
Appendix 7 

Option 1, 2 and 3a revised – appraisals 

The risk assessment carried out on each option highlighted the top five risks and 
scored the impact and likelihood of each risk (1=low impact/likelihood, 5=high 
impact/likelihood). The tables below show the top five risks associated with each 
option and the risk score calculated.  
 

OPTION 1 - PLATEAU 1   

Risk 
Ref 

Risk (description of risk & potential impact) 

Option 1 - Plateau 1 

Action(s) to Mitigate Risk(s) 
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1 

Developing an existing landfill site is 
inherently risky. We are advised that the 
tested landfill material is still fairly active and 
will take in the region of 20 years to fully 
decompose. 

5 5 25 

Undertake further more 
detailed testing to better 
understand the make up of the 
ground. Appoint a specialist to 
complete a remediation 
strategy.   

2 

Unusual, difficult, expensive and time 
consuming construction techniques will need 
to be adopted to build on an existing landfill 
site such as piling the main building, piling 
external works, piling manholes, utilising 
underslung drainage and disposal of 
contaminated ground. 

4 5 20 
Fully develop a design that can 
be accurately priced to give cost 
and programme surety. 

  

3 
With the absence of a fully developed design, 
the full complexities of developing this 
particular site are not yet fully known.  

4 4 16 
Conduct full suite of necessary 
surveys to allow a detailed 
design to be developed.   

4 

NRW may become heavily involved in the 
scheme when they are made aware that the 
project is would involve developing an 
existing landfill site that is adjacent to an 
existing watercourse. This could cause a 
number of complexities and/or delays. 

4 5 20 

Early engagement with NRW to 
establish regulatory 
requirements. Seek specialist 
advice. 

  

5 

Due to the small size of plateau 1 it is likely 
that a 3 storey building will need to be 
developed to ensure that the required 
accommodation schedule can be delivered. 
This is likely to be imposing on the 
surrounding area due to the prominent 
position of Plateau 1 and may cause planning 
problems. 

3 4 12 

Careful consideration will need 
to be given to the design of the 
building footprint to address 
existing site constraints and 
local properties. 

  
  TOTAL     93   

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

   



OPTION 2 - PLATEAU 4   

Risk 
Ref 

Risk (description of risk & potential impact) 

Option 2 - Plateau 4 

Action(s) to Mitigate Risk(s) 

  
Impact 
(1 to 5) 

Low    
High 

Likelihood  
(1 to 5) 

Low    
High 

Risk Score 
(Impact x 

Likelihood) 

  

1 
Public right of way, children's playground and 
changing rooms need to be relocated. Lack of 
support from stakeholders. 

2 4 8 

Early, open and honest 
communication with the local 
community. Put plans in place 
to demonstrate alternative 
locations for said items.   

2 
There are a number of existing services 
(cables, drainage) in the area that pose a risk 
when siting the final location of the building. 

3 3 9 

The existing services are known 
and the building footprint will 
be located to avoid as many of 
the services as possible. If 
necessary services can be 
diverted.   

3 

Building in or near to historic mine workings. 
The coal authority could become heavily 
involved.  This could cause a number of 
complexities and/or delays and increase costs 
in relation to expensive foundation works. 

3 5 15 

Early engagement with Coal 
Authority to establish 
regulatory requirements. Seek 
specialist advice. The cost plan 
currently accounts for piling and 
grouting as it is anticipated as 
being required.   

4 
Proximity of existing MUGA to new school. 
Potential to disrupt new school building in 
use. 

3 2 6 
Address through detailed design 
of the new building where 
possible.   

5 
Loss of community pitches during the 
construction of the new school and associated 
external works. 

3 4 12 

Engage early with stakeholders, 
MTCBC to find alternative 
pitches. Look into enabling 
works packages for the pitch 
construction.   

  TOTAL     50   
  

        

OPTION 3 - CURRENT BHHS SITES, OPTION 3A (REVISED)   

Risk 
Ref 

Risk (description of risk & potential impact) 

Option 3 - Current BHHS Sites 
Option 3A (Revised) 

Action(s) to Mitigate Risk(s) 

  
Impact 
(1 to 5) 

Low    
High 

Likelihood  
(1 to 5) 

Low    
High 

Risk Score 
(Impact x 

Likelihood) 

  

1 
Minimal 3rd party consultation has been 
carried out to-date. Planning, community, 
schools etc. There may be objections. 

3 3 9 
Engage early with stakeholders 
to identify concerns that can 
then be addressed.   

2 

Potential risk (due to site constraints, 
suitability of material & sequencing of works) 
of not being able to re-use the cut material as 
fill material during the re-profiling works 
across the site.   

4 3 12 
Undertake detailed plan of 
works as soon as the final site 
location becomes known 

  

3 Potential diversion of water main required. 2 3 6 
Organise detailed review with 
DCWW    

4 
Identification of contaminated ground and 
general ground make up is unknown at 

3 3 9 
Undertake detailed Site 
Investigation as soon as the   



present. Poor ground conditions could impact 
the foundation design. 

final site location becomes 
known. Piling has been allowed 
for at present until it can be 
confirmed if it is required or not 
by the SI. 

5 

The need to decant the existing school will 
result in a phased approach to the 
construction works. This will add additional 
complexities, time and cost in developing the 
scheme. 

3 5 15 

Meet with all key stakeholders 
and undertake a detailed 
planning and sequencing 
exercise to allow all parties 
needs to be met. This would be 
regularly updated before and 
during the construction works.   

  TOTAL     51   
  

 

To summarise, the table below shows the number of risks in each category and the 

total risk score for each option.  

 

Option 1 scores significantly higher than option 2 and option 3a revised with scores 

of 93, 50 and 51 respectively.  

All options were also assessed based on the external sporting pitch area provided by 
each scheme. The assessment highlighted that each option provided a deficit in 
external sporting facilities in comparison to the building bulletin guidance for a 3-16 
school. The deficit figures for each of the options are shown in the table below: 
 

 Total sporting pitch area deficit in comparison to BB guidance 

Option 1 -21,654 m² 

Option 2 -16,654 m² 

Option 3a revised -17,679 m² 

 
Although no option provides sufficient sporting pitch facilities for the 3-16 school, 

option 1 provides the fewest sporting pitch facilities with a deficit of 21,65m². As 

sporting facilities are essential for the delivery of the curriculum, option 2 is the 

preferred option as it provides the most sporting pitches with a deficit of 16,654m². 

Options were also measured against the critical success factors (CSFs) of the project 
which are based on 21st Century Schools guidance.  

 

There are four categories to the critical success factors including strategic alignment, 
value for money, achievability and affordability, each with sub criteria. Options were 
measured against the criteria and scored based on how well they achieved each 
criteria (1= does not achieve criteria, 5= excellent in achieving criteria). Each CSF was 

Option/Risk Low Medium High Critical Catastrophic Total Risk 
Score 

1 0 0 0 2 3 93 

2 0 1 2 2 0 50 

3a Revised 0 1 2 2 0 51 



weighted to ensure a balanced overall score, with the highest scoring option as the 
preferable option. 
 

Category/Options 1 2 3a revised 

Strategic 
Alignment 

21 21 21 

Value for Money 13.1 18.4 17.8 

Achievability 12.5 16.3 16.3 

Affordability 7.5 8.8 6.3 

Total 54.1 64.4 61.3 

 

Total scores for the CSFs are option 1 = 54.1, option 2 = 64.4 and option 3a revised = 
61.3. 

 

Option 2 was therefore the preferred option when assessed against the CSFs, with 
option 3a revised ranked in second and option 1 ranked third.  
 


