
   

 
   

 

 

Final Paper for 25
th

 January TCF Board 

Project Name  Ropewalks (LUF Liverpool)  Number  

Applicant Liverpool City Council 

Nature of Applicant Local Authority 

Sector and Location Transport  Liverpool City Council 

Total Project Costs £6.554m 

Indicative Funding 
Sought  

Capital £6.554m Revenue £0m 

Indicative Funding Type Grant £6.554m Loan £0m 

Indicative Funding 
Source 

Levelling Up Fund Bid / Gainshare 

Call or Commission Commission 
Levelling Up Fund 
application 

 

Transport Development 
Team Lead 

Paul Buntin 

Transport Development 
Team Members 

Sam Milne 

Deal Team Members  
Legal  Raza Abbasi Policy Huw Jenkins 

Finance Tracy Gibson PMO TBC 

 

Project Summary: Outcomes from Investment Team’s Diligence and Points for the 
Investment Panel’s Consideration 

Project Specifics 
The project was included in the LCR CA Levelling Up Fund 
bid as part of the St George’s Gateway package. Levelling up 
funding was secured in October 2021.  

Fit with LCR investment priorities Strong fit G 

Inclusion of good growth 
characteristics 

Strong potential to deliver good growth 
in key economic area. 

G 

Impacts Medium impact A 

Financial performance 
Few concerns on financial viability due 
to a high benefit cost ratio 

G 

Deliverability 
Some concerns over deliverability due 
to need for TROs. 

A 

Value for money Good VfM G 



   

 
   

 

Key risks to project and CA 

 Funding not spent in timeframe (by 
March 2024) 

 Cost over run  

 TRO objections delays delivery / alters 
outputs 

Points for TCF Board to Consider 

For efficiency in delivery it is proposed to 
allocate funding to Liverpool City Council to 
deliver the Ropewalks elements of the scheme 
concurrently with an existing scheme on site. 

 

TCF Board approval is sought to enter into a 
funding agreement with Liverpool City Council 
to allow procurement to begin.  

 

Following receipt of the LUF Terms and 
Conditions/Offer letter from DfT/DLUHC a back 
to back contract will be drawn up between 
LCRCA and Liverpool City Council to assure 
the funds.  
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The Project 

The successful LCR CA Levelling Up Fund bid consisted of 3 aligned projects that 

priorities the provision of new, high-quality segregated walking and cycling routes in 

some of the City Region’s most deprived areas.  The figures below illustrate the 

proposed projects within the LUF package in more detail.  

 

Figure 1.1 – LCRCA LUF Package 
 

The Ropewalks element is the subject of this paper. The project will deliver a series 
of public realm improvements, enhancing a key economic area in the city centre. The 
improvements will facilitate walking and cycling, contributing to an improvement in 
the perception of safety and feeling of security. The scheme will include upgrading of 
carriageway and pavement materials, new high-quality street furniture, and traffic 
routing arrangements may also be altered to assist with traffic flow in the area. 
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Figure 1.2 – Ropewalks Intervention 

 
Previous Investment Panel Recommendations and Actions Undertaken 

The Ropewalks work also forms part of the CRSTS prospectus. Previous investment 

in the area has been undertaken as part of Sustainable Transport Enhancement 

Package. 

 

Due Diligence 

Fit with LCR Investment Priorities 

The Ropewalks project links strategically with the priorities for the Levelling Up Fund 
bid, in terms of addressing air pollution, addressing low levels of physical activity, 
and enhancing the quality of place. The project is key to creating a city centre where 
active travel is the primary mode of transport. 
 
 
Inclusion of Good Growth Characteristics 

Investing in infrastructure to support active travel falls in line with the Combined 

Authority’s targets around the climate emergency. This investment will encourage 

people to travel around Liverpool city centre on foot or by bike rather than via more 

polluting forms of transport. 
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It is also noted in the Equalities Impact Assessment for the Levelling Up Fund 

submission, that the proposed schemes will have positive impacts on most, if not all 

protected characteristic groups. The schemes will improve access to employment, 

healthcare and education, they will encourage active travel and improve air quality, 

and finally they will reduce journey times. 

 

Impacts 
 
Walking and cycling improvements that create a greater sense of safety will support 
the area’s night-time economy to thrive. LCR lags behind nationally in terms of 
economic indicators such as GVA per head, which is only 74% of the national level, 
and economic inactivity stands at 26%, which puts LCR third highest in all Local 
Enterprise Partnership areas. Supporting the areas important to LCR’s economy is 
key to unlocking prosperity for all.  
 
As the LCR is one of the most prominent leisure and business tourism destinations 
in the UK, it is particularly susceptible to the impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic. 
Leisure and tourism contribute over £4.9bn to the local economy and supports 
57,000 jobs. By enhancing the areas key to this, the investment will seek to mitigate 
some of the impacts of the pandemic and protect the City Region’s thriving visitor 
economy. 
 
 
Financial Performance 

Table 1.1 – Project Funding Requirements 

Package Scheme Element 
Base Cost 

(£m) 
Inflation 

(£m) 
Contingency 

(£m) 
Total 

LUF (£m) 

St Georges 
Gateway 

Ropewalks Pedestrian and Cycleway 
Access and Improvements 5,837 121 596 6,554 

 

LUF Bid Phasing 

21/22 (£m) 22/23 (£m) 23/24 (£m) Total (£m) 

1,063 3,534 1,957 6,554 

 

Liverpool City Council are requesting £6.554m to deliver the Ropewalks elements of 

the LUF bid. All prices are 2021. As part of the LUF bid 10% local contribution is 

required, this will be funded from LCRCA Gainshare. 

 

Deliverability 

The planned enhancements in the Ropewalks area of Liverpool city centre build on 
packages of work that are already complete and complement the ongoing 
development of future regeneration plans for the area.  
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TROs will be needed, which is the responsibility of Liverpool City Council as the 
Highway Authority (these are planned for Q4 2021/22). No other statutory processes 
are required. Delivery and procurement will be via existing framework arrangements. 
 
The key milestones for the project are set out below:  
 

Task Name Duration Start Finish 

Ropewalks 550 days Thu 20/01/22 Tue 09/03/24 

Ropewalks – Fleet Street 270 days Thu 20/01/22 Mon 13/02/23 

Approvals (accept funding 
and commence work) 

20 days Thu 20/01/22 Fri 04/03/22 

Delivery 250 days Fri 04/03/22 Mon 13/02/23 

Ropewalks – Colquitt 250 days Thu 20/01/22 Mon 13/02/23 

Approvals 20 days Thu 20/01/22 Fri 04/03/22 

Delivery 230 days Fri 04/03/22 Mon 13/02/23 

Ropewalks – Ropewalks 220 days 
Wed Thu 
20/01/22 

Summer 23 

Approvals (accept funding, 
award prof services 
contract and commence 
procurement of 
construction works) 

20 days Thu 20/01/22 Fri 04/03/22 

Detailed design 
amendments 

40 days Fri 04/03/22 Fri 29/04/22 

Procurement process 
starting in parallel to 
design process 

75 days Fri 04/03/22 17/06/22 

Delivery 200 days 17/06/22 Summer 23 

Ropewalks – Bold Street 550 days Fri 04/03/22 09/03/24 

Detailed Design 90 days Fri 04/03/22 05/06/22 

Procurement 40 days 06/06/22 31/07/22 

Approvals 20 days 01/08/22 28/08/22 

Delivery 400 days 29/08/22 09/03/24 

 

Value for Money 

An AMAT appraisal has been undertaken to quantify the benefits of the active travel 

infrastructure proposed, alongside an urban realm appraisal of measures. The BCR 

for the scheme is high at 2.62. The BCR for the wider St Georges Gateway package 

is 2.04. 

Scheme 
PVC 

(£,000) 

PVB 

(£,000 
BCR 

Ropewalks 5,075 13,283 2.62 
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Risks  

As part of the LUF submission top programme risks were identified:  

Risk Type Risk 
Description 

Consequences 
of Risk 
Materialising 

Impact 
Score 

Likelihood 
Score 

Total 
Score 

Action Impact 
Score 

Likelihood 
Score 

Total 
Score 

Programme 
Management 

Risk that 
schemes are 
insufficiently 
mature and / 
or that scheme 
development 
lead times are 
too long to 
allow delivery 
within the 
necessary 
timescale 

Failure to 
deliver the 
programme 
outcomes 
within the 
necessary 
timescales 

4 4 16 

1. Select 
projects based 
on ability to 
deliver 
2. Use 
proportionate 
approach to 
business case 
development 
3. Secure in-
house resource 
for business 
case 
development 
where possible 
4. Early 
engagement 
with market 
5. Early 
engagement 
with sponsors 

4 2 8 

Corporate 

Risk of 
clawback if 
benefits are 
not delivered 
in timescales 
required 

Failure to 
deliver the 
programme 
outcomes 
within the 
necessary 
timescales 

4 3 12 

Over-
programme to 
enable any 
underspend to 
be re-allocated. 
Monthly project 
reporting and 
fortnightly board 
meetings to 
ensure any 
possible delays 
or underspends 
are identified at 
an early stage.  

3 3 9 

Programme 
Management 

Risk that 
delivery of the 
approved 
basket of 
projects does 
not result in 
achievement 
of the desired 
outcomes 
associated 
with LUF 

Failure to 
deliver the LUF 
programme 
outcomes 
within the 
necessary 
timescales 

4 3 12 

1. Use the SIF 
Assurance 
Framework and 
TAG where 
appropriate 
2. Share LUF 
programme 
updates with 
DfT  
3. Monitor 
anticipated 
outcomes as 
well as spend. 

3 1 3 

Programme 
Management 

Risk of 
significant 
network 
disruption if 
projects are 
delivered 
simultaneously 
or overlap with 
other 
interventions, 
e.g. TCF 
project at 
Birkenhead 

Delays to 
journeys, 
reputational 
damage 

4 4 16 

Phasing of 
works within the 
funding window 
to minimise 
impact.  
Communications 
strategy and 
strengthening of 
alternative travel 
options 

4 2 8 
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Summary of Considerations for the TCF Board 

Endorsement from the board is required to:  

 To enter into a contract with Liverpool City Council.  

 The project Full Business Case will be published in line with funding 

requirements.  

 

Appendix List (upon request) 

1. LCRCA LUF Submission 

2. LCRCA LUF Submission Annexes 

 


