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1. Status update Project Description: Repair fault on City Walkway footbridge 
over highway which has led to spalling on footbridge support. 

RAG Status: Amber on project vision, due to delays as part of 
Fundamental Review.  RAG status not previously reported at 
Committee. 

Risk Status: Green when last reported to committee (G1/G2 
report). 

Total Estimated Cost of Project (excluding risk): £340,864 

Change in Total Estimated Cost of Project (excluding risk): 
The agreed capital bid was £1,025,000.  The estimated project 
costs have been reduced by -£684,136.  This is because the 
methods proposed for repair of the footbridge are less intrusive 
than originally estimated.  It is proposed that a lift is not installed 
at the footbridge. 

Spend to Date: £45,029 

Costed Risk Provision Utilised: none requested  

Slippage: Project had been on hold as part of the Fundamental 
Review. 
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so the bridge would need to close whenever the lift is out 
of use.  The lack of a step free option would have adverse 
impacts for people unable to use stairs. However, this 
would be outweighed by the adverse impacts arising from 
introduction of the step free option, including impacts on 
access to the bridge for people with visual impairments 
who may be less readily able to use at grade crossing 
options. Introduction of step-free access would mean the 
footbridge will need to be closed periodically whenever 
the lift needs inspection or work, and will also be closed 
if any incident takes the lift out of service.  The bridge is 
quite long and the south end is not visible from the north 
end, so it will be quite a long way back for anyone who 
gets to the south end to find the lift out of service.  
Alternative designs that preserve the existing staircase 
may be possible but would require costly alterations to 
the existing structure and traffic island.  Planning 
permission would be necessary to add the lift 
shaft/additional walkway needed for step free access.  An 
alternative step free crossing will be provided in the 
Queensbridge House Hotel development (50m east of 
Dominant House Footbridge). Adverse impacts of 
omitting the step free option could also be mitigated by 
providing signs to the alternative crossings with these 
works.  The designs considered are discussed further 
and illustrated in the Equalities Analysis in Appendix 3.  

 

4. Recommended 
option 

 
Option 2 is recommended (localised repair).   

5. Risk Risks with the recommended option are: 
 Obtaining lane closures as required 
 Work disturbs nearby residences 

 
Further information available in the Risk Register (Appendix 2) 
and Options Appraisal.   
 

6. Procurement 
approach 

It is proposed to use the Highway Structures term consultants, 
Arcadis, to complete the design.  Tenders will then be sought 
either through the existing Measured Term Contract, an 
Intermediate Framework or by requesting quotations from three 
contractors.   

Appendices  
 
Appendix 1 – Project Coversheet 
Appendix 2 – Risk Register 

Appendix 3 – Equalities Analysis 

Appendix 4 – Budgets 
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Contact 
 
Report Author Trina deSilva 
Email Address trina.desilva@cityoflondon.gov.uk 
Telephone Number 020 7332 3049 

 

















This document can only be considered valid when viewed via the CoL Intranet website. If this is 
printed into hard copy or saved to another location, you must check that the effective date on your 
copy matches that of the one on-line. 

 

v.April 2019 

 Estimated Programme Dates: no change reported 
High chloride levels were discovered in the bridge.  Further concrete tests 
were required to determine the extent of the high chloride levels.   
Project put on hold due to Fundamental review 
‘Options Appraisal and Design’ G3-4 report (as approved by PSC 
xx/yy/zz): 

 Total Estimated Cost (excluding risk):  
 Resources to reach next Gateway (excluding risk 
 Spend to date:  
 Costed Risk Against the Project: 
 CRP Requested:  
 CRP Drawn Down:  
 Estimated Programme Dates: 

 
Scope/Design Change and Impact: 
‘Authority to start Work’ G5 report (as approved by PSC xx/yy/zz): 

 Total Estimated Cost (excluding risk):  
 Resources to reach next Gateway (excluding risk 
 Spend to date:  
 Costed Risk Against the Project: 
 CRP Requested:  
 CRP Drawn Down:  
 Estimated Programme Dates: 

 
Scope/Design Change and Impact: 

 

 
Total anticipated on-going commitment post-delivery [£]: 
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Appendix 2 – Risk Register 
  



City of London: Projects Procedure Corporate Risks Register

PM's overall 
risk rating: 

CRP requested 
this gateway

Open Risks
5

PV12345 Total CRP used to 
date

Closed Risks
0

Risk 
ID

Gateway Category Description of the Risk Risk Impact Description Likelihood 
Classificatio
n pre-
mitigation

Impact 
Classificatio
n pre-
mitigation

Risk 
score

Costed impact pre
mitigation (£)

Costed Risk 
Provision requested 
Y/N

Confidence in the 
estimation

Mitigating actions Mitigation 
cost (£)

Likelihood 
Classificat
ion post-
mitigation

Impact 
Classificat
ion post-
mitigation

Costed 
impact post-
mitigation (£)

Post-
Mitiga
tion 
risk 
score

CRP used 
to date

Use of CRP Date 
raised

Named 
Departmental 
Risk 
Manager/ 
Coordinator 

Risk owner   
(Named 
Officer or 
External 
Party)

Date 
Closed 
OR/ 
Realised & 
moved to 
Issues

Comment(s)

R1 5 (1) Compliance/Re
gulatory

Delay in obtaining lane 
closures

TfL may restrict when lane 
closures may be obtained Possible Major 12 £20 000 00 N B – Fairly Confident

Early talks with TfL  minimise 
the road space needed  
minimise the programme 
as far as possible

£0 00 Unlikely Major £20 000 00 8 £0 00 18/05/2021 DBE T  deSilva

R2 5 (5) H&S/Wellbeing Accident affects the works

Possibility of a vehicle hitting 
part of the works   Could 
cause damage to the 
driver/passengers as well as 
to our works/workers

Unlikely Major 8 £100 000 00 N C – Uncomfortable

Lane closure adjacent to 
works  contractor to install 
protection to 
props/scaffolding used for 
works

£0 00 Unlikely Minor £0 00 2 £0 00 18/05/2021 DBE T  deSilva

R3 5 (5) H&S/Wellbeing

Works cause injury to passersby

Injury to passersby from the 
works Unlikely Serious 4 £1 000 00 N C – Uncomfortable

Ensure adequate signage  
close access to any areas 
below works at a high 
level

£0 00 Rare Minor £0 00 1 £0 00 18/05/2021 DBE T  deSilva

R4 5 (3) Reputation Neighbour objections cause 
delay to the works

Residences are likely to be 
disturbed by noisy and dusty 
works

Likely Serious 8 £50 000 00 N C – Uncomfortable

Keep neighbours aware of 
the works   Stick to agreed 
working hours  plan and 
agree in advance what 
works can be done out of 
hours

£0 00 Rare Serious £50 000 00 2 £0 00 18/05/2021 DBE T  deSilva

R5 5 (5) H&S/Wellbeing Collision between vehicle 
and bridge columns

Failure of bridge column 
resulting from impact from 
vehicle

Unlikely Major 8 £3 000 000 00 N D – Very Uncomfortable

The likelihood of this 
happening is very low   
Document the factors 
contributing to this risk  look 
at e g  installation of 
barriers

£15 000 00 Unlikely Serious £3 000 000 00 4 £0 00 09/06/2021 DBE T  deSilva

R6 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R7 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R8 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R9 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R10 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R11 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R12 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R13 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R14 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R15 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R16 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R17 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R18 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R19 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R20 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R21 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R22 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R23 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R24 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R25 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R26 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R27 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R28 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R29 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R30 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R31 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R32 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R33 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R34 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R35 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R36 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R37 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R38 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R39 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R40 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R41 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R42 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R43 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R44 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R45 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R46 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R47 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R48 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R49 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R50 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R51 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R52 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R53 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R54 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R55 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R56 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R57 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R58 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R59 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R60 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R61 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R62 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R63 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R64 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R65 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R66 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00
R67 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00 £0 00

-£                

Ownership & ActionMitigation actions

Average 
unmitigated risk 

Average 
mitigated 

8.0

3.4

-£                Dominant House Footbridge Options Medium

General risk classification

324,664£                                     

Project Name: 

Unique project identifier: Total estimated 
cost (exc risk):
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Appendix 3 – Equalities Analysis 
  







 

Equality Analysis template February 2016 Page 3 of 7 

Disability                              
What is the proposal’s impact on the equalities aims? Look for direct impact but also evidence of disproportionate impact i.e. where a decision affects a protected group 
more than the general population, including indirect impact 
 
Option 1: Removal of the footbridge could negatively impact on visually impaired pedestrians, who may prefer to use a footbridge rather than the at grade crossing.   
Option 2: Repair of the fault would not change the situation. 
Option 3: Installation of step free access would improve accessibility for pedestrians 

 
 

What actions can be taken to avoid or mitigate any negative impact or to better advance equality and foster good relations? 
 
Option 1: 
Removal of the footbridge would negatively impact on visually impaired pedestrians, who may prefer to use a footbridge rather than the at grade crossing.  However, 
Thames Court Footbridge is 70m to the east, and an at grade crossing is available at Queen St Place, 180m to the east. 
 
Pedestrian surveys on these three crossings in 2008 found that Dominant House Footbridge carried 9% of the crossings, Thames Court carried 8% and 83% of pedestrians 
crossed at Queen St Place.   
 
Arcadis updated this survey in 2017.  The numbers of pedestrians using the crossings had doubled.  Thames Court Footbridge was closed at the time, but the split was 7% 
of pedestrians using Dominant House Footbridge and 93% using the crossings at Queen St Place.  There were 1522 pedestrians in total using Dominant St Footbridge 
between 0700 and 1900 that day. 
 
It should be noted that Dominant House footbridge doesn’t provide any access to the north side of Upper Thames St, but lands at Queen Victoria St.  This may be a reason 
it isn’t used as much as the other crossings in the area. 
 
Option 3: 
If the bridge is repaired, the opportunity could be taken (if funds are made available) to install a lift at the southern end of the bridge.   
 
Arcadis have explored options to create step free access at Dominant House Footbridge.  Drawings of the options are attached to this report.  The options are: 
1. Elevator: 

1  Elevator and walkway replace existing stairs 
1a Walkway installed alongside existing stairs, with elevator at the end 
1b Elevator replaces existing staircase 
1c Elevator installed on west side of the bridge 

2. Inclined elevator 
3. Escalator 
4. Inclined moving walkway 
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Disability                              
Arcadis recommended design 1 or 1b.  Both these options would mean the removal of stairs, so the only access to the bridge from the south side would be by lift.  This will 
worsen access for all bridge users as it will mean occasional (and unexpected) closures of the footbridge, and delays in the event of crowds on the bridge.  During any 
breakdown or maintenance of the lift, the bridge would be unusable.  Pedestrians cannot see the far end of the bridge when they start walking on it, it is likely that any 
closure of the bridge will be cause for letters of complaint from pedestrians from the north side who are nearly across the bridge before they realise they’ll have to retrace 
their steps.  In the event of crowds on the bridge (e.g. if there is a race or event on Upper Thames St), there will be delays for people to descend the south side of the 
bridge, as the only method will be by lift. 
 
Design 1a is possible, but the walkway needed would oversail Upper Thames St.  It would need to be designed for vehicle impact loading, and this may also require 
strengthening to the bridge crosshead which will support the walkway.  Vehicle barriers should also be installed between the lift landing point and Upper Thames St 
carriageway.  It is doubtful that there is enough space to install barriers here. 
 
Design 1c would require a new layout of the traffic island and High Timber St, as well as modifications to the bridge landing point above.  
 
The inclined elevator (option 2) has the same disadvantage as the recommended options – if it isn’t working the bridge is unusable.  In addition, it would require more 
excavation in the traffic island, bringing a higher risk of service diversions being necessary.   
 
Designs 3 and 4 (the escalator and inclined moving walkway) don’t provide DDA compliant access to wheelchair users. 
 
Again, it should be noted that Dominant House Footbridge doesn’t provide any access to the north side of Upper Thames St, so a lift in this location will not help 
pedestrians cross the road.  In addition, the planning permission for the new Queensbridge House Hotel (50m to the east of Dominant House Footbridge) requires an 
accessible crossing of Upper Thames St to be provided within the Hotel.   
 
My recommendation would be not to install a lift in this location, because:   

Dominant House Footbridge is only used lightly in comparison to the other crossing points very close by, its use decreased over the 10 years between the 
pedestrian studies, even though Thames Court Footbridge was closed at the time of the second survey. 
There will be a step free crossing when the Queensbridge House Hotel is complete (50m away)  
There is currently an at grade crossing nearby at Queen St Place (180m)   
Signs can be provided to the nearby step‐free crossing 
Installing a lift would mean removal of the stairs at the south end of the bridge.  It is not acceptable to have the bridge only accessible by powered means, as any 
time the lift is out of use, the bridge would have to close.  In the event of crowds on the bridge, having only a lift to access to the south side would result in delays 
to descend from the footbridge. 
Installing a lift is a significant capital and ongoing expense (whole life costing up to 2100 shows this to be approaching 4 times the cost of repairing the joint 
without installing a lift) 
Installing a lift would put significant additional risk on the project 

I acknowledge that this recommendation will have adverse equality impacts for people who cannot access the walkway without a lift, but this is outweighed by the other 
public benefits of a more robust crossing (not subject to temporary closures or delays in the event of a crowd), and a solution which can be implemented more quickly.  
The adverse impacts are mitigated by other nearby high level and at grade crossings and signs to an alternative crossing can be provided in further mitigation 
 




























