and prepare 

6ha of land to expand facilities

• Significant enabling investment in 

infrastructure is required to unlock 25 ha site 

west of Bridgewater canal for expansion

• Availability of suitable funding for new high 

tech businesses is a barrier to growth

• Skills  shortage in the region remains a key 

barrier to growth

MediaCityUK £1bn 

investment

10,000 jobs

£820m GVA 

pa

• >£1bn investment to date in the regeneration of Salford Quays 

and growth of creative and digital sectors, including the relocation 

of major media companies from the SE to the NW, including the 

BBC as anchor tenant (5 years into 10 year contract)

• Recently secured Legal & General as 50:50 investment partner –

bringing in new  investment  into the GM market

• UTC@MediaCityUK opened September 2015

• Development continues incl. recent investments in Tomorrow 

Project and the Regent – further expansion opportunities remain

• Continuing promotion required of 

MediaCityUK  as a leading international hub 

for creative and digital sectors – further 

investment required in enabling 

infrastructure for development opportunities 

• Securing Government/BBC commitment to 

long term investment in the project –

remains an ongoing critical issue

• Ongoing improvement of IT/digital offer to 

remain a leading destination

Appendix 1 Atlantic Gateway existing projects
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Project

Name

Expected 

Impact

Project Update Key Issues/Barriers/Challenges

Remaining

Liverpool 2 £300m 

investment

5,900 jobs

£280m GVA 

pa

• Current development fully funded and construction of deep water 

container terminal due to be completed end 2015 and opened in 

2016

• Secured £35m of RGF monies and EIB investment – AG brand 

critical to securing investment

• Will play a critical role in reducing transport costs for NW 

businesses and improving supply chains – productivity benefits

• On-going marketing activity to attract shipping companies/vessel 

owners to move transportation of goods from southern ports

• Ongoing activity to raise profile of Port with end-users to 

stimulate demand/interest and create critical mass

• Site visits by key government members incl. David Cameron and 

George Osbourne

• Securing appropriate long term multi modal 

access to the port – current access will not 

support long term growth proposals

• Identifying and releasing land for distribution 

space across AG

• Development of sites for other added value 

services

• Promoting the opportunity to businesses 

internationally and nationally

Port Salford £140m 

investment

4,000 jobs

£190m GVA 

pa

• Work has started on site for UK's first tri-modal logistics park and 

partial WGIS road improvements

• Secured £15m of RGF – AG brand critical to securing investment

• Food firm Culina confirmed as first tenant due to occupy in March 

2016

• Will play a major role in reducing transport costs and 

strengthening logistics offer of the NW – will link Liverpool 2 to 

Greater Manchester via the Ship Canal

• Canal and rail access required (estimated 

costs circa £50m). Planning restrictions mean 

that no further development can be 

undertaken until rail and canal access 

delivered

• Access to M62/Potential impact of North 

West Quadrant Study by TfN/Highways 

England on road access

• Usage of MSC given current [bridge] 

restrictions  and impact on surrounding area.  

Impact on C&W local connectivity

Appendix 1 Atlantic Gateway existing projects
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Project

Name

Expected 

Impact

Project Update Key Issues/Barriers/Challenges

Remaining

3MG £200m 

investment

5,000 jobs

£xm GVA pa

• Significant infrastructure work now completed and developments 

on site

• £100m + committed to date

• Secured £9m RGF, £5.4m GPF, £7.5m NWDA, £1m ERDF

• 600 jobs created to date

• Attracted major anchor tenants – Stobart Group, Tesco, Alstom

• Growth opportunities still remain but further 

investment in key enabling infrastructure 

required

• Growth opportunities following opening of 

MGB

• Skills shortage remains a significant issue

Other Port  & 

Logistics

£330m 

investment

11,000 jobs

£540m GVA 

pa

• Number of developments are on track

• Some dependency on the development of L2

• Site availability remains a critical issue across 

AG

• More strategic approach to growth of the 

sector required re links to tail network, 

planning, land availability, site assembly, 

transport, energy

• Skills shortage remains an issue

The Mersey

Gateway 

Bridge

£600m 

investment

4,600 jobs

£61.9m GVA 

pa

• PPP entered into between Halton BC and Merseylink

• Fully funded with £230m Government guarantee in place to 

secure development – AG were involved in the final funding 

arrangements

• Work started on site in May 2014 and on track for opening in 2017

• On track for jobs and impact

• Critical part of the NW's infrastructure to support growth and 

enable growth following investment in L2 and 3MG

• Promoting benefits and opportunities of 

using the bridge to existing potential users

• Promoting infrastructure project 

internationally – considered to be one of the 

worlds leading infra projects

• Cultural shift re usage

• Long term financial viability of bridge

Appendix 1 Atlantic Gateway existing projects
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Project

Name

Expected 

Impact

Project Update Key Issues/Barriers/Challenges

Remaining

Northern Hub £560m 

investment

23,000 jobs

£800m GVA 

pa

• Fully funded by Government

• Proposals as championed by the region, including AG, have been 

recognised and form part of the investment programme

• Critical role of AG and NW Rail Campaign in championing this 

investment

• Scheduled for completion in 2019

• On track for jobs and GVA impact – opportunity for further 

enhancements as part of wider integrated transport solutions as 

part of Transport for the North

• Integration with wider TfN proposals

• Limited role of AG – at  delivery stage

HS2 £55bn+ 

investment

variable jobs

£variable

GVA pa

• Government confirmed commitment to scheme in Autumn 

Spending Review 2015

• Phase 1 progressing, construction expected to start 2017

• Phase 2a (West Midlands to Crewe) announced and final decision 

on remainder of Phase 2 expected autumn 2016

• Northern Gateway Partnership established to capitalise on 

opportunity at Crewe

• Uncertainty remains – strategic case 

development is ongoing

• Uncertainty over route proposals – TfN are 

developing a series of costed options

• Current scheme is based upon limited high 

speed option to Liverpool

• Planning  is essential to build upon growth 

opportunities

• On-going integration and collaboration with 

TfN is essential

• Given increase in costs – value for money 

case and economic impact will increase in 

importance

High Speed 

Broadband

Variable • On-going investment planned by private sector partners in 

conjunction with LEP programmes supported by the UK 

Government Superfast Broadband project

• Technological advances means that 

specification needs to be continually 

assessed to ensure that the UK remains 

internationally competitive

Appendix 1 Atlantic Gateway existing projects

18

P
age 44



Project

Name

Expected 

Impact

Project Update Key Remaining Issues/Barriers to 

Growth

Mcr Airport

Expansion 

including EZ

£900m 

investment

MTP - 4,000 

Airport –

59,000 jobs

£2bn GVA pa

• £1bn Mcr Airport Transformation Plan announced in 2015 – 10 yr 

investment programme to enhance airfield and terminal facilities

• £10m + spent to date on front end activity,  contract notice issued 

for design and construction of majority of works in Dec 2015

• Extension of T2 due to open Summer 2019

• Significant progress  on 'Airport City' Enterprise Zone, especially

strong on cargo and logistics site  with a JV being established with 

other investors including overseas investment from China

• Amazon 2015 announcement – 1m sqft and 1,500 jobs

• Transport improvements include 4th rail platform, Metrolink 

extension, A6MARR road link  - AG played role in promoting road 

investment needed

• Planned HS2 station - AG supported need for link to HS2 which has 

now been taken forward

• Skills  shortage (for general work ready skills) 

barrier to attracting employers to the region

• Support for transport links to the South 

(outside TfN's remit)

• Demand for investment in Airport City

• Promotion of strength of the logistics sector 

across AG

• Strategic case making for HS2 investment

• Airport Passenger Duty changes to 

compete/raise funding for essential 

infrastructure investment

Liverpool 

Airport 

Expansion

£600m 

investment

10,000 jobs

£270m GVA 

pa

• A revised masterplan will be developed for the airport and its 

surrounding area

• Development opportunities remain for a range of sectors around 

within the airport masterplan including freight and logistics

• Enabling infrastructure requirements

• Other investment to fund wider 

development required

• Connectivity improvements requirements for 

passengers and freight

Protos 

(formerly Ince 

Park)

£TBCm 

investment

3,000 jobs

£350m GVA 

pa

• Energy, innovation and industrial park (formerly Ince Park)

• Phase 1 commenced - 60 acres,  CoGen to construct and operate a 

biomass plant, enabling infrastructure currently being delivered to 

open up sites (funded with loan from NW Evergreen fund)

• Phase 2 – 74 acres with multi modal access to the site

• Protos forms part of the Cheshire Science Corridor

• Funding required to unlock Phase 2, 

including rail and berth

• Connectivity improvements to open up 

further development

• Wider development of Cheshire Science 

Corridor will be important to the long term 

development of Protos

Appendix 1 Atlantic Gateway existing projects
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Project

Name

Expected 

Impact

Project Update Key Issues/Barriers/Challenges

Remaining

Sustainability

and 

Environmental

Variable 

across a 

number of 

projects

• AG’s first (and current) Business Plan) included flood and water 

management and one its priorities.  However it was not one of 

AG’s top three priorities and work in this area has been limited.  It 

is also not included as one of the LEP’s key priorities.  Recent 

flooding events have further highlighted the vulnerability of the 

region to extreme flooding and the impact on economic activity 

and growth potential

• Launch of Adapting the Landscape by Lord Heseltine at REGEN/IFB 

2014, Liverpool with significant press coverage following launch

• Successful establishment of the Community Environment Fund 

(CEF) to support sustainable and environmental projects in AG 

area – invested in a number of projects in AG

• Fund has achieved a leverage rate in excess of a 1:10

• Recognition by government – designation as a DEFRA “single 

Voice Pilot”

• Developing Framing the Future 2 Conference as part of IFB2016

• Reduced funding allocations for flood 

defence infrastructure investment

• Need for new investment vases to support 

additional investment

• Pressures on spatial strategies – increased 

use of high risk areas

• Raising of funds to continue Atlantic 

Gateway Parklands and CEF

• Increasing awareness of a sustainable

approach to infrastructure and investment  

• Continued focus to resilience against 

environmental issues required

Low Carbon 

including 

Mersey Tidal

£3bn 

investment

• Feasibility studies were developed for Mersey Tidal project  but 

the project has not been pursued due to issues associated with 

the financial and regulatory arrangements for the energy sector

• Was again promoted by Lord Heseltine in 2012 report on Liverpool 

and is currently being supported again by Government who are 

encouraging further work to explore feasibility given feasibility of 

the Cardiff Scheme and potential changes to the 

financial/regulatory market.  Estimates capital costs have also 

decreased

• Need to demonstrate a strong strategic and 

economic case

• Need to develop an integrated scheme 

which is not just focused on energy but 

incorporates transport for example

• Funding remains a critical challenge – this is 

a long term investment beyond conventional 

25 year horizons

• Comprehensive review of energy distribution 

and generation is required

Appendix 1 Atlantic Gateway existing projects
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www.atlanticgateway.co.uk

Contact:

Carmel Booth, Chief Executive, 07760 343698

carmelbooth@Calderstones.com

Amy Barkatali, Communications and Media, 07833 048306

Amy.l.Barkatali@uk.gt.com
21

P
age 47



T
his page is intentionally left blank



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LEP Board Meeting 4 February 2016 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Author:         
Tony Wade     

      

LEP Core Funding 2016-17  

Page 49

Agenda Item 3c



 

 

1. Executive Summary 
 
1.1 The Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) confirmed that LEPs would continue to receive 

Core funding of £250k. Tom Walker, Director of the Cities and Local Growth Unit confirmed 

this in a letter to LEPs on 22 December 2015. 

1.2 The funding is not yet granted, but is offered to LEPs to be applied for, up to the maximum 

£250k available, subject to satisfying certain conditions (see section 3). 

1.3 The LCR LEP has now received the guidance notes and the application form that must be 

submitted by 1 March 2016. The application would not be complete before this meeting of the 

LEP Board and the next meeting is after the date of submission. 

1.4 In view of the timescales the recommendations propose a course of action designed to satisfy 

the expectations and requirements of government, local stakeholders and the relevant local 

authority officers in applying for these funds. 

1.5 The application and opportunity arise at a time when the LCR is considering the alignment of 

resources and much closer collaboration between partners represented on the LEP Board. As 

such, the process of submitting the application will reflect engaging and involving appropriate 

partner representatives. 

2 Recommendations 

2.1 To appoint a sub-set of the LEP Board, after considering the points made at 4.3 and 4.4. This 

group will act as a task and finish group to review the application before approval by the full 

Board through written procedures. 

2.2 Confirm that the application should be for the full amount available, namely £250k. 

2.3 Mandate the Senior Executive team of the LEP Company to develop the application in 

consultation with the partner leads named at 4.5.  

3 Conditions to be satisfied in making an application 

3.1 There are three main requirements for applying for funding: 

i) That the LEP secures and provides an explanation of local match funding on equal value 

against future draw down of resource; 

ii)  That the LEP has in place a clear plan of activity to implement and communicate its 

strategic priorities to the local community, including the ongoing outputs and outcomes of 

its Growth Deal as set out in the Growth Deal funding agreement, and continues to 

proactively engage on future investment priorities;  

iii) That the LEP submits an outline budget which summarises overall spend/planned spend 

for the funding period of 2016/2017. LEPs should also confirm that a local agreement has 

been reached as to how this funding should be spent. This should also include 

commentary of progress towards a locally self-sustained budget and timescales. 

Match Funding 

3.2 In order that the maximum grant of £250k can be drawn down the provision of match funding 

of equal value has to be confirmed and evidenced. 
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3.3 Sources of match may be either private or public sector and can be cash, staff (if under the 

management control of the LEP) or the time of private sector Board members when engaged 

in leadership of projects over and above normal board duties. 

3.4 The guidance requires that the LEP Chair will need to be satisfied that local matched resource 

is under the LEP’s direction to be deployed as it deems appropriate. 

3.5 The LEP membership scheme provides an ideal source of local match but the other non-cash 

sources should also be considered to free up the cash match for other purposes such as 

ERDF. 

3.6 The guidance is clear in stating that the key principle that should apply here is that any local 

resources should be wholly under the control of the LEP. 

LEP Operating Budget and Future Sustainability 

3.7 Each LEP is also required to submit an outline operating budget for the funding to be drawn 

down and this should summarise the total planned resource funding to support the LEP Board 

and core operations for next year. 

3.8 The Government’s expectation remains that all LEPs set out how they will move towards 

becoming financially self-sustaining and any progress they have made already. However, what 

each LEP sets out here has no bearing on their entitlement of this funding.  

3.9 The LCR LEP is well placed in this regard given its membership scheme but the activities it 

undertakes through the delivery company are much greater and wider than the scope of most 

other LEPs and its commensurate impact on the City Region Economy is greater as a result of 

this membership funding. 

4 Process to be adopted 

4.1 The application must be submitted by 1 March 2016 and must have; 

i) LEP Board approval. 
ii) Confirmation by local partners that match is identified and within scope. The LEP Chair 

and the accountable local authority officer will be asked to jointly sign off applications, 
satisfying themselves that this has been done properly. 

iii) A completed application form signed off by the LEP Chairman and accountable officer 
of the nominated local authority. 
 

4.2 There is insufficient time to prepare this application following discussion with local partners 

before this meeting of the LEP Board. The next meeting is not until 17 March 2016 and so it 

would be too late. 

4.3 As such there is a need to delegate authority to a sub-set of the LEP Board (not those who are 

also the LEP Company Directors) to receive the proposed application and review it prior to 

recommendation to the Chair for final approval and sign off. 

4.4 Given the recent arrangements by the CA to give political portfolio leads to each LA Leader it 

makes sense that Councillor Davies, as lead for Economic Development, be the lead for the 

public sector partners in this process. A further two non-local authority members are proposed 

to join the Chair of the LEP and Councillor Davies to form the task and finish group. 

4.5 The executive input will be mainly from the LEP Company but with close liaison with Ged 

Fitzgerald as the CA’s lead officer for economic development and the interim Head of Paid 

Service for the CA, Mike Harden as the Chief executive of Knowsley who currently act as AB 
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for these funds and provide secretariat support and also John Fogarty who is Finance Director 

for Merseytravel who provide the executive functions for the CA.  

5 Other considerations 

5.1 A satisfactory application will provide explanation of local match funding and include a budget, 

which summarises planned spend for the coming financial year. This requires the identification 

of each organisation and the value of their financial contribution in providing support to the 

LEP. 

5.2 LEPs will need to demonstrate that they are acting appropriately and transparently in the use 

of these public funds so as to ensure that they remain above criticism. It will be for each LEP 

and the accountable body to ensure the match funding proposed is secured and that the 

funding is used for the purposes set out in the expenditure budget. Central Government will 

expect to see the LEP has taken a transparent approach to accounting for public expenditure 

in line with the expectations set out in the National Assurance Framework. The local authority 

may make what arrangements it wishes for accountability with the LEP. 

5.3 LEPs will be free to make any arrangements they wish for themselves and their chosen local 

authority about who holds the money after payment by central Government. Payment will be 

through a section 31 payment. In previous years the nominated accountable body has been 

Knowsley MBC who also provide secretariat support. 

5.4 However, there is a dialogue and work on reviewing the existing arrangements for governance 

and support structures and infrastructure and proposing changes to support the 

implementation of the Devolution Deal.  In addition there is the role of Merseytravel as the 

default accountable body for public funds awarded to LCR. As such it makes sense to re-affirm 

whether the previous arrangements should apply to this application. 

6 Conclusions 

6.1 The timescale for the submission of an application to secure LEP Core funding does not fit 

with the meeting cycle of the LEP Board. An expedient needs to be agreed that achieves a 

balance between meeting the deadline and providing adequate scrutiny, consideration and 

agreement of the form and content of the application. 

6.2 Written procedures are proposed as the most expedient measure. Rather than involve the 

whole Board in the development of the application a sub-set is proposed who will work with the 

Chair of the LEP to develop and propose the final application to the full Board through written 

procedures. 

6.3 The sub-set should exclude those members who are also Company Directors of the LEP 

Company so as to avoid any perceived conflict as the LEP Company provides almost all of the 

support services to the LEP Board and would be the main beneficiary of the funds. 

6.4 The early engagement of partners in this process is more important than in previous years 

given the wider considerations of achieving a better aligned and collaborative model of 

governance and executive support to the LEP, the CA and in 2017 an elected Mayor. 
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1. Executive Summary 
 
1.1 The report addresses three separate but related issues and all resulting from the governance 

partition between the ‘Strategic LEP’ and the ‘Delivery Company’. 

1.2 Following the governance partition, the Articles of Association for the LEP Company (which 

became the Delivery Company) were re-drafted. However, the LEP Board was consequently 

left without a Constitution that would describe its aims, objectives and priorities as well as its 

composition and how it would conduct its business. 

1.3 In its former state, as an incorporated body, it had standing committees dealing with company 

matters such as a Remuneration and Appointments Committee (R&A) and an Audit and Risk 

Committee (ARC). The partition has transferred many of these and other management 

responsibilities to the LEP Company Board with the exception of appointments to the LEP 

Board itself.  

1.4 The Company Directors of the LEP Company are taken from the members of the LEP Board 

and will be nominated by the LEP Board. They currently comprise Cllr Phil Davies, Neil 

Sturmey and Chris Bliss.  Appointments to the LEP Board will not be a matter for the LEP 

Company and whilst new appointments or re-appointments will be approved by the full LEP 

Board, it would be best for their nomination to be made by an Appointments Committee. 

1.5 The LEP Board has some immediate or near future matters to consider with regard to Board 

members and so the formation of an Appointments Committee is an imperative. 

2 Recommendations 

2.1  To consider the draft Constitution and either confirm its adoption or propose amendments at 

the meeting on 4 February and delegate finalisation with any further minor amendments to the 

Executive Director of Operations in consultation with the LEP Chair. 

2.2  Subject to 2.1 receive a revised draft incorporating any agreed changes and approve by 

written procedure for immediate publication. 

2.3 Consider the Terms of Reference for the Appointments Committee and confirm that they may 

be adopted or amended. 

2.4 Confirm the proposed membership for the Appointments Committee is acceptable. 

2.5  Consider and agree the type of individuals that are required to fill the current vacancies on the 

LEP Board and instruct the Appointments Committee to bring forward appropriate nominees. 

2.6  Propose the membership of a special purpose group to oversee the succession of the position 

of Chair of the LEP Board. 

3 Constitution 

3.1 A draft Constitution has been developed in discussion with the Chair of the LEP Board and 

has been circulated to the members of the LEP Board as an exempted item. Once LEP Board 

Members have considered the draft and it is either agreed or any amendments proposed are 

agreed it will be adopted and published on the LEP website. 

3.2 Any changes to the Constitution will require the approval of the LEP Board and it should be 

reviewed at least annually and confirmed as remaining both fit for purpose and continuing to 
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reflect the role and purpose of the LEP as expected by government and in the context of the 

LCR. 

3.3 The emerging changes to facilitate the implementation of the Devolution Deal may require 

early amendments to the Constitution but it is not expected that these will be known for at least 

six months. Such a delay in adopting a Constitution is considered too lengthy. 

4 Appointments Committee 

4.1 The previous R&A Committee was responsible for the appointment/termination of LEP Board 

Members and also staffing issues of the LEP Company. The latter are now dealt with by the 

LEP Company Board but this will not deal with appointments/terminations of LEP Board 

Members. 

4.2 In order that such matters are dealt with sensitively and in confidence but without 

compromising transparency and open governance, an Appointments Committee is proposed. 

The Committee will be given responsibility to consider appointments and retirements from the 

LEP Board and the Chairs of any sub-boards. However, it will not be given delegated authority 

or powers to make appointments, only to make recommendations to the LEP Board. 

4.3 In order that transparency and open governance is achieved any meetings of the 

Appointments Committee will be recorded in formal minutes and these will be reported to the 

LEP Board including any recommendations. However, information may be withheld to satisfy 

any data protection issues. 

4.4 A draft Terms of Reference for the Committee are included at Appendix 1.  

4.5 To allow the immediate needs of the LEP Board to be satisfied, see section 5. below, a 

preliminary membership is proposed by the Chair of the LEP as follows; 

Private Sector - the Chair of the LEP Board; 

Public Sector - Local Authority Leader  

Other sectors – Prof. Nigel Weatherill 

5 LEP Board Member and Sub-Board Chairs 

5.1 There are currently two vacancies on the LEP Board, previously occupied by members from 

the private sector. The Board should consider whether the vacancies provide the opportunity 

to address any deficits, gaps or imbalances in its composition. It should identify and agree any 

gaps and then instruct the Appointments Committee to bring forward appropriate 

recommendations to fill the vacancies and address any concerns with regard to composition. 

5.2 One of the previous members, Alistair Poole, was also Chair of the Making It Board (the 

Advanced Manufacturing sector sub-board). A process of recruitment is underway and a 

recommendation will be made to the Board but prior to the formation of the Appointments 

Committee. The LEP Board approved the formation of a sub-board for Digital/Creative at its 

last meeting and a Chair appointment will be required as will its recommendation and 

approval. 

5.3 The terms of three LEP Board members expire this year, namely Richard Else (14/3/2016), 

Amanda Lyne (18/9/2016) and the Chair, Robert Hough. 
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5.4 It is entirely appropriate that the Appointments Committee deal with the forthcoming expiry of 

terms for Richard Else and Amanda Lyne but a special group needs to be formed with regard 

to the position of the Chair. 

6 Conclusions 

6.1 A Constitution is now required as a consequence of the partition of the previous governance 

structure. The Constitution also provides a public and transparent explanation of the role and 

purpose of the LEP and the composition of the Board. 

6.2 The formation of an Appointments Committee will provide further reassurance to government, 

stakeholders and the public that a fair and rigorous process is followed to make appointments 

to the LEP Board and any of its sub-boards. 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

 

 

Appointments Committee 

DRAFT Terms of Reference 
1. Constitution 

 

1.1. The Liverpool City Region Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Board has established a Committee of 

the Board to be known as the Appointments Committee. 

 

1.2. The Committee’s terms of reference may be amended at any time by the Board. 

 

2. Membership 

2.1. The members of the Committee will be appointed by the Board from its Board members, and will 

consist of not less than three members. 

 

2.2. The Committee Chair will also be appointed by the LEP Board. If they are absent from the meeting, 

the remaining committee members will appoint from amongst themselves a person to chair the 

meeting. All members will be appointed for a term that coincides with their term as a member of 

the LEP Board. However, extensions to their term on the LEP Board does not automatically result in 

their continued membership of the committee which requires re-appointment by the LEP Board. 

 
3. Responsibilities 

 The Committee will: 

3.1. Regularly review the structure, size and composition (including the skills, knowledge and 

experience) of the Board and make recommendations to the Board with regard to any changes; 

 

3.2. Be responsible for identifying and nominating for approval of the Board candidates to fill Board 

vacancies as and when they arise; 

 

3.3. Approve a protocol to commence the recruitment process for the Chairman when necessary; 

 

3.4. Be responsible for proposing, reviewing and monitoring any expenses or remuneration 

arrangements for LEP Board Members including the Chair; and 

 

3.5. Be responsible for all matters of discipline relating to LEP Board Members. 

 
4. Authority 

4.1. The Committee is authorised by the Board to review and approve any activity within its terms of 

reference. It is authorised to seek any information it requires to discharge these responsibilities  
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5. Meetings and Quorum 

5.1. The Committee will meet as required to address specific matters as arising but should meet at least 

twice in each year to confirm the terms of members and any actions required. 

 

5.2. Two members of the Committee will comprise a quorum for the transaction of business if the 

Committee is operating at its minimum number or two-thirds (rounded up) for any numbers 

greater than the minimum. 

 
6. Attendance 

6.1. The LEP Executive Director of Operations will normally attend meetings and may be accompanied 

by any other Executive Director or member of staff that may be required by the Committee but 

who will not be members of the Committee. In addition the Committee reserves the right to 

require any member of staff or Board member to attend meetings as it deems appropriate, 

although this would be on an exceptional basis. 

 

6.2. The Committee may ask any or all of those who normally attend and who are not members of the 

Committee, to withdraw to facilitate open and frank discussion of particular matters. No attendee 

should be present for discussion of his/her own appointment to the LEP Board or any sub-boards 

Chair positions. 

 

7. Administration 

 The agenda and meeting papers should be issued to members at least seven calendar days prior to 

the meeting. 

8. Secretariat 

8.1. Committee secretary support will be provided by the LEP Executive Director (Operations). 

 

8.2. The secretary will minute the proceedings and resolutions of all Committee meetings including the 

names of those present and in attendance. 

 

8.3. Minutes of every Committee meeting will be circulated to all members of the committee. 

 

9. Reporting 

 The Committee will report back to the Board after each meeting but, as necessary, detail may not 

be shared where it compromises an obligation of confidentiality or data protection. 

 

10. Review 

 The Committee terms of reference will be subject to annual review. Proposals for amendment to 

the terms will be submitted to the Board for formal approval. 
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1. PURPOSE 
 

1.1. This paper provides an update to the Strategic Board on recent policy developments 
across the UK, the North and the City Region. 
 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1. The Board is requested to note the report. 

 
3. DEVOLUTION 

 
3.1. Liverpool City Region Combined Authority: Mayor Joe Anderson was appointed as the 

new Chair of the Combined Authority following Cllr Phil Davies’ decision to stand down 
from the position. A new ‘metro cabinet’ of elected leaders on the Combined Authority has 
also been confirmed to oversee the implementation of the recently agreed devolution deal. 
Their portfolios are as follows: 

 
 Economic Development: Cllr Phil Davies (Wirral) 
 Transport: Cllr Rob Polhill (Halton) 
 Housing and Planning for Growth: Cllr Barrie Grunewald (St Helens) 
 Employment and Skills: Cllr Ian Mayer (Sefton) 
 Health and Wellbeing: Cllr Andy Moorhead (Knowsley) 
 Public Service Reform: Mayor Joe Anderson (Liverpool) 

 
3.2. The Combined Authority confirmed that it wishes to commission the LEP to deliver a 

Single Growth Strategy when it met in December. Robert Hough will engage with all 
Combined Authority political leads on the strategy, whilst also serving as conduit for the 
private sector to ensure that the Combined Authority benefits from an informed business 
perspective across the full breadth of its activities. 
 

3.3. Devolution Phase 2: LEP and local authority executives have held initial discussions on 
the potential scope of a second phase of devolution in anticipation of further dialogue with 
government. Any further deal would provide an opportunity to extend powers gained under 
the devolution deal (e.g. business rates) and also develop asks in new areas (e.g. a 
devolved arrangement for health and social care). Further discussion is planned at the 
Combined Authority in due course. 

 
3.4. ‘Annual Conversation’ with Cities and Local Growth Unit: The Growth Deal Programme 

was a central focus for the first of these new, yearly discussions, held with LEP and 
principal City Region stakeholders in December. Reviewing delivery, the Government team 
recognised the progress that had been made in terms of project delivery, relationship 
building and in the application of a robust Assurance Framework. It was recognised that 
more could be done to coordinate and maximise the opportunities from the Growth Deal as 
a whole and it was agreed that the City Region would work with the Cities and Local 
Growth Unit on maximising the communications opportunities flowing from the Growth 
Deal.   
 

4. NORTHERN POWERHOUSE 
 

4.1. New rail franchises: The Department for Transport recently confirmed a new 9-year 
contract for the Northern Rail franchise with Arriva Rail North Ltd and a 7-year contract for 
the TransPennine Express franchise with First Trans Pennine Express Limited. The deals 
will deliver a series of improvements to connectivity across the North, including 500 new 
carriages, capacity for 40,000 more passengers and 2,000 extra services a week. 
 

4.2. Specific benefits for the Liverpool City Region include:  
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 c. 4,000 more seats on Liverpool and Manchester services during morning peak hours, 
an increase of 59%  

 a direct Liverpool to Glasgow service, running three times a day from December 2018, 
and a direct hourly service to Edinburgh via Newcastle 

 a commitment to deliver four fast services per hour between Lime Street and 
Manchester and two per hour between Liverpool, Leeds and York 

 
4.3. The franchises, which will both begin this April, will be jointly managed from Leeds by the 

Department for Transport and Rail North Limited. Rail North represents 29 local authorities 
and will have a remit to work closely with Transport for the North (TfN) to deliver new 
proposals to enhance connectivity. The Government has also reiterated its commitment to 
move ahead with the electrification of the TransPennine line from Liverpool to Newcastle, 
delivering faster journey times and additional capacity. Network Rail is currently 
developing a detailed plan for the work, which is currently expected to complete in 2022. 
The Government also confirmed an extension of Virgin’s West Coast franchise until April 
2018. 

 
4.4. Transport for the North: John Cridland, former Director-General of the CBI was has been 

confirmed as the Chair of Transport for the North, replacing interim Chair, Sir Richard 
Leese. TfN will publish a Northern Transport Strategy in March 2016 and make 
recommendations on priority investments by Budget 2016 (March 16th) 
 

4.5. An autumn report from TfN summarised initial findings of feasibility work on a ‘Northern 
Powerhouse Rail’ (NPR) network to link the North’s major cities. The report suggests that 
entirely new lines, or in some cases major bypasses and cut-offs, may be needed to 
deliver the connectivity vision for NPR in full. The report specifically highlights the potential 
to use the proposed HS2 infrastructure to cover approximately half the distance between 
Liverpool and Manchester. It advises that this option would require a new line and that this 
could also permit faster HS2 services between Liverpool and London.  

 
4.6. The report similarly notes that very significant sections of new line would be needed to 

achieve the vision for journey times between Manchester and Leeds and Manchester and 
Sheffield. It also references the high-level case for a Trans-Pennine tunnel road scheme 
between Manchester and Sheffield, which is due to shortlist options by October 2016.  
 

4.7. HS2: Government has announced that it will accelerate the construction of the second 
section of the HS2 route from the Fradley in the West Midlands to Crewe so that it opens 
in 2027, six years earlier than planned. It appears that Manchester Piccadilly remains the 
favoured location for HS2’s Manchester terminus and that a Manchester Airport station will 
be developed, subject to agreeing an appropriate third party funding contribution to the 
costs.  
 

4.8. The Secretary of State for Transport has also indicated support for a Crewe Hub whilst 
acknowledging that this will be subject to consultation. A new Northern Gateway 
Partnership has been launched to focus on the Crewe Hub and opportunities to connect 
growth in the North and the Midlands. The partnership includes the Cheshire and 
Warrington, Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire LEPs. 
 

4.9. National Infrastructure Commission (NIC): The LEP supported a co-ordinated City Region 
response in response to the recent NIC call for evidence on ‘connecting northern cities’ 
was recently announced. The submission, which was signed by Mayor Joe Anderson, Cllr 
Liam Robinson and Robert Hough, endorsed the recommendations of TfN’s 2015 report 
on the Northern Powerhouse and argued that four key issues must be addressed for the 
economy to realise its potential: 
 

 Connectivity to other key city economies in the North and elsewhere  

 Additional capacity to support commuting into the Liverpool City Region  

Page 61



 

 

 Improved infrastructure and adequate capacity to support freight movements to and 
from the Port of Liverpool and other major city region freight terminals.  

 Improved international connectivity will facilitate economic growth for the region and 
allow the LCR economy to meet its potential  

 
The submission was supported by a press release from the Linking Liverpool campaign 
and complementary letters from the LEP and SuperPort Liverpool. 

 
4.10. Further details have been published on the proposed remit and functioning of the NIC and 

Government has confirmed the appointment of Phil Graham from the Department of 
Transport as its Chief Executive. The commission will not be responsible for delivering the 
infrastructure it recommends. However, HM Treasury will be required to respond on behalf 
of the government, detailing how the government will take the Commission’s 
recommendations forward.  
 

4.11. The Commission, which is led by interim Chair, Lord Adonis, and includes Lord Heseltine 
amongst its current Commissioners has been asked to report on three initial projects by 
Budget 2016: 

 

 northern transport connectivity, especially east-west across the Pennines 

 large-scale investment in London’s transport infrastructure, including Crossrail 2 

 ensuring investment in energy infrastructure can meet future demand 
 

4.12. Looking forward, the Commission will have a mandate to examine all sectors of economic 
infrastructure including energy, transport (roads, rail, ports and airports), water and 
sewage, waste, flood defences, and digital communications. Its ultimate purpose will be to 
identify the UK’s strategic needs over the next 10 to 30 years, take forward high-profile 
priority studies and proposing solutions to the most pressing infrastructure issues in order 
to: 
 

 foster long-term, sustainable economic growth across all regions of the UK 

 improve the UK’s international competitiveness 

 serve the well-being of UK citizens 
 

4.13. Infrastructure and Projects Authority (IPA): The new IPA will manage and deliver major 
economic projects for the government, bringing together two existing bodies with these 
remits: Infrastructure UK and the Major Projects Authority. Reporting jointly to the 
Chancellor and the Minister for the Cabinet Office, the IPA will work closely with the NIC. 
Its remit will range from large-scale infrastructure projects to major transformation 
programmes such as Universal Credit. 

 
4.14. Independent Economic Review: SQW has been commissioned to deliver a review of the 

Northern Powerhouse with a view to constructing an overarching economic narrative. Their 
interim report reveals a close fit between distinctive strengths in the City Region and key 
sectors across North as a whole, which are identified as:  

 

 Innovation and Health Care 

 Advanced Manufacturing 

 Energy 

 Digital and Big Data 
  

4.15. The report highlights the potential of Superport to transform business models across the 
Northern Powerhouse and beyond, noting the City Region’s substantial economic linkages 
across its wider functional economic area from Manchester through to Lancashire and 
Cheshire and Warrington. It also flags the City Region’s strong levels of productivity in 
terms of GVA per job. At £44,778, this is significantly higher than all other City Regions in 
the north and greater than for the rest of England, excluding London. Complementing this 
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work, Robert Hough and Gillian Bishop attended an IPPR event on a ‘Great North Plan’ on 
Thursday 14 January. 
 

4.16. Northern Powerhouse Investment Fund:  In 2015 the ESIF Committee agreed an 
allocation of £12.5m ERDF to a JEREMIE fund, co-funded with EIB, to support SMEs with 
a debt and equity finance. Originally it was planned to manage this at a NW level, but it 
was confirmed in the Comprehensive Spending Review that Government would add an 
extra £50m investment and £6m grant funding to local ERDF and EIB allocations to create 
a Northern Powerhouse Investment Fund across 10 LEP areas through the British 
Business Bank (BBB). This will provide a higher level of funding for local SMEs. The LEP 
is working with DCLG, other LEPs and BBB to establish the Investment Strategy and 
ensure the City Region’s SMEs needs are effectively met through this fund and 
inform/input into the Fund Manager procurement process. It has agreed to join the 
Regional Advisory Board through Executive Director, Mark Basnett and to reserve the right 
to nominate a representative on the Strategic Oversight Board once the fund is 
established, which is expected by October 2016. Suggestions for nominations for either 
Board are welcome.    

 
5. GROWTH AND PRODUCTIVITY 

 
5.1. The Department of Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) has decided to wind down the 

Business Growth Service in the light of the Comprehensive Spending Review. The service, 
which was set up to assist small businesses and includes the Growth Accelerator 
programme and the Manufacturing Advisory Service, will close on 31st March 2016. BIS 
will instead provide further funding for Growth Hubs, providing an extra £12m in 2016/17 
and £12m in 2017/18.  
 

6. KEY SECTORS 
 
6.1. Innovation: Following positive encouragement from Government on putting forward a 

proposal for a Science and Innovation Audit (SIA), the LEP and City Region partners met 
Government leads with fellow partners of the N8 in early January; a City Region visit by 
Gareth Davies, BIS Director for Knowledge and Innovation, is scheduled for 22 January.  
 

6.2. Government review of university research funding: Universities and Science Minister, Jo 
Johnson, has launched a UK-wide review with a view to strengthening the impact and 
excellence of research whilst introducing a lighter-touch system for the Research 
Excellence Framework (REF). Government has confirmed that it will maintain the annual 
£4.7bn science and research budget in real terms during this Parliament. The review will 
be chaired by the President of the British Academy and former World Bank Chief 
Economist Lord Nicholas Stern.  
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1. Executive Summary/Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to update the LCR LEP Strategic Board with regard to 
submissions for the BIS Science and Innovation Audit (SIA) initiative. 

 

2. Background  

2.1 The express aim of the SIAs to provide a robust evidence base in order to identify and validate 
where existing and growing research excellence is coupled with innovation strengths that offer 
potential global competitive advantage, and so underpin future government investment 
decisions to realise that potential. 

2.2 At its last meeting on 3 December, the LEP Strategic Board approved the proposal to submit a 
collaborative LCR-focused SIA Expression of Interest in the first round, and accepted the 
University of Liverpool’s offer to lead the consortium – with very close LEP involvement - and 
cover the cost of associated consultancy support. 

2.3  The deadline for first round SIA submissions is Friday 29 January. 

2.4  As part of the devolution agreement, LCR has been offered a Smart Specialisation Advisory 
Hub (SSAH) workshop, which is distinct from but directly linked and complementary to the SIA 
initiative.  

 

3. Progress & Developments since 3 December 

3.1 A LCR core Steering Group has been established – this now comprises Jon Hague as the 
Chair of the LCR Innovation Board, the LCR LEP (John Whaling), University of Liverpool 
(Dinah Birch, Sarah Jackson, Susan Suttle), STFC Daresbury (Katherine Robertson), LJMU 
(Alan Welby), Liverpool City Council/LCR Combined Authority (Greg Stott).  

3.2 An initial teleconference (involving LCR LEP and UoL) was held on 7 December with the 
Smart Specialisation Advisory Hub. Based on this dialogue, given the fact that a dedicated 
LCR Innovation Plan is in place, plus the subsequent asset inventory work undertaken, it was 
apparent that the proposed SSAH workshop would add more value after the SIA has been 
submitted and once the associated hypotheses to be tested and key focal areas are agreed.  

3.3 A teleconference (involving LCR LEP and UoL) was held with the SIA Unit within BIS, plus BIS 
Cities & Local Growth Unit, on 9 December. It was intimated that, while the initial guidance 
and emphasis has been on place-based SIAs linked to devolution agreements where these 
were in place, ensuring a geographic spread of SIAs across the UK was now an important 
selection criterion, whereby greater collaboration and thematic focus were important. 

3.4 On 18 December, LCR LEP and UoL attended and jointly presented at a SIA-focused 
workshop session in York with BIS, convened by the N8 Research Partnership, and involving 
all Northern England LEPs plus N8 Universities. At this, BIS distanced itself further from the 
link to devolution agreements, and emphasised the need for greater thematic collaboration, on 
the basis that a maximum of only 3 or 4 SIAs were likely to be approved across the North. 

3.5  Positive dialogue was established with north east based LEPs re. LCR involvement in a 
collective offshore SIA, plus inclusion of relevant LCR assets within a pan-North health-
focused SIA to be submitted by the Northern Health Science Alliance (NHSA).   

3.6 LCR LEP, UoL and STFC attended a follow-on session in Leeds on 8 January, and presented 
to Sir Mark Walport (Government Chief Scientific Advisor) and Gareth Davies (BIS Director 
General for Science & Innovation) our intended 4-fold focus on advanced materials, infectious 
diseases, high performance computing, and precision medicine. 

3.6 The overall message was that the SIA process was not only about identifying truly world class 
research excellence, but also highlighting how this would be harnessed, together with other 
key industrial and innovation assets, within an ambitious vision to help realise disproportionate 
economic growth and rebalancing for the UK. 

3.7 It was moreover made clear by SMW and GD that thematic collaborations were now explicitly 
favoured. 
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3.8  The specific feedback on the outline LCR bid was that the STFC Hartree element was clearly 
important, that the precision medicine element would be better contained within the parallel 
NHSA SIA, and that our LCR+ approach needed to be more externally/nationally focused. 

3.9 LCR LEP and UoL have had positive dialogue with Greater Manchester, given geographic 
proximity and the complementarily of our respective bids; this fell short of amalgamation given 
timescales, however we will however cross-reference relevant assets (e.g. the Royce 
Institute). 

4.0 UoL organised a workshop re. the core focus of the LCR+ SIA on 19 January for key local 
stakeholders, plus Cheshire & Warrington LEP who have been involved as an intended 
partner from the outset. 

4.1  Subsequent dialogue and thinking have generated a new focus for the SIA, with greater 
economic impact but still based on the 3 core areas (High Performance Computing/Materials 
Chemistry/Infectious Diseases) where research excellence, innovation assets, and industrial 
strengths coalesce, and indeed offer potential for “undisputed global leadership”, which is one 
of the hypotheses to be tested. 

4.2 Jon Hague has taken over the drafting from the consultants, and produced a draft Expression 
of Interest with a new emphasis on 5 ambitious objectives: 

a) Establish the UK’s Fast-Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) equivalent of “Silicon Valley” 
b)  Deliver a transformation in the North West Chemical Industry  
c) Become a world-leading centre for driving industry productivity across growth sectors 

using digital assets, via the application of high performance computing, big data analysis 
and sensor technologies 

d) Create leading internationally competitive health economy niches, i.e. in infection control, 
precision medicine, autonomous/digital healthcare, paediatrics, hospital innovation 

e) Regain LCR+’s position as a global centre of excellence for maritime industries and low 
carbon innovation.  

 4.3 The LCR LEP organised a visit by BIS DG for Innovation Gareth Davies on 22 January; this 
involved a tour of the new Alder Hey facilities, a look at Unilever’s BIS-funded high throughput 
formulation centre at Liverpool Science Park, individual meetings with Janet Beer and Ged 
Fitzgerald, plus a round table discussion with LCR Innovation Board members, including a 
preview of the revised SIA approach that was well received.   

 

5. Current State of Play (26 January) 

5.1 The LCR is a direct partner in the offshore SIA, led by Newcastle University, and which 
reportedly has a good chance of approval  

5.2 LCR assets are explicitly included in the NHSA pan-North health SIA, in which we are a de 
facto partner, and which similarly appears to have a good chance of approval. 

5.3 The LCR+ bid has been refocused as indicated above, based on a geography covering not 
only the City Region, but also parts of Cheshire & Warrington, plus Deeside, referencing 
Greater Manchester and Lancashire. 

5.4 In view of this wider geography and greater focus economic, the LCR LEP is now the 
designated lead. 

5.5 There are 5 workstreams envisaged 

(a)  International benchmarking and gap analysis to the status of undisputed world class for 
each of the three research excellence themes, leading to recommendations for 
interventions to achieve the ambition. 

(b) An independent assessment of the quantity, agility and speed of translation of research 
outcomes to innovation and enterprise, with recommendations on mechanisms to step 
change the capability. 

(c) An assessment of the scientific and economic opportunities for collaborative research 

across the research excellence themes, delivering recommendations on fundable 

programs of far reaching impact and new infrastructure needed to realise outcomes 
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(d) A rigorous economic analysis of the likelihood of achieving the major economic ambitions 

identified in Section 4, against the metrics proposed, in a 10 year timeframe. 

(e) Public dissemination, and implementation, including coherence with other SIAs. 

5.6 The vision, objectives and workstreams set out in the bid form a de facto workplan to take the 
LCR Innovation Plan/agenda to the next level. 

5.7 These activities should arguably be delivered anyway under the auspices of the LCR 
Innovation Board, even if the SIA bid is not approved. 

5.8 If so there will be resource implications, e.g. in terms of potential ESIF Technical Assistance 
as managed by the Combined Authority, plus the necessary associated match funding.    

5.9 The final SIA submission will be signed off by the LCR LEP Chair, and subsequently circulated 
to Strategic Board Members. 

6.0 The LCR LEP will continue dialogue with the Smart Specialisation Advisory Hub, with a view 
to agreeing a suitable future date and focus with partners. 

6.1  The work on the new Single Growth Plan led by the LCR LEP should take direct cognisance of 
the vision and objectives set out in the SIA submission, and as they evolve via consideration 
by the Innovation Board. 

  

7. Recommendation 

7.1 The Board is asked to endorse the extensive development activities to date and proposed 
direction of travel. 
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1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to present for approval the Skills Capital Investment 

Panel’s recommended investment package for applications received under the Sites 
and Premises (Strand 1) of the Liverpool City Region Skills Capital Investment Fund.   

 
1.2 The report also considers pausing future calls for Skills Capital investment projects 

until the outcome of the City Region’s Post 16 Area Review is known: this would 
maintain the flexibility to align Skills Capital investment with the outcomes of the 
review, This review is scheduled to start in April 2016. 

 
 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 The Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Strategic Board is recommended to:- 
 

a) Note the Sites and Premises Strand (Round 2) applications received as set out in 
Section 4, paragraphs 4.2; 

b) Consider and approve the recommendations made by the Skills Capital 
Investment Panel set out at Section 5, paragraphs 5.7; 

c) Note and approve the Panel recommendation at Section 7, paragraph 7.4 to 
factor the timing and outcomes of the Post -16  Area Based Review process into 
the planning cycle for the launch of further rounds; and 

d) Note the programme risks and proposed mitigating actions in Section 8. 
 
 
3. BACKGROUND  
 
3.1 The Skills Capital Investment Fund is an integral element of the Local Growth Fund 

which is deployed through the Growth Deal process.  The Liverpool City Region 
secured an allocation from Government of £41.1m for Skills Capital projects within 
the £232m announced in the Growth Deal in July 2014.  The Skills Capital allocation 
has an indicative split across 4 key strands of activity as set out in Table A. 

 
 Table A 

Investment Strand  2015/16 2016/17 Total 

1.Sites and Premises £8.6m £15m £23.6m 

2.Improved Facilities £2m £2m £4m 

3.Equipment  £1m £6m £7m 

4.Low Carbon Fund £1.5 £5m £6.5m 

Total  £13.1m £28m £41.1m 

 
3.2 Post-Spending Review, BIS have confirmed that the Skills Capital allocation for 

2016/17 is in line with that originally proposed above.  
 
3.3 To help manage any potential conflicts of interest, a Skills Capital Investment Panel 

provides detailed oversight to the appraisal process.  The Employment and Skills 
Board acts as an Advisory Body for this funding with the Combined Authority 
responsible for funding decisions and the Local Enterprise Partnership Board 
responsible for strategic choice. 
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4. SITES AND PREMISES (ROUND 2) OVERVIEW  
 
4.1 Round 2 of the Sites and Premises Strand was launched on 5 August 2015 with a 

first closing date (Window 1) of 21 September 2015 and final closing date (Window 2) 
of 29 October 2015.  As per the published guidance, projects received by the first 
closing date have priority for funding (subject to the outcome of the appraisal 
process) over those received in the later window. 

 
4.2 Across both windows, 6 project submissions were made: 2 FastTrack applications 

(an Expression of Interest (EOI) and Full Application) and 4 EOI only applications.  
The total project value of these is £17,211,493 with grant funding requested at 
£10,740,393.  All 6 applicants are requesting grant intervention rates in excess of the 
benchmark 33% set out in the guidance note with an overall intervention rate of 62%.  
See Table B for details.  

 
Table B 

Project 
 

Submission 
Window 

App Type 
EOI/Full 

Total Project 
Value 

Grant 
Sought 

Intervention 
Rate 

JTL and NWTC – 
STEM 
Partnership for 
Growth 

1 Both £2,731,088  £1,228,989 45% 

Hugh Baird 
College – Port 
Academy 

1 Both £2,569,905 £1,994,905 78% 

Myerscough 
College – 
Croxteth Campus 
Redevelopment 

1 EOI only £2,996,500 £2,496,499 83% 

Alt Valley 
Community Trust 
- Health and 
Wellbeing 
Specialist 
Training College 

2 EOI £1,200,000 £840,000 70% 

City of Liverpool 
College - Digital 
Academy  

2 EOI £2,564,000 £2,180,000 85% 

Wirral Met 
College - Wirral 
Waters University 
Health Campus 

2 EOI £5,150,000 £2,000,000 39% 

Total Funding   £17,211,493 £10,740,393 62% 

NB individual percentage figures have been rounded by applicants in some cases.  
 
4.3 In response to the differing time windows, the projects received in Window 1 were 

appraised and considered ahead of the projects received in Window 2 in line with the 
published guidance. 

 
 
5. APPRAISAL OUTCOMES 
 
5.1 The City Region Employment and Skills Team have been supported by the Skills 

Funding Agency (SFA) under the “opt in” arrangements with the appraisal of all the 
applications received under the Skills Capital programme.  The main appraisal 
process scores the applications against four key criteria – economic, educational, 
financial and technical case for investment with the SFA leading on the latter two 
elements using their previous expertise of these types of programmes and the 
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information they hold on financial positions of providers.  A summary of all the 
applications (both submission windows) and appraisal scores is shown at Appendix 
One. 

 
 Appraisal Outcome and Recommendations  
 
5.2 All the applications were appraised in line with the established process and were 

considered by the Skills Capital Panel.  The Panel concluded at its meeting on the 2 
November 2016 that the 2 FastTrack Full Applications were not sufficiently 
developed to warrant consideration although agreed to consider the applications as 
EOI’s only.  

 
5.3 The Panel also expressed concern at the very high intervention rates requested by 

some applicants and proposed that a ‘Challenge Session’ become a feature of the 
appraisal process moving forward.  This approach gives the Panel the opportunity to 
directly question the applicant about any major clarification issues that have arisen 
following the assessment process. This is particularly important in respect of 
applications seeking higher intervention rates but where the SFA financial 
assessment indicates the applicant could contribute more match funding to the 
project or where other value for money / issues present.  

 
5.4 Based on the assessment outcome for the projects in Table B the Panel requested a 

Challenge Session be arranged for NWTC/ JTL, Hugh Baird College, Myerscough 
College and City of Liverpool College.  

 
5.5 The Panel decided not to include Wirral Metropolitan College and Alt Valley 

Community Trust in the Challenge Session on the basis of the outcome of the 
appraisal process which is outlined below.  

 
5.6 Overall the Challenge Session was felt to be extremely useful by the Panel 

particularly as it provided the opportunity for the applicants to present their case for 
higher intervention rates.    

 
5.7 As a result of the Challenge Session, in summary the Panel recommended the 

following:- 
 

 Hugh Baird College – Recommendation: to defer both the EOI and Full 
Application on the basis the project has a number of significant clarification 
issues (inaccurate financial information, greater clarification on the breakdown of 
learner numbers and high equipment costs).  The College at the Challenge 
Session did not present any compelling evidence to support the higher 
intervention rate of 78%.  At the request of the Employment and Skills Board 
Hugh Baird College have been approached to provide them with a further 
opportunity to present additional evidence on this issue.  Once this information is 
received it will be shared with the Panel for recommendation on the investment 
and the outcome prior to consideration by the LEP Strategic Board and 
Combined Authority. 

 

 JTL & NWTC – Recommendation: to defer approval of the Full Application 
as insufficient information provided but recommended approval in principle 
of the EOI, subject to the remaining minor clarification issues being addressed.  
Invite to Full Application stage; and 
 

 Myerscough College – Recommendation: EOI approval in principle, subject to 
the remaining minor clarification issues being addressed and the College to 
provide an increased level of match funding closer to benchmark.  Invite to Full 
Application stage. 
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 The City of Liverpool College – The Digital Academy was perceived to be a 
priority sector project but the grant intervention rate was high at 85%.  The 
challenge session with the College demonstrated that there was additional match 
funding available from an in kind perspective and this should be included.  The 
College also agreed to provide further information on their current financial 
situation to support the higher level of grant intervention.- Recommendation: 
EOI approved in principle, subject to a Full Application addressing added value 
from a match perspective, the opportunity for value engineering of the project and 
the SFA to review the additional financial information to be provided; 

 

 Wirral Metropolitan College – This project scored well with support from Peel, and 
the University of Chester and will relocate provision to the Enterprise Zone.  The 
application is delivering match funding close to the required benchmark of 2:1 
(further clarification is needed on the source) – Recommendation: EOI 
approved in principle, subject to resolution of clarification issues; and 

 

 Alt Valley Community Trust - This project was incomplete as it did not provide 
sufficient financial or estates information for the project to be fully assessed.  The 
project has other major clarification issues re learner benefit numbers and 
employer support so as a result scored less than half marks (17 out of 42) and in 
the circumstances it was not deemed to have passed the quality threshold – 
Recommendation: application not to be approved as it is incomplete 
resulting in a low overall assessment score.  Advise Alt Valley to submit 
another application (if eligible) under a future round with the offer of support from 
Liverpool City Council Officers as per the agreed approach. 

 
5.8 The EOI applications, if approved, are in-principle only and applicants would be 

required to come forward with Full Applications to be submitted by 11 April 2016.  
This process will allow them to address all the clarification and match funding issues 
before any final approval is given to these applications. 

 
5.9 The Combined Authority will also receive a paper with these recommendations set 

out for consideration at its meeting on 5 February 2016. 
 
 
6.  RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS  
 
 Financial  
  
6.1 If the above recommendations are accepted by the Combined Authority and the 

Local Enterprise Partnership Board the total financial investment for Round 2 of the 
Sites and Premises strand is a maximum of £7,905,488.  The breakdown by 
applicant is shown below in Table C and it should be noted that the expectation is 
that any grant offered to Myerscough College and City of Liverpool College will be 
less once the full applications are received (intervention rate closer to or at the 2:1 
benchmark). 
 
Table C   

Project App Type 
EOI/Full 

Total Project 
Value 

Grant 
Sought 

Intervention 
Rate  

 JTL and NWTC – 
STEM Partnership for 
Growth 

EOI £2,731,088 £1,228,989 45% 

 

Myerscough College – 
Croxteth Campus 
Redevelopment 

EOI £2,996,500 £2,496,499* 83% 
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Project App Type 
EOI/Full 

Total Project 
Value 

Grant 
Sought 

Intervention 
Rate  

City of Liverpool 
College - Digital 
Academy  

EOI £2,564,000 £2,180,000* 85% 

 

Wirral Met College - 
Wirral Waters 
University Health 
Campus 

EOI £5,150,000 £2,000,000 39% 

 

Total Funding   £13,441,588 £7,905,488 59% 
 

     *Expected to reduce down closer to or at 2:1 benchmark  
 

6.2 Overall across the previous sites and premises rounds (£10,750,597) and including 
the above package (£7,905,488) the total grant investments made under the Sites 
and Premises strand so far stands at £18,656,085 against a total profile for this 
strand of £23.6m. 

 
6.3 Assuming the above recommendations are approved, the total commitment under 

the Skills Capital Programme overall is £23,576,770 which leaves a total of 
£17,523,230 to be committed in 2016/17.  This includes £5,000,000 which is 
allocated to the low carbon strand as per the business case to BIS leaving a total of 
£12,523,230 that has the potential to be aligned with supporting the outcomes of the 
Area Based Review process as proposed at section 7. 

 
6.4 As indicated in point 5.7 the Hugh Baird College application is still under 

consideration and if this is recommended for approval by the Panel there is the 
potential to increase investment by up to £1,994,905 for this strand. 

 
Overall Match Funding Position 

 
6.5 Attached at Appendix 2 is a list of all the projects approved under the Skills Capital 

Programme (excluding the projects in this report).  The biggest beneficiaries of these 
investments are the 7 City Region FE Colleges to which the Combined Authority has 
made a total in principle grant offer of £14,700,398 against a total commitment of 
£15,671,282. 

 
6.6 Based on the investments to date, the overall grant intervention rate for the 

programme as a whole is now 68% (all strands, all providers).  The intervention rates 
requested by each applicant in relation to the competitive elements of the programme 
have varied significantly (33% - 85%) from project to project.  For some strands open 
to FE Colleges only (low carbon and improved facilities) a 100% allocation process 
has been adopted.  However, it is important to recognise that value for money is a 
key measure within the evaluation framework agreed with Government.  On this 
basis as the available funding pot reduces, the challenge for match funding to be 
provided (where an applicant has not provided compelling evidence that they aren’t 
in a position to do so) must be maintained and increase in rigour. This has been a 
factor in the Panel’s approach to appraisal and recommendations under this current 
round.  

 
 
7. SKILLS CAPITAL PROGRAMME - NEXT STEPS 
  
7.1 The Government announced during summer 2015 their intention to carry out Area 

Based Reviews of Post-16 education across all LEP areas by the end of March 2017.  
As part of the recent Devolution Deal it was agreed that an early review, staring in 
April 2016 will be carried out for the Liverpool City Region.  
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7.2 The Area Based Review process has been established to address the emerging 
financial issues that many FE Colleges across the country are experiencing.  The 
national policy intent is to create fewer, more resilient and more specialised Colleges 
including Institutes of Technology, whilst also supporting institutions that achieve 
excellence in teaching essential basic skills – such as Maths and English.  

 
7.3 Area Based Reviews by their nature are expected to bring about infrastructure 

changes of some kind and the Government has indicated that they would expect City 
Regions to provide funding support for changes in their area.  

 
7.4 In the circumstances the recommendation is that further rounds of the Skills Capital 

Programme are paused until the outcome of the Area Based Review is known. This 
is in line with the approach advocated by BIS and is similar to that in other City 
Regions. If this recommendation is accepted by the Combined Authority and the LEP 
Strategic Board the likelihood is that the outcome of the Area Based Review will be 
known in the early autumn 2016 and any future calls for Skills Capital projects would 
recommence at this point. The implications of pausing the programme in terms of 
spend in 2016/17 will be considered with Merseytravel (as CA Accountable Body) in 
the context of the wider implementation of Growth Deal projects.  

 
 
8.  RISKS AND MITIGATION 
 
8.1 There are key risks and issues with implementing an investment fund of this nature 

as follows:- 
 
Table D 

Risk Issue Mitigation 

Ensuring the award of Skills Capital 
Investments is open and transparent 
and that conflicts of interest are 
effectively managed whilst at the same 
time ensuring the approval and 
decision making process is agile and fit 
for purpose by way of managing risk 
and maximising spend. 

The operation of the fund has been 
managed through a clear and transparent 
process, including the publication of the 
Assurance Framework, scheme paperwork 
and establishment and role of the 
Investment Panel and LEP Board and 
Combined Authority. 

Awarding the funding to successful 
applicants is only the start of the 
process for Skills Capital Investments 
and further work is needed over the 
coming months to develop, in 
conjunction with the Accountable Body 
(via Merseytravel), the legal, funding 
arrangements and programme/project 
and risk management for the offer and 
deployment of the grant. 

The City Region Employment and Skills 
Team and Merseytravel have worked 
closely to establish a set of management 
and monitoring processes.  This type of 
activity is resource intensive so 
discussions are underway linked to the 
wider Devolution Deal. 
 
 

Post-16 Area Based Reviews will 
require significant funding which may 
already be tied up in projects if 
investment continues to be approved 
under the scheme. 

The Combined Authority and the LEP 
Strategic Board to consider launching 
future rounds of the Skills Capital 
Programme once the outcome of the Post-
16 Area Based Review is known. 

 
 
9 COMMUNICATION 
  
9.1 The information contained within this report will be comminuctaed as appropriate to 

delivery partners through existing networks. 
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10.  CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS 
 
10.1 This paper has set out the outcome of the appraisal process for the latest round of 

Sites and Premises applications. The LEP Strategic Board is asked to note and 
approve the Panel’s recommendations from a strategic perspective in relation to the 
Sites and Premises projects for notification to applicants.  They are also asked to 
note and approve the proposal to plan for the launch of future rounds of the Skills 
Capital Programme once the outcome of the Post-16 Area Based Review process is 
known (likely Autumn 2016). 
 

 
Contact Officer: 
Sue Jarvis, Knowsley Council (0151 443 3559) 
 
Appendices:  
 
Appendix One - Sites and Premises (Strand 1 – Round 2) Appraisal Outcomes 
Appendix Two – Prior Skills Capital Commitments 
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SITES AND PREMISES (STRAND 1 – ROUND 2) APPRAISAL OUTCOMES                                                                    APPENDIX ONE 
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Project Description & Learner Outcomes 
Total 

Project 
Value (£) 

Grant Value 
(£) 

Intervention 
Rate (%) 

Clarification Issues 

Myerscough 
College – 
Croxteth 
Campus Re-
development 
Phase 1 

25 N/A 

Description 
Two phase investment programme in the College’s 
learning provision delivered from Croxteth Country 
Park.  
 
Learner Outcomes 

 27 new apprenticeships; 

 No change to Adult (19 year old+) classroom 
based learners; and  

 24 new Traineeships 

£2,996,500 £2,496,500 83% 
 

 

 Accurate monthly expenditure sheet required to reflect actual grant 
spend 

 Evidence of lease term to be provided 

 The financial appraisal completed by SFA suggests the applicant 
could afford a greater level of co-investment ( up to 67% co-
investment) 

 The wider Visitor Economy benefits of the project requires more detail 

Panel  Recommendation:      Approve EOI in principle 

Hugh Baird 
College -  
Port 
Academy 
Technology 
Centre 

35 38 

Description 
Development of a Technology Centre in a former 
church in Bootle.  
 
Learner Outcomes 

 50 new Apprenticeships;  

 58 new Adult Skills classroom based learners; 
and  

 10 new Traineeships. 
 

£2,569,905 £1,994,905 78%  Requires accurate monthly expenditure profile / additional financial 
information 

 A detailed breakdown of the learner numbers and timescales for 
achieving these are required 

 The specialist equipment cost for the project is high (c. £250,000) 

 The financial appraisal completed by SFA suggests the applicant 
could afford a greater level of co-investment ( up to 67% co-
investment) 

Panel  Recommendation:        Defer both EOI and Full application and request further evidence (see main report for outcome of challenge session) 

JTL with 
North West 
Training 
Council – 
STEM 
Partnership 
for Growth 

29 21 

Description 
Fully refurbish NWTC existing training facility for 
engineering, manufacturing and building services. 
 
Learner Outcomes 

 716 additional Apprenticeships; 

 36 additional Adult (19 year old+) classroom 
based learners; and  

 180 new Traineeships over a 3 year period (60 
per year) will benefit from the project (currently 
have 0) 

£2,731,088 £1,228,989                             45% 
 

 

 Governance arrangements for the project require further clarification 
e.g. provision of a MoU needed to demonstrate how the project will 
operate in practice and the nature of the relationship  

 Need to evidence who will retain the legal interest in the property 
post-refurbishment: JTL or NWTC? 

 Capacity to deliver learner growth to be clarified 

 EOI lacking some programme / financial information 

Panel  Recommendation:        Approve EOI in principle, refuse Full Application (i.e. the Full Application would need to be re-submitted) 
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Applicant 
Window 2 
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Project Description & Learner Outcomes 
Total Project 

Value (£) 
Grant Value 

(£) 
Intervention 

Rate (%) 
Clarification Issues 

Alt Valley 
Community 
Trust - 
Health and 
Wellbeing 
Specialist 
Training 
College 

17 N/A 

Description 
The application seeks to re-configure their Croxteth 
based provision to enable: 
a) Creation of a mock hospital ward in the 

training centre for health care and related 
professions; 

b) A technical design centre (for construction 
training); and 

c) Wellness training studio and catering training. 
 
Learner Outcomes 

 90 new Apprenticeships;  

 0 Adult Skills classroom based learners; and  

 150 new Traineeships 

£1,200,000 £840,000 70%  Lack of clear financial information submitted to assess affordability 

 Expenditure is stated to be in 2015-16 but, according to the outline 
programme, should be in 2016-17 

 Various estates issues outstanding / unclear from written application 

 Lacking written evidence of employer support for the project 

 Discrepancy in learner benefit figures 
 

Panel Recommendation:       Refuse EOI due to low overall assessment score.  Advise Alt Valley to submit another application (if eligible) under a future round 

City of 
Liverpool 
College - 
Digital 
Academy 

29 N/A 

Description 
The project will expand digital course provision and 
consolidate delivery on one site, to be known as the 
Digital Academy, to meet employer skills demand in 
the digital and creative sector. 
 
Learner Outcomes 

 An additional 59 Apprenticeships;  

 An additional 91 Adult Skills classroom based 
learners; and  

 20 new Traineeships 

£2,564,000 £2,180,000 85%  Financial discrepancies (e.g. the monthly expenditure profile sheet 
needs to be amended so it is in line with the values on the application as 
submitted) 

 The financial appraisal completed by SFA suggests the applicant could 
afford a greater level of co-investment (up to 67% co- investment) 

 Availability of public funding to undertake some of the qualifications 
being offered (Microsoft vendor qualifications particularly) 

 Mix of equipment proposed against industry need in the creative sector 
(mix between apple and PC products) 

Panel  Recommendation:    Approve EOI in-principle, subject to clarification via a Full Application of the issues raised at the Panel’s challenge session 

Wirral Met 
College - 
Wirral 
Waters 
University 
Health 
Campus 

31 N/A 

Description 
New build project to provide flexible learning space 
focused on healthcare provision that will double 
existing teaching capacity for 25% additional space 
whilst at the same time incorporating a new refectory 
and enhanced Learning Resource Centre. 
 
Learner Outcomes 

 An additional 30 new Apprenticeships;  

 An additional 39 new Adult Skills classroom 
based learners; and  

 No additional Traineeships 

£5,150,000 £2,000,000 39%  The Financial Appraisal notes that as the grant rate is only slightly over 
the 33% level, and further equipment donations are planned that are 
currently not part of the project, the LEP/CA need to consider if securing 
further cash co-investment is worth pursuing further 

 More information is required on the source and nature of the cash match 
funding on offer 

 Greater clarity on the governance arrangements for the project, including 
the University of Chester’s investment and how this would work from a 
legal and financial perspective and in practice 

 Submission of a Memorandum of Understanding setting out the above 

 The SFA funded learner benefits arising from the project need clarifying 
to determine the effectiveness of the proposed pathways into nursing 
and other NHS careers requiring Higher Level vocational qualification 

Panel  Recommendation:     Approve EOI in principle 
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 OVERALL PRIOR SKILLS CAPITAL COMMITMENTS        APPENDIX TWO 
 

Applicant Strand – Project Total 
Value of Grant 

Requested 
Process 

City of 
Liverpool 
College 

Sites & Premises- Refurbishment 
works to STEM centre at City 6 
Campus (Clarence St) 

£3,011,696 Competitive   

Equipment - Academy Restaurant – 
equipment upgrade (Visitor Economy) 

£55,871 Competitive  

Low Carbon  £305,320 Allocation* 

Improved Facilities  £334,856 Allocation* 

City of Liverpool Overall Total £3,707,743 
 

Hugh Baird 
College 

Sites & Premises - Port Academy 
Liverpool 

£1,980,136 
Competitive  

Equipment - Engineering & 
Technologies 

£65,531 
Competitive  

Equipment Port - Academy  £112,400 Competitive  

Equipment - Visitor Economy 
Hospitality 

£367,719 
Competitive  

Low Carbon £202,450 Allocation* 

Improved Facilities £232,404 Allocation* 

Hugh Baird College Overall Total £2,960,640 
 

Knowsley 
Community 
College 

Sites & Premises - SMART Logistics 
Academy 

£803,497 
Competitive  

Equipment - LCR Centre for Advanced 
Manufacturing. 

£91,306 
Competitive  

Low Carbon   £213,540 Allocation* 

Improved Facilities  £230,790 Allocation* 

Knowsley Community College Overall Total £1,339,133 
 

Riverside 
College Halton 

Sites & Premises -  STEM Innovation 
Centre 

£1,509,000 Competitive 

Low Carbon  £168,260 Allocation* 

Improved Facilities £246,214 Allocation* 

Riverside College Overall Total £1,923,474 
 

Southport 
College 

Sites & Premises -  Refurbishment of 
Tony Leigh (TL) Building Phase 2 

£407,000 
Competitive  

Improved Facilities - TB Building Brick 
& Steelwork 

£90,750 
Competitive  

Low Carbon  £172,070 Allocation* 

Improved Facilities  £212,158 Allocation* 

Southport College Overall Total £881,978 
 

St Helens 
College 

Sites & Premises -  SMART Logistics 
Academy 

£577,434 
Competitive  

Equipment -  TV & Radio Studio £31,982 Competitive  

Low Carbon  £268,760 Allocation* 

Improved Facilities  £308,715 Allocation* 

St Helens College Overall Total £1,186,891 
 

Wirral 
Metropolitan 
College 

Sites & Premises - Wirral STEM Centre £2,000,000 Competitive  

Improved Facilities -  Maintenance 
Upgrade 

£290,643 
Competitive  

Equipment - Visitor Economy 
Equipment Upgrade 

£31,176 
Competitive  

Low Carbon  £169,600 Allocation* 

Improved Facilities  £209,120 Allocation* 

Wirral Metropolitan College Overall Total £2,700,539 
 

FE COLLEGES OVERALL TOTAL £14,700,398 
 

    *NB As per CA/LEP allocation decisions.   Page 79



 

 

Applicant Strand – Project Title 
Value of Grant 

Requested 
Process 

Maritime and 
Engineering 
College North 
West 

Sites & Premises - Building for the 21st 
century.  

£243,000 
Competitive  

Equipment - Advanced Manufacturing 
simulator hardware & offline 
Programming suites 

£56,770 

Competitive  

Maritime and Engineering College NW Overall Total £299,770 
 

North 
Liverpool 
Regeneration 
Company 

Sites & Premises - Low Carbon 
Training 

£218,833 Competitive 

North Liverpool Regeneration Company Overall Total £218,833 
 

Women’s 
Technology 
Training 
Limited 
(Blackburne 
House) 

Equipment - Blackburne House- 
Enterprising Futures 

£452,281 Competitive 

Blackburn House Overall Total £452,281 
 

OTHER PROVIDERS OVERALL TOTAL £970,884 
 

 
 
 

Total Programme 
   

Intervention 
Rate  

FE COLLEGES OVERALL TOTAL £14,700,398 70% 

OTHER PROVIDERS OVERALL TOTAL £970,884 53% 

OVERALL TOTAL  £15,671,282 68% 

 

Page 80



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LEP Board Meeting 4 February 2016 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Author:        Presented by: 
Tony Wade        Frank Rogers 
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1. Purpose of report 
 
1.1 The report provides an update on the progress of developing the shortlisted Liverpool City 

Region Transport Schemes and to request approval of the Full Business Cases for two 

schemes to commence delivery in the financial year 2016/17. 

1.2 Appended is a detailed report form the LCR Combined Authority Lead Officer for Transport 

that provides a general update on the progress and status of fourteen prioritised schemes 

addressing the City Region’s most pressing investment priorities for transport using an agreed 

shortlisted process set out in the city region Transport Assurance Framework. 

1.3 In particular, two further schemes are developed to Full Business Case status and now require 

approval to progress to allow delivery to commence in 2016/17. The timescales involved and 

the timing of CA and LEP Board meetings necessitated the paper being presented to the CA 

before coming to the LEP Board. 

2 Recommendations 

2.1 To note the appended report by the CA’s Lead Officer for Transport that details the progress 

on the development of 14 Full Business Cases which address the most urgent transport and 

highway issues in the Liverpool City Region.   

2.2 To approve the Full Business Case for Windle Island; and 

2.3 To approve the Full Business Case for the Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance scheme.  

3 Background 

3.1 The announcement by Government in July 2014 of the award of £232.2m in Local Growth 

Funds (LGF) was reported to the LEP Board that month. 

3.2 A significant element of the award (£183.2m) related to transport schemes with the funds 

originating from the Department for Transport (DfT). 

3.3 Whilst these funds were earmarked for LCR and in many cases against specific schemes it is 

necessary for the LCR to develop business cases, as detailed in the Assurance Framework, 

for those schemes that were prioritised. 

3.4 The strand of the Assurance Framework dealing with transport major schemes was well 

developed from pre-existing DfT frameworks that were operated by the LCR Local Transport 

Body (LTB). 

3.5 In December 2014, the LEP Board received a presentation on how this would operate which 

was through the ‘Major Schemes Business Case Process’. The process has 5 stages as 

follows; 

a. Problem identification. 
b. Scheme design. 
c. Strategic Outline Case. 
d. Outline Business Case. 
e. Major Scheme Business Case. 

 
3.6 In the same presentation the status of the individual schemes was given and which showed 

schemes were at various stages of progress. Three schemes were at an advanced stage and 

the Board approved them as meeting the City Region’s strategic objectives. 
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3.7 Two further schemes are now brought forward for approval of their Full Business Cases, the 

final stage of approval prior to commencement. These schemes are; 

a. Windle Island; and 

b. Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance. 

The detail of each and the results of their assessment at outline and full business case stages 

are included in the appended papers. 

4 Conclusions 

4.1 The process of business case development and assessment for transport schemes is well 

established through predecessor processes develop by the LTB following DfT guidelines. 

Consequently reliance can be placed on the outcomes of these processes. 

4.2 The LEP Board should satisfy itself that the outcomes of the assessment process deliver 

outcomes that meet its strategic expectations and if content endorse the recommendations to 

approve the two schemes. 

 

Appendices: 

Report to the LCR CA from the Lead Officer for transport including the Major Business 

Scheme Assessment for each scheme. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 LIVERPOOL CITY REGION COMBINED AUTHORITY 
 
 
To:      The Chair and Members of the Combined Authority 
 
Meeting:     18 December 2015 
 
Authority/Authorities Affected:  All 
 
EXEMPT/CONFIDENTIAL ITEM: No 
 
 

REPORT OF THE LEAD OFFICER: TRANSPORT 
 

LIVERPOOL CITY REGION GROWTH DEAL SCHEMES 
 

 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
 The purpose of this report is to update the Combined Authority on the progress of 

developing the shortlisted Liverpool City Region Transport Schemes and to request 
approval of the Full Business Cases for two schemes to commence delivery in the 
financial year 2016/17. 

 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 It is recommended that the Liverpool City Region Combined Authority:- 
 

(a) Approve the Full Business Case for Windle Island; and 
(b) Approve the Full Business Case for the Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance 

scheme. 
 
3. BACKGROUND 
 
3.1 Merseytravel, on behalf of the Liverpool City Region, is managing a programme of 

developing major schemes to take advantage of investment through the Local 
Growth Fund (LGF).  These 14 schemes form a prioritised list of the City Region’s 
most pressing investment priorities for transport using an agreed shortlisted 
process set out in the city region Transport Assurance Framework. 

 
3.2 Authorities across the City Region have continued the development of 14 Full 

Business Cases which address the most urgent transport and highway issues in the 
Liverpool City Region.  These are:- 

 
Scheme Sponsor Scheme Name LGF Value (£m) Status 

Knowsley MBC Access and 
Connectivity 
Improvements to 
Knowsley Industrial 
Park 

£5.6m  Approved by the 
Combined Authority 
January 2015 
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Scheme Sponsor Scheme Name LGF Value (£m) Status 

Knowsley MBC A5300 Knowsley 
Expressway 

£4.0m Approved by the 
Combined Authority 
January 2015 

Merseytravel Newton-le-Willows 
Interchange 

£14.4m Approved by the 
Combined Authority 
January 2015 

Merseytravel Halton Curve £10.4m Outline Business 
Case assessed. Full 
Business Case 
submitted December 
2015 

Merseytravel Maghull North £6.2m Full Business Case 
under development 

Liverpool City 
Council 

North Liverpool Key 
Corridors 

£13.3m Outline Business 
Case November 
2015 

Liverpool City 
Council 

City Centre Strand 
Corridor 

£5.4m Scheme will be 
brought forward for 
Combined Authority 
approval during 
2016 

Liverpool City 
Council 

City Centre 
Connectivity 

£33.0m Scheme is a 
retained scheme and 
will be appraised by 
DfT. Approval will be 
sought from the CA 
following/in line with 
DfT timescales 
during 2016 

Halton Silver Jubilee Bridge 
Maintenance 

£5.0m To be considered by 
the Combined 
Authority December 
2015 

St Helens MBC A570 Linkway £3.6m Outline Business 
Case assessed. Full 
Business Case 
under development 
for submission 
February 2016 

St Helens MBC Windle Island £3.8m To be considered by 
the Combined 
Authority December 
2015 

Sefton MBC M58 Junction 
Improvements 

£5.5m Outline Business 
Case November 
2015 
 

Wirral MBC Wirral Dock Bridges £6.7m Funding secured 
from DfT Highways 
Maintenance 
Challenge Fund and 
is therefore 
withdrawn from this 
process 

Merseytravel Sustainable £41.4m Approved by the 
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Scheme Sponsor Scheme Name LGF Value (£m) Status 

Transport 
Enhancement 
Package (STEP) 

Combined Authority 
April 2015 

 
3.3 The Combined Authority approved Full Business Cases for three of these schemes 

at the Combined Authority Meeting held on the 23 January 2015 – ie Knowsley 
Industrial Park, A5300 Knowsley Expressway and Newton-le-Willows Interchange.  
A further scheme was approved at the Combined Authority meeting held on the 
17 April 2015 ie Sustainable Transport Enhancement Package (STEP) and these 
schemes are progressing with delivery.  An offer letter and funding agreement to 
each of the promoting authorities is now in place.  Also, in March 2015, Wirral were 
successful in securing funding from the Department for Transport Highways 
Maintenance Challenge Fund and have been awarded £6.4m for the Wirral Dock 
Bridges scheme.  This scheme has therefore now formally been withdrawn from the 
Growth Deal programme. 

 
3.4 Two more Full Business Cases have been submitted and are therefore seeking full 

approval from the Combined Authority.  These are the Major Scheme Business 
Cases for Windle Island and Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance. 

 
 
4. 2016/17 GROWTH DEAL SCHEMES FOR APPROVAL 
 
4.1 There are currently six large transport schemes that have been identified to 

commence delivery during 2016/17. These are:- 
 

(a) Halton Curve, Merseytravel 
(b) Maghull North, Merseytravel 
(c) Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance, Halton Council 
(d) North Liverpool Key Corridors, Liverpool City Council 
(e) Windle Island, St Helens 
(f) A570 Corridor, St Helens 

 
4.2 Of the six schemes, four are currently preparing final business cases and two 

schemes have submitted final business cases for consideration by the Combined 
Authority – Windle Island and Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance. 

 
4.3 The Full Business Cases for Windle Island and Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance 

have been submitted and have been assessed by the Transport Advisory Group’s 
(TAG) independent advisory consultant, Waterman’s. 

 
4.4 The Full Business Cases accord with the Department for Transport (DfT) appraisal 

guidelines.  The Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) for each scheme is set out below: 
 

Scheme Assessment BCR 

Windle Island Very high value for money 6.4 

Silver Jubilee Bridge 
Maintenance 

Medium value for money 1.6 

 
4.5 In addition, as part of the detailed scheme approval process, the Combined 

Authority requires scheme promoters to submit evaluation and monitoring 
statements and the requirement to monitor and evaluate schemes will be a 
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funding condition.  The monitoring and evaluation strategy submitted as part of 
the business case must follow current DfT guidance.  As part of its evaluation 
exercise, the Transport Advisory Group (TAG) will ensure, aided by Waterman’s 
that monitoring and evaluation proposals are fit for purpose and accord with DfT 
guidance and this will form part of the recommendations to the Combined Authority. 

 
4.6 The detailed feedback from the assessment from Waterman’s of the two business 

cases is set out in Appendix A but in summary:- 
 

4.6.1  Windle Island – There are no major deficiencies with the business case but 
in general, details and feedback from consultation events are missing.  This 
has been shared with the scheme promoter who has indicated that following 
confirmation of funding, consultation will be undertaken using the St Helens 
Consultation Toolkit.  

 
4.6.2 Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance - The assessment from Waterman’s has 

indicated that there are shortfalls in the Full Business Case.  This is not 
unexpected given the nature of the scheme ie a maintenance scheme.  This 
does not affect the overall result from the assessment by Waterman’s.  The 
LCR Assurance Framework recognises that not all LCR priorities will be the 
same and allows for the Transport Advisory Group and the Combined 
Authority to make positive recommendations on schemes “having regard to 
specific circumstances including very convincing wider economic, social and 
environmental benefits, the ability of the scheme to address multiple city 
regional policy objectives, and circumstances where significant levels of 
match funding are being provided by the scheme promoter.”  Other criteria 
includes urgent health and safety considerations, particularly in the event of 
a major maintenance scheme, or a scheme having very strong levels of 
public support. 

 
4.7 Based on the assessment of the Full Business Cases by Waterman’s, the Transport 

Advisory Group is recommending that the Combined Authority approve the Full 
Business Cases for Windle Island and Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance. 

 
 
5. RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 The tables below set out the base cost funding profiles for Windle Island and Silver 

Jubilee Bridge Maintenance, identifying the level of funding being sought and the 
levels of match funding contributions from the promoting authorities.  It is also 
confirmed that the funding contributions are in place and a signed Value for Money 
Statement from the District’s respective Section 151 Officers from each promoting 
authority has been included in the Full Business Case for each scheme.  This is a 
core criterion in any funding decisions being considered by the Combined Authority.  
The Value for Money statements have been validated by Waterman’s and the 
Transport Advisory Group (TAG) is satisfied that the schemes offer value for money 
to the City Region. 
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 Windle Island Funding Profile 
 

 2016/17 2017/18 Total 

LGF funding required  £3,080,868 £770,217 £3,851,086 

Local contribution £342,319 £85,580 £427,898 

Annual Totals £3,423,187 £855,797 £4,278,984 

 
 Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance Funding Profile 
  
 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 3 Year 

Total 
2019/20* 2020/21* 5 Year* 

Total 

LGF funding 
required  

£1,068,306 £1,149,035 £1,423,601 £3,640,942 £1,323,079 £884,794 £5,848,815 

Local 
contribution 

£95,914 £101,032 £122,754 £319,700 £109,777 £73,639 £503,116 

Annual Totals £1,164,220 £1,250,067 £1,546,355 £3,960,642 £1,432,856 £958,433 £6,351,931 

* The SJB scheme is a three year scheme and CA approval is being sought for the three year programme.  
However, as part of the full business case submission, Halton have included additional details for a 
programme covering 2019/20 and 2020/21 should additional funding be available.  However it is recognised 
that this would be subject to a further report to the CA for approval. 
 
 
6. RISKS AND MITIGATION 
 
 There is a risk that without the approval of the Major Scheme Business Case for the 

Windle Island and Silver Jubilee Bridge Maintenance, the promoting authorities will 
not be in a position to commence delivery of the schemes with any confidence 
during 2016/17 and the consequent reputational risk to the city regions ability to 
deliver large transport schemes. 

 
 
7. EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS 
 
7.1 As part of developing a Full Business Case, scheme promoters must give due 

consideration to the equality and diversity implications of their scheme and what 
mitigation measures, if any, will be required to ensure that the implementation of the 
scheme does not have any negative implications on those who have protected 
characteristics. 

 
7.2 No concerns were raised in the assessment of both of these Full Business Cases. 
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8. COMMUNICATION ISSUES 
 
8.1 A detailed technical report into the Independent Assessment of the business cases 

undertaken by Waterman’s on behalf of the Combined Authority has been 
discussed in the Transport Advisory Group; therefore, all directly involved Liverpool 
City Region partners have been involved in agreeing the recommendations put 
forward. 

 
8.2 Once a decision is reached by the Combined Authority all business cases are 

published on the Merseytravel website in accordance with the Transport Assurance 
Framework. 

 
 
9. CONCLUSION 
 
  Based on the advice of an Independent Assessor (Waterman’s), the Transport 

Advisory Group (TAG) recommends to the Combined Authority the approval of the 
Major Scheme Business Cases for Windle Island and Silver Jubilee Bridge 
Maintenance to enable the scheme promoters to draw down Local Growth Fund 
(LGF) to commence delivery of schemes to support the ambitions of the Liverpool 
City Region. 

 
FRANK ROGERS 

Lead Officer Transport 
 
 

Contact Officers 
John Smith, Merseytravel (0151 330 1307) 
Barbara Wade, Merseytravel, (0151 330 1852) 
Liz Carridge, Merseytravel (0151 330 1151) 
 
Appendices: 
Appendix A – Liverpool City Region Major Transport Scheme Business Case Assessment 
 
Background Documents 
None 
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Appendix A - Liverpool City Region Major Schemes Full Business Case Assessment 
 
Windle Island 
 
Introduction 
 
The purpose of this report is to present to the Transport Advisory Group (TAG) the findings 
of the Major Scheme Business Case assessments carried out for the Outline Business 
Cases and Full Business Cases by Waterman’s for the Windle Island major scheme. 
 
This report further sets out recommendations, based on the formal assessment for TAG to 
consider before making any final recommendations to the Combined Authority (CA). 
 
Background 
 
Headline Description 
 
The Windle Island improvements scheme seeks to address current severe congestion, 
safety and network resilience issues at the Windle Island junction. Located central to the 
M57, M58, M6 and M62, the junction is a significant link in the Liverpool City Region 
(LCR), providing: 
  

 Critical north-south and east-west movements;  

 A key arterial to SuperPort, supporting the LCR freight and logistics hub;  

 An important link to key employment and investment sites; and  

 A vital connection to future housing developments.  
 
The Scheme 
 
The scheme will deliver benefits to St. Helens and the wider LCR through: 
 

 The installation of controlled pedestrian crossings on all arms of the junction;  

 Toucan crossings across the A570 South and A580 East arms;  

 Widening of existing pedestrian crossing refuges at the Windle Island and 
A570/Bleak Hill Road junctions;  

 Widening of the A570 North arm to allow the provision of an additional left turn flare 
on the A570 southbound carriageway;  

 Lengthening to the existing right turn flare on the A580 West arm;  

 Widening of the central reserve along the A580 through the junction to allow the 
provision of a vehicle restraint barrier;  

 Segregation of the existing right turn from the A570 South arm to the A580 East 
arm; and  

 Upgrades to the existing intelligent transport facilities to include increased CCTV 
coverage and variable message signs.  

 
Table 1: Windle Island Cost Profile 
 
 2016/17 2017/18 Total 

Major scheme 
funding required 

£3,080,868 £770,217 £3,851,086 

Local contribution £342,319 £85,580 £427,898 

Annual Totals £3,423,187 £855,797 £4,278,984 
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Business Case Assessment – Summary Headlines 
 
Set out below is a summary of the key headlines from the assessment of the Outline 
Business Case (OBC) and Full Business Case (FBC) for the Windle Island scheme. A 
more detailed breakdown of identified issues for the OBC’s is set out in Appendix 1 and 
the detailed assessment of the FBC’s is set out in Appendix 2. 
 
In assessing business cases, Waterman’s are required to consider the following: 
 

 Business Cases accord with DfT requirements and are therefore webTAG 
compliant; 

 Business Cases are proportionate to the size of the scheme; and 

 Business Cases are sufficiently robust and offer the best value for money to help 
meet the ambitions of the CA. 

 
Outline Business Case 
 
Following submission of the Options Appraisal Report, the OBC focusses on a detailed 
assessment of the options presented to find the best solution. Full economic and financial 
appraisals take place during the OBC (building up the economic and financial cases), a 
preferred option is selected and where relevant, preparations are made for the potential 
contract through the development of the commercial case. The arrangements required to 
ensure successful delivery of the scheme are set out in the management case. In 
summary, the OBC is used to: 
 

 Align the progress of the project towards achieving city region objectives; 

 Confirm the strategic fit and the case for change; 

 Set out a detailed assessment of the options to find the preferred solution; 

 Refine the investment/intervention proposal; and 

 Provide details of the schemes overall balance of benefits and costs against 
objectives. 

 
The assessment of the OBC by Waterman’s did not highlight any major issues that would 
otherwise not be dealt with at the Full Business Case stage. Appendix A highlights those 
areas that required further information to be addressed during the development of the Full 
Business Case. 
 
Full Business Case 
 
Using the feedback from the assessment of the OBC, scheme promoters are required to 
complete a FBC for each of their schemes. The FBC’s will be assessed by Waterman’s 
and TAG will consider each FBC assessment and make recommendations to the 
Combined Authority as to whether business cases should be approved and a scheme 
therefore proceeds to implementation. The FBC should: 
 

 Provide details of the schemes overall balance of benefits and costs against 
objectives and set out plans for monitoring and evaluating these benefits when 
required; 

 Confirm the strategic fit and the case for change; 

 Provide the business and financial rationale fo r the scheme; 

Page 92



 Detail the proposed contract management resourcing, processes and benefits 
realisation plans; 

 Show how the return would justify the overall investment of time and money; and 

 Continue to be used to align the progress of the scheme towards achieving 
Combined Authority objectives. 

 
The detailed feedback from the assessment by Waterman’s of the FBC is set out in 
appendix 2. The BCR for the scheme shows that the Windle Island scheme offers very 
high value for money with a BCR of 6.24.  
 
There are no major deficiencies with the FBC but in general, details and feedback from 
consultation events are missing. This has been shared with the scheme promoter who has 
responded to the specific issues identified by Waterman’s as follows: 
 
 

 
Topic Commentary What is 

included in Full 
Business Case 

Justification 

Strategic Case Consultation 
to date 

Consultation with 
stakeholders yet 
to take place 

Stakeholder 
interests 
outlined and 
brief reference 
to strong support 
for scheme 

Following 
confirmation of 
funding, 
consultation will 
be undertaken 
using the St 
Helens 
Consultation 
Toolkit 

Economic Case No issues identified 
 

Financial Case No issues identified 
 

Commercial 
Case 

No issues identified 

Management 
Case 

Consultation 
to date 

Consultation with 
stakeholders yet 
to take place 

Stakeholder 
interests 
outlined and 
brief reference 
to strong support 
for scheme 

Following 
confirmation of 
funding, 
consultation will 
be undertaken 
using the St 
Helens 
Consultation 
Toolkit 

 
Conclusions 
Following the assessment of the FBC’s, It is the view of the appointed independent 
assessor, that the business cases for Windle Island is generally well laid out, easy to 
review and in line with the requirements of WebTAG. Waterman’s consider therefore that 
the scheme can be recommended by TAG to the CA for approval.   
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1. PURPOSE 
 
1.1. This paper provides a summary of “The State of the Liverpool City Region Report: Making the 

most of devolution”. This report was conducted jointly on behalf of the Vice-Chancellors of 
Liverpool John Moores University and the University of Liverpool. The team was led by 
Michael Parkinson. 
 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

2.1 The Board is requested to consider and note the content of the report, in particular the “Key 
messages for the leaders of Liverpool City Region” and potential implications for the LEP. 

 
3. INTRODUCTION  

3.1 The State of the Liverpool City Region Report: Making the most of devolution is the 
universities independent contribution to the debate about the future of Liverpool City Region 
(LCR). The research team assessed LCR against the key characteristics of successful city 
regions: 

 Economic diversity 

 Skilled human capital 

 Innovation 

 Connectivity 

 Place quality 

 The strategic capacity to deliver long term development through good governance and 

leadership 

3.2 The report provides an assessment of where the City Region now stands, where it should go 
next, how it should get there and how devolution might help. It is addressed to all the leaders 
in the City Region – public, private and voluntary. 

3.3 The report highlights key points of consensus from City Region stakeholders: 

 How much LCR has improved in the past 15 years 

 What its outstanding challenges are 

 Who needs to do what better or differently in future 

 

4. REPORT CONTENT 
 

4.1 Where are we now? 

4.1.1 The report highlights that Liverpool City Region is at a crucial time as it acquires new powers, 

responsibilities and resources from national government through devolution. The City Region’s 

story over last decade is described as one of genuine progress and increased ambition and 

achievements. “The baseline is higher and the trend is positive however significant challenges 

remain.” 

4.1.2 The report describes a consensus from stakeholders that LCR’s rise has been from a low 

baseline and other places have also improved. The recession has had an impact. The City 

Region is not where it wants and needs to be yet; it needs to be ambitious and compare its 

performance with the very best places in the UK, Europe and beyond. 

4.2 Headline Performance 
 
4.2.1 The report provides quantitative evidence about the City Region’s economic and social 

performance during the boom and bust years since the late 1990’s. Despite the improvements 
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it has made LCR faces significant challenges: 

 Wealth Gap – GVA per capita only ¾ of the national average 

 Jobs Gap – low employment, high unemployment, especially for young people, low jobs 
density 

 Lower skills – relatively low share of workers with higher level skills and high share with no 
qualifications 

 Productivity Gap – high levels of inactivity contribute to a significant productivity gap 

 Business Gap – low business birth rate, relatively small stock of businesses and low 
business survival rates 

 Income Gap – low household incomes, greater dependency on benefits and state pensions 

 Poverty Gap – home to some of the country’s most economically and socially 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods 

 High Inactivity – high levels of long term sickness and significantly higher proportions of 
workless households than the national average 

4.3 LCR Requirements 

4.3.1 To get the City Region where it wants to be the report team conclude that leaders must:  

 Create, attract and retain better jobs 

 Raise skill levels and retain skilled people 

 Increase connectivity 

 Encourage innovation 

 Improve place quality – address problems faced by people and places excluded from 

economic success 

4.3.2 Evidence provided in the report indicates that these challenges are not unique to LCR; other 
UK core city regions face similar problems. 

 

4.4 Devolution  

4.4.1 The report highlights that devolution represents an opportunity to improve the quality of 

services at city regional level, meeting the needs of firms and families better than currently 

achieved. Devolution is highlighted as a tool that, if well planned and delivered, could help the 

City Region to make progress. The powers and responsibilities that the Combined Authority 

and elected City Region Mayor will receive from 2017 are viewed as having real potential to 

affect future economic performance across – skills, employment, housing & planning, energy 

& environment, culture and European funding. 

4.4.2 The report concludes that the prospects of successful delivery of devolution will depend upon 

the capacity, willingness and commitment of the key partners involved across the City Region. 

4.5 LCR Strategic decision-making capacity 

4.5.1 The research team explored LCR’s performance against the key drivers of successful city 

regions: 

 leadership and strategic capacity to exploit assets and develop new economic futures by 

shaping strategies and influencing key programmes 

 Partnerships between key players in the public and private sectors are important 

 Allies to influence decisions of national governments 

 Effective political and administrative leadership 

 Long term commitment to strategic agendas 

 Ability to reconcile shifting agendas 
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 Willingness to take calculated risks 

 Capacity to actively involve public and private sector partners 

4.6 Key Messages for Liverpool City Region Leaders 

4.6.1 The State of Liverpool City Region Report: Making the most of devolution concludes that the 

City Region faces many significant economic and social challenges, but it has shown it is 

moving in the right direction. Devolution represents an opportunity to be seize in order to 

address long term issues, the report provides the following strategic messages for 

improvement: 

 Strengthen partnerships – the private sector, universities, hospitals, professional 

associations, trade unions and voluntary sector need to work together. 

 Create greater trust and honesty – trust, honesty, cooperation are crucial to successful 

city region working, LCR needs greater trust between all partners. 

 Generate more leadership – a more expansive view of the roles partners play. Clarity 

about the role of an elected mayor and their relationship with and accountability to other 

public and private sector organisations is required. 

 Devolve to deliver – shape the way in which public services will be delivered in the future, 

at what quality and price. Devolution is an opportunity, through public sector reform, to 

improve the quality of services at the City Region level. 

 Commit to the principle of a Liverpool City Region – City Region leaders must do more 

to promote the value of the City Region, increase understanding of and support for the 

principle. They will need to collaborate more in the future to address the conviction of 

continued territorial and personal tensions. 

 Clarity of narrative – LCR needs a compelling shared narrative about its long term future 

which goes beyond particular projects, processes or people. It needs robust investment and 

business strategies which link to existing economic assets based on market analysis. 

 Collaboration – develop more trust and robust working relationships between the public 

and private sectors. The private sector requires a more coherent, powerful voice which 

generates and promotes a clearer economic narrative about the future. 

 Accountability – establish greater clarity about the relationship of the local authorities, the 

CA and the LEP and private sector more generally. The LEP will need to be clearer about 

its future role, leadership and capacity as well as priorities. 

 Improve communication – need to have a more assertive strategy for cultivating the 

interest and support of the potential investor class from outside the City Region. A clearer, 

simpler offer of achievements and opportunities (business plan) that is promoted 

systematically and consistently. 

 Make wider links – LCR needs a clearer view of its contribution to the north, UK PLC and 

internationally in Europe and beyond. In particular LCR needs to spell out how it will 

connect to the Northern Powerhouse; its strengths, how it complements other parts of the 

north, its infrastructure and investment needs for the future. 

 Challenge existing strategies – LCR needs to develop a more robust system for 

examining and challenging its economic development strategies. There needs to be greater 

realism and honesty about the long term prospects of places and sectors.  

 Create credible investment strategies and business plans – LCR needs to develop 

more systematic long term investment strategies and develop a pipeline of projects which 

will come on stream in the coming decade. 

 Decision-making systems – with devolution LCR will have to create decision-making 

systems which will allow intelligent planning and resource allocation across a wide set of 

policy areas. 
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 Spatial strategy – LCR needs a spatial strategy which spells out who will do what where in 

the economy, who will live where and how people and jobs will be connected within the City 

Region. 

 Long term perspective – LCR needs to undertake more forward looking strategic analysis. 

The City Region should build on IFB and be much more systematic, consistent and long 

term in its international strategy. 

 Intelligence – LCR needs better market-facing and future-orientated intelligence about 

trends and opportunities nationally and internationally; innovative thinking around 

opportunities/challenges. 

 Delivery – The City Region needs much greater dedicated executive capacity to deliver 

programmes and projects at a city regional scale given the range of responsibilities and 

tasks involved in devolution. 

 Maximise existing capacity – requirement for partnership working and staff from existing 

organisations to work together more coherently across the fields of skills, transportation, 

employment programmes, business services and economic development. 

 Create a Task Force – incorporate people with experience, skills and enthusiasm, in to a 

task force to focus on the key issues facing the City Region.  

 Track Record – LCR needs to be positive about its track record of delivery. 

 
5. NEXT STEPS 

5.1 The contents of this report provide a solid context for the development of the LCR Growth 
Strategy. Michael Parkinson has agreed to continue to support the development of the Growth 
Strategy, by his direct involvement and the use of this report. The Growth Strategy is under 
development and will be launched in June 2016. 
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1. PURPOSE 
 
1.1. This paper provides an update on the development of the single Growth Strategy for the 

Liverpool City Region.  
 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

2.1 The Board is requested to note the content of the report and endorse the position and next 
steps as outlined.  

2.2 The Board is requested to note and approve the change of date for the strategy launch from 
April to June 2016, to accommodate the election period, and the opportunity to coincide the 
launch with the Combined Authority AGM and the IFB.  

 
3. INTRODUCTION & OVERVIEW 

3.1 Following the LEP Strategy Away Day in November, a report was produced for the LEP Board 
and the Combined Authority, which outlined the outcome from this session. One key 
recommendation from this session was the agreement to the formation of a single Growth 
Strategy for the City Region. The LEP Board endorsed this outcome at its last meeting, and 
the Combined Authority on the 18 December approved that “the LCR LEP (with the Combined 
Authority) develop a single Growth Strategy for the Liverpool City Region by April 2016”.   

 
3.2 In December 2015, a workshop took place, to take the recommendation to develop the Growth 

Strategy forward. The workshop had representatives from KPMG, LCR LEP, young 
entrepreneurs, the lead chief executive for economic development and local authority 
regeneration directors. The workshop was facilitated by KPMG who used the work undertaken 
through ‘Magnet Cities’ as a basis for the workshop. The workshop considered; 

 City positioning of the LCR; 

 Consideration of LCR assets and residents – what will be needed to compete in the future; 

 What iconic projects would be required over the next 5 years; 

 How do we secure engagement and agreement. 
 
The key outcomes from this session included: 
Ideas for the LCT Story: 
1. Creative - Music / Culture / Arts/Digital (and includes also innovation)  
2. Green – family friendly / Sports / Outdoor space 
3. Medical – innovation (testing ground for new healthcare approaches)  
 
Assets & Residents – Type of People we need in the City Region 
1. ‘Creatives’ / innovators 
o Independent 
o Resilient, energetic 
o Big hearted and friendly 
2. Young wealth creators 
o 20 – 30 age group 
o Low maintenance, self starters 
o Young people driven out of the London property market 
o Migrants 
o Risk takers  
3. Family starters 
Suggested Iconic Projects 

 Liverpool 100K DNA 

 Liverpool Super Show 

 Liverpool Fellowship – give in-migrants free innovation and living space for a year 

 24 hr City 

 Canals – renovate and link to dockside 
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3.3 The outcome from this workshop we recognise is not definitive, and will be used alongside 
wider information which will be gathered throughout the Strategy development process.  

3.4 This report provides a summary of the current position as a result of the two sessions 
highlighted above, and outlines the next steps for the development of the single growth strategy 
over the coming months.  

 
4. DEVELOPING THE SINGLE GROWTH STRATEGY 

 
4.1 Objectives & rationale – why a single Growth Strategy? 

The objectives and rationale for the growth strategy include: 

 Unique opportunity – opportune time with devolution deal confirmed to consolidate the current 
myriad of LCR strategies (37) into one overarching Growth Strategy, and align the growth 
strategy with devolution implementation plans; 

 To confirm the overarching vision, identity and brand of LCR as a growth engine; 

 To state the current assets of LCR as a springboard for future growth; 

 To provide a clear focus on priorities, interventions  and iconic projects for growth over longer 
term (25 years) and short term deliverables over the next 5 years; 

 To raise the profile of LCR; nationally and globally  to secure additional investment from 
investors (global and national) and central government; 

 To create the strategic framework for an implementation plan to manage delivery and 
performance, which will be developed upon completion of the strategy 

 
4.2 Audience for the strategy 
 

The audiences for the strategy aligned to the rationale and objectives include:  

 Local stakeholders – provide coherence and clarity for existing public and private sectors 
and external stakeholders– to create a framework to align current and future activity and 
investment 

 Government & Institutions– to secure additional further funding and provide confidence in 
LCR strategic focus, direction and contribution to Northern powerhouse and UK plc 

 Global investors – to place Liverpool as the investment location of choice for international 
investment decisions 

 
4.3 Structure & Content of the Strategy Document 

From the discussions to date, it is expected that the structure and content of the document will be 
as follows: 

 Highly visible/info graphic document, which uses pictorial as well as the written word to 
articulate the ambition of the Growth Strategy; 

 

 State the challenge, the opportunity, and proposed response – linking to ‘The State of 
Liverpool City Region Report: Making the most of devolution’; 

 Provide sufficient evidence to substantiate the Strategy and present a compelling case 

 Focus on key growth themes, aligned to the devolution deal, an including; Marketing for 
Growth, Competitiveness and Energy for Growth; 

 Provide high level overview of delivery and implementation plans. 
 
4.4 Process & Timeline  

The following arrangements are in place to support and manage the development of the single 

Growth Strategy: 

 

 Standing Item at the Combined Authority and LEP Board meetings – to enable update on 

progress and influence to future developments; 
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 Standing Item at the Regeneration Directors meeting, which is chaired by the Lead Chief 

Executive for Economic Development; 

 Further workshop in March to follow on from the December Workshop to take the thinking 

further forward; 

 Formation of an officer Strategy Team, made up of officers involved in existing activity to 

support the writing and formation of the strategy.  

Work will continue through these groups to develop the strategy. A further update will be provided 
to the LEP Board at the next meeting. 
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