
RVF meeting with Metro Mayor 

Date: 20/01/20 

Location: Mann Island 

Attendees:  

LCR:  Steve Rotheram – Metro Mayor (SR); Huw Jenkins – Lead Officer for Transport (HJ); Rich 

Durber – Political Adviser to the Metro Mayor; Debbieann Sherlock – PA to Metro Mayor (DS) 

Rimrose Valley Friends (RVF): Stuart Bennett; Gary Young (GY); Linda Gaskell (LG) 

Introductions: 

• SB provided background and reason for seeking meeting, as follows 

• Attended last November’s Green Summit, took part in Air Quality & Transport workshop and 

learned about LCR’s efforts on public transport, active travel, and the detailed programme of 

environmental actions being delivered/planned across the board; it was a very positive day 

• However, the Government’s / Highways England’s (H.E.) road through Rimrose Valley goes 

against the vast majority of the LCR’s defined themes for Year of Environment, namely: Air 

Quality; Climate Change & Resilience; Valuing Green Spaces, Habitats and Biodiversity; 

Connecting and Engaging Communities with Nature; Health & Wellbeing 

• Clarified that, despite our name, our campaign is not JUST about Rimrose Valley and green space 

– it is about seeking a better deal for all of south Sefton, including addressing the challenges 

along the existing route 

• This issue has direct links to national Government’s transport/infrastructure, environment and 

public health policies 

• RVF were here to seek assistance in the hope of updating and engaging the Metro Mayor on this 

issue and to secure greater, ongoing input on this matter  

The Metro Mayor gave an overview of his specific powers and how the Mayoral Combined Authority 

(MCA) is constituted. He explained that he has strategic powers in a number of areas - such as public 

transport but that the proposed road scheme was a DfT initiative which was planned before he was 

elected into his role. He was aware that there were differing opinions on what people affected 

believe to be the best solution, but that the issue needs to be addressed. 

SR reiterated his concerns at the proposed road scheme through Rimrose Valley.       

RVF then asked SR four central questions, as follows: 

1) Does he agree that the road scheme goes against the LCR’s environmental targets (above) and 

would he and the combined authority oppose it? 

 

• SR explained what he as an individual can say/do, versus any statements made by the 

Combined Authority; the latter requires agreement of 6 cabinet members representing each 

borough (Leaders of each Local Authority) 

• For the purpose of this discussion, SB clarified that this was focussed on SR’s views, as  

Metro Mayor and figurehead for the LCR, not the wider Combined Authority’s formally 

agreed stance, going on to say that, were this scheme to have come via the LCR, it would 

have approached it differently  



• SR cited ongoing efforts to seek expansion of the region’s rail links, in particular, connections 

between Liverpool and Manchester and increasing the number of existing lines. This would 

provide dedicated lines for freight as well as retaining and improving the existing passenger 

links  

• SR is seeking increased capacity and affordability for freight trains.  This does not exist today 

and it would connect to the national networks, providing West to East connectivity, which 

we are aware is the missing link in any rail solution 

• SB flagged that Peel Ports have previously indicated that a rail solution would not be suitable 

to them in all cases, citing their ‘local hinterland’ of customers in the North West.  They have 

previously told us that it would be uneconomical to transport via rail in these circumstances 

• SR suggested that one of the biggest issues for the Port of Liverpool to overcome was the 

lost time in HGVs due to queuing in traffic, accidents etc on the road network 

• Having a rail solution which removes the need for HGVs going to the Port entirely by creating 

an interchange/train hub inland, near the motorway network, is what we should be 

targeting; offered ‘Fiddlers Ferry interchange’ as one example 

• All from RVF were pleased to hear about the work being progressed on this front and a 

shared goal of getting freight onto rail 

• In relation to Peel Ports, SB raised RVF’s recent FOI requests which have exposed the 

working relationship between H.E. and Peel Ports, saying RVF believed it was wrong for a 

private entity to have so much influence in the scheme.  SB referenced our recent letter of 

complaint to Sec of State for Transport, in which Metro Mayor was cc’d 

• SR clarified that the needs of the 1.6m citizens of the LCR will always take precedence over 

individual business needs and this will continue to be the case. He is also on record as having 

disagreed with Peel Ports in the past, SR advised however, that a solution to the movement 

of freight is not enough on its own to address the congestion issues we are facing and their 

knock-on effects on health, the environment and the climate emergency 

• All from RVF agreed and advised that one of our campaigns goals is to support and 

encourage the LCR and Sefton’s initiatives on increased use of public transport and 

promoting active travel (see action below) 

 

2) On the back of last year’s statement (see below), what specific actions have been taken to 

support Sefton Council’s and our MPs calls for better alternatives to H.E.’s road? 

 

• SR advised that he has previously written to the Dept of Transport in relation to seeking 

a better outcome – at that time considering a tunnel – and said it would be useful to 

share previous correspondence on the matter (see action below) 

• SR and RD also referenced the statement, saying they believed it was clear and explicit 

and unsure as to what more could it say? 

• SB explained that the previous statement implied that H.E. is part of the solution. RVF 

maintains that it is not and that the government’s mistake was in instructing H.E. in the 

first place. H.E.’s solution will only ever be a variation on a road, which is not what is 

required 

• Instead, SB explained that our campaign is calling for the road scheme to be halted, for 

H.E. to be removed from the project and for the government to instruct independent 

transport and infrastructure consultants to look at the scheme holistically.  We need 

intervention from the Dept for Transport in order to do this and need the Metro Mayor’s 

help in drawing this to his attention 



• SB also clarified that the campaign does not support a road tunnel solution, given that 

the pollution and carbon issues would still exist, the creation of new pollution blackspots 

at the entrances and the potential amount of CPOs required 

• GY said it would lend a lot of weight to the campaign and the public’s perception of the 

LCR’s stance if a new statement were issued, clarifying that sustainability is the LCR’s 

priority and that roads are an outdated way of handling infrastructure; particularly 

relevant at a time of climate emergency declarations by Gov, LCR and Council 

• SR and RD said they would revisit this in light of the above and share a revised statement 

with RVF (see action below) 

 

3) Will SR join Sefton Council and our MPs in publicly and strongly opposing the scheme? 

 

• SR explained that his own position is strategic and it is difficult to align with any 

individual campaign group in one Council/Borough on a green space issue and yet not 

support others, such as Bixteth, Oglet Shore, Allerton Priory etc.  In these cases, he 

would effectively be going against planning decisions made by the constituent 

authorities who are cabinet members of the LCR 

• SB clarified that this is not a Council-led initiative – it is a government NSIP, which is 

being imposed on Sefton and the wider LCR 

• RVF hoped that this is something each local authority would object to 

• SR wondered why this additional support was required – on top of Council and MP’s 

views – and statements he has previously made as Metro Mayor LCR is not an entity 

which is formally/legally involved in the proposed option. 

• LG advised that, based on initial advice we have received on our proposed legal action; 

counsel sees unified political opposition as critical to success 

• Our Council and MPs oppose the scheme, but we believe we need more explicit calls for 

the existing scheme to be halted in pursuit of better alternatives from our Metro Mayor 

• SB stressed the urgency of the situation, in that H.E. is due to hold the statutory 

consultation “in the first half of the year”.  As soon as that happens, the clock starts 

ticking on the planning process of an NSIP and, theoretically, construction could start in 

spring 2022 

• SR/HJ/ RD noted the timeframe of the project, notwithstanding any further legal 

challenges 

• SB also explained the legal advice we have received is that if we are to stop and/or 

significantly alter the scheme, it has to be done in the current ‘pre-application’ phase of 

the project.  Beyond this, it is more about what can be achieved via mitigation 

• SB suggested that, given the Government’s current review of the green book and 

promises of greater expenditure on infrastructure projects in “the North” it is vital that 

we have these conversations now before the project moves to the next phase 

 

4) If a viable alternative could be found which addresses the movement of freight to and from 

the Port of Liverpool in a sustainable manner, would the LCR support this? 

 

• SR responded “Yes”: if it’s achievable, he would get behind any such scheme 

• Furthermore, SR advised that for him, the cost isn’t the dominant factor; we need the 

right solution and that we should not be accepting a sub-optimal option 



• SB/GY advised that this kind of terminology in any new statement would clarify the 

situation not only for our supporters but for people across Sefton 

• SR also wished it to be known that he does not and has never supported the road 

scheme: he welcomes the investment, but not the proposed solution 

• Rather, he believes that the money should be given to the LCR for it to determine and 

design infrastructure that is suitable for the LCR; not decided in Westminster 

 

Actions 

• SR to share previous, relevant correspondence sent from his office on this matter in calling 

for better alternatives; for example, letters to the DfT and any other organisations / 

individuals 

• SR/RD to draft an updated statement on the above and to share with RVF for review 

• RVF committed to supporting the LCR’s public transport and active travel initiatives in any 

way it can.  We have a wide and active supporter base online with whom we can share 

messages and promote these schemes in Sefton 

 

Previous Statement from April, 2019 

“Too often ordinary people feel that those in power are not listening to them, especially 
when it comes to developments affecting their local community. 
“Climate change and poor air quality are some of the biggest challenges of our time and we 
need to think and act differently if we are to meet them.  
“I have been supporting Sefton Council in the campaign for the best deliverable outcome for 
local residents, lobbying government to consider a tunnel and working to increase rail 
capacity for freight. 
“Unfortunately, the process seems to have reached an impasse, which I believe can only be 
resolved by all sides sitting down and talking. I hope Highways England, Peel and the 
Government will urgently meet with Sefton Council and the concerned residents to reflect on 
their views.” 
 
Steve Rotheram, Liverpool City Region Metro Mayor 
 


