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Figure F1:  Water 

© Crown copyright and database rights 2015 Ordnance Survey [100019180]. 
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Figure F2:  Electricity 

© Crown copyright and database rights 2015 Ordnance Survey [100019180]. 
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Figure F3:  Gas 

© Crown copyright and database rights 2015 Ordnance Survey [100019180]. 
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Allbrook Hill

Factor Consideration Assessment Tick Justification Tick Justification Tick Justification

Negative - 1 

2

3 

4

Positive - 5 

Negative - 1

2  

3 

4

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2   

3

4

Positive - 5

Negative - 1  

2 

3

4

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2

3

4   

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2

3  

4 

Positive - 5

Highest - 1

2

3  

4 

Lowest - 5

Impact on Statutory 

Undertakers Plant

Number of existing services on route 

of bypass

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Impact on Environmental 

Constraints

Increase in noise

Impact on listed buildings

Will bring traffic noise to the rear of 

the properties on the north side of 

Allbrook Hill and the west side of 

Pitmore Road.

Frontages of the properties on 

Allbrook Hill will benefit from some 

reduction in traffic noise.

Minimal impacts on Allbrook 

Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building.

Will bring traffic noise to the rear of 

the properties on the north side of 

Allbrook Hill and the west side of 

Pitmore Road.

Frontages of the properties on 

Allbrook Hill will benefit from some 

reduction in traffic noise.

Widened road impacts on Allbrook 

Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building.

Will bring traffic noise to the rear of 

the properties on the north side of 

Allbrook Hill and the west side of 

Pitmore Road.

Properties on Allbrook Hill will benefit 

from removal of through traffic, and 

subsequent reduction traffic noise.

Widened road impacts on Allbrook 

Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building.

Operation Connectivity and economy of junction 

provision

Accident prevention

Five-arm roundabout provided at 

bottom of hill connecting the Relief 

Road, Pitmore Road, Highbrideg 

Road, Osborne Mews and Albrook 

Hill.

Five-arm roundabouts are considered 

to be high risk for accidents, 

particularly for such a small ICD.

The Relief Road and Highbridge 

Road become continuous, with 

staggered priority junctions provided 

for Pitmore Road and Osborne 

Mews.  Allbrook Hill connects to 

Osborne Mews.

The staggers are left to right, which is 

not the preferred way round.  The 

junctions are at the bottom of a steep 

hill.

The Relief Road and Highbridge 

Road become continuous.  A priority 

junction is provided with Pitmore 

Road.  No access from Allbrook Hill 

or Osborne Mews to the Relief Road.

Reduces the number of potential 

conflicts by having just a single 

junction on the new road.

Will bring traffic noise to the rear of 

the properties on the north side of 

Allbrook Hill and the west side of 

Pitmore Road.

Frontages of the properties on 

Allbrook Hill will benefit from some 

reduction in traffic noise.

Noise bunds / accoustic barriers can 

be installed along sections of the 

Relief Road as identified by noise 

calculations.

No severance issue.

Will bring traffic noise to the rear of 

the properties on the north side of 

Allbrook Hill and the west side of 

Pitmore Road.

Properties on Allbrook Hill will benefit 

from removal of through traffic, and 

subsequent reduction traffic noise.

Noise bunds / accoustic barriers can 

be installed along sections of the 

Relief Road as identified by noise 

calculations.

Short diversion for traffic wanting to 

head east from Allbrook Hill and 

Osborne Mews.  

Adherence to Standards A gradient of 8% is a Departures 

from Standard (TD9/93 para 4.2).

A design speed greater than 30mph 

will require additional vertical 

alignment DfS

Detailed design may show that a 

small five arm roundabout may not 

meet junction design criteria.

A gradient of 8% is a Departures 

from Standard (TD9/93 para 4.2).

A design speed greater than 30mph 

will require additional vertical 

alignment DfS

A gradient of 8% is a Departures 

from Standard (TD9/93 para 4.2).

A design speed greater than 30mph 

will require additional vertical 

alignment DfS

Option 1B Option 1COption 1A

Capital Cost (£m) Approximate comparitive costs

Cost includes:- 

20% civils contingency

20% fees, site super and testing

21.6% Inflation (5%/yr for 4 years)

44% Optimism Bias

£5.0m.

Some widening of carriageway 

required for approachs to 

roundabout.

£5.7m.

Widened carrigeway to provide for 

the two, staggered priority junctions.

Includes optional dedicated left turn 

lane for N/B traffic on A335 Allbrook 

Way.

£5.7m.

Widened carriageway to provide 

single priority junction.

Includes optional dedicated left turn 

lane for N/B traffic on A335 Allbrook 

Way.

Land-take Extent of land-take and number of 

different landowners

Requires the demolition of four 

residential properties - the first four 

on the west side of Pitmore Road.  

Requires land from one more 

residential property on the west side 

of Pitmore Road, plus the first 

residential property on the east side 

of Pitmore Road, plus the first 

property on Allbrook Hill, north-west 

side.

Requires the demolition of four 

residential properties - the first four 

on the west side of Pitmore Road.  

Requires land from one more 

residential property on the west side 

of Pitmore Road, plus the first 

residential property on the east side 

of Pitmore Road, plus the first 

property on Allbrook Hill, north-west 

side, Allbrook Farmhouse, and the 

landscaping area to the front of 

Osborne Mews.

Requires the demolition of four 

residential properties - the first four 

on the west side of Pitmore Road.  

Requires land from one more 

residential property on the west side 

of Pitmore Road, plus the first 

residential property on the east side 

of Pitmore Road, plus the first 

property on Allbrook Hill, north-west 

side, Allbrook Farmhouse, and the 

landscaping area to the front of 

Osborne Mews.

Well Being Protection from increased noise

Severance and access to local 

amenities and services?

Will bring traffic noise to the rear of 

the properties on the north side of 

Allbrook Hill and the west side of 

Pitmore Road.

Frontages of the properties on 

Allbrook Hill will benefit from some 

reduction in traffic noise.

Noise bunds / accoustic barriers can 

be installed along sections of the 

Relief Road as identified by noise 

calculations.

No severance issue.

Feasibility Report, North Bishopstoke Bypass, Options Assessment

Allbrook Hill 1 of 3 03/03/2016



Highbridge Road

Factor Consideration Assessment Tick Justification Tick Justification Tick Justification Tick Justification Tick Justification

Negative - 1

2 

3 

4  

Positive - 5 

Negative - 1

2

3     

4

Positive - 5

Negative - 1 

2    

3

4

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2   

3 

4 

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2

3

4     

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2

3 

4    

Positive - 5

Highest - 1  

2

3 

4 

Lowest - 5 

Existing road outside Roselea, 

Dunoon and Highbridge farm (north) 

will become a cul-de-sac providing a 

quieter environment.  Short diversion 

for traffic depending on location of 

access.  

Capital Cost (£m) Approximate comparitive costs

Cost includes:- 

20% civils contingency

20% fees, site super and testing

21.6% Inflation (5%/yr for 4 years)

44% Optimism Bias

£2.1m. £6.0m. £4.3m.£5.9m.

Well Being Protection from increased noise

Severance and access to local 

amenities and services?

Noise and severance not an issue. Existing road outside Roselea, 

Dunoon and Highbridge Farm (north) 

will become a cul-de-sac providing a 

much quieter environment.  Short 

diversion for traffic depending on 

location of access.  

Existing road outside Roselea, 

Dunoon and Highbridge Farm (north) 

will become a cul-de-sac providing a 

quieter environment.  Short diversion 

for traffic depending on location of 

access.  

Existing road outside Roselea and 

Dunoon will become a cul-de-sac 

providing a quieter environment.  

Short diversion for traffic depending 

on location of access.  

£3.1m.

Land-take Extent of land-take and number of 

different landowners

Approx 0.5 Ha of farmland required. Approx 1.8 Ha of farmland required. Approx 1.8 Ha of farmland required.Approx 1.8 Ha of farmland required.Approx 1.1 Ha of farmland required.

Adherence to Standards No new Departures from Standard 

identified at this stage.

No new Departures from Standard 

identified at this stage.

No new Departures from Standard 

identified at this stage.

No new Departures from Standard 

identified at this stage.

No new Departures from Standard 

identified at this stage.

Impact on Environmental 

Constraints

Increase in noise

Impact on flood plain

Impact on listed buildings

No direct impact on SAC, SSSI or 

SINCs in the area.Noise not an issue.

New road completely in Zone 3 flood 

plain, but least of all options.

No impact on listed buildings.

Reduces traffic noise to Roselea and 

Dunoon, two residential properties on 

the north side of Highbridge Road.

New road completely in Flood Zone 

3, has most impact of all options.

Moves traffic away from The Chapel 

House, little impact on Highbridge 

Farmhouse.

Reduces traffic noise to Roselea and 

Dunoon, two residential properties on 

the north side of Highbridge Road.

New road completely in Flood Zone 

3.

Moves traffic away from The Chapel 

House, little impact on Highbridge 

Farmhouse.

Reduces traffic noise to Roselea and 

Dunoon, two residential properties on 

the north side of Highbridge Road.

New road completely in Flood Zone 

3.

Moves traffic away from The Chapel 

House slightly, little impact on 

Highbridge Farmhouse.

Reduces traffic noise to Roselea and 

Dunoon, two residential properties on 

the north side of Highbridge Road.

New road completely in Flood Zone 

3.

No impact on listed buildings.

Impact on Statutory 

Undertakers Plant

Number of existing services on route 

of bypass

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Option H1 Option H4 Option H5

Operation Improved alignment

Accident prevention

Approximately 250m of new 

carriageway provided.

Eases left-hand and right-hand bends 

heading east from river crossing.

May reduce accident risk to 

immediate east of railway bridge.

Approximately 650m of new 

carrigeway provided, plus a new river 

bridge.

Takes out sharp reverse curves 

heading east from railway bridge and 

removes later reverse curves.

Reduces accident risks immediately 

to east of railway bridge, and outside 

Highbridge Farm.

Approximately 600m of new 

carrigeway.

Takes out sharp reverse curves 

heading east from river crossing and 

removes later reverse curves.

Reduces accident risks immediately 

to east of railway bridge, and outside 

Highbridge Farm.

Option H3

Approximately 650m of new 

carriageway provided, plus a new 

river bridge.

Takes out sharp reverse curves 

heading east from railway bridge, but 

maintains some reverse curvature.

Reduces accident risk to east of 

railway bridge.

Option H2

Approximately 450m of new 

carriageway provided.

Takes out sharp reverse curves 

heading east from river crossing.

May reduce accident risk to 

immediate east of railway bridge.
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Factor Consideration Assessment Tick Justification Tick Justification Tick Justification

Negative - 1 

2

3 

4 

Positive - 5

Negative - 1 

2 

3 

4

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2   

3

4

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2 

3 

4 

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2

3

4   

Positive - 5

Negative - 1

2

3  

4 

Positive - 5

Highest - 1 

2

3 

4 

Lowest - 5

Well Being Protection from increased noise

Severance and access to local 

amenities and services?

Noise bunds / accoustic barriers can 

be installed along sections of the 

Bypass as identified by noise 

calculations.

Severance of Bishopstoke Lane may 

be an issue.

Noise bunds / accoustic barriers can 

be installed along sections of the 

Bypass as identified by noise 

calculations.

No severance issue.

Noise bunds / accoustic barriers can 

be installed along sections of the 

Bypass as identified by noise 

calculations.

Severance of Bishopstoke Lane may 

be an issue.

Capital Cost (£m) Approximate comparitive costs

Cost includes:- 

20% civils contingency

20% fees, site super and testing

21.6% Inflation (5%/yr for 4 years)

44% Optimism Bias

£22.1m. £32.0m. £15.7m.

Land-take Extent of land-take and number of 

different landowners

Approx 9 Ha of farmland required, 

more than half of which is earmarked 

for development.

Approx 10 Ha of farmland required, 

more than half of which is earmarked 

for development.

Approx 6 Ha of farmland required.

Adherence to Standards No new Departures from Standard 

identified at this stage.

No new Departures from Standard 

identified at this stage.

No new Departures from Standard 

identified at this stage.

Impact on Environmental 

Constraints

Environmental designations

Impact on listed buildings

Increase in noise

Impact on flood plain

No direct impact on SAC, SSSI or 

SINCs in the area.  Joins Winchester 

Road opposite Fielders Farm 

Meadows SINC, and the Park Pale at 

Marwell Scheduled Monument.

Passes within 100/150m of Hill 

Farmhouse and Woodcroft Lodge, on 

Bishopstoke Lane, grade II listed 

buildings.  

Increases noise to rear of properties 

on Wardle Road/Lordswood, and 

properties on Bishopstoke Lane.

Crosses approx 50m of Flood Zone 3 

north-west of Stokepark Farm

Crosses River Itchen SAC and SSSI.  

Joins Winchester Road opposite 

Fielders Farm Meadows SINC, and 

the Park Pale at Marwell Scheduled 

Monument.

Minimal noise impact.

2 bridges and 4 culverts required to 

cross approx 1.2km of Flood Zone 3 

from Highbridge Road.

No direct impact on SAC, SSSI or 

SINCs in the area.  

Passes within 100/150m of Hill 

Farmhouse and Woodcroft Lodge, on 

Bishopstoke Lane, grade II listed 

buildings. 

Increases noise to rear of properties 

on Wardle Road/Lordswood, and 

properties on Bishopstoke Lane.

Meets Flood Zone 3 at junction with 

Winchester Road.

Impact on Statutory 

Undertakers Plant

Number of existing services on route 

of bypass

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Diversionary works required at tie-ins 

to existing network.  Minimal private 

services within greenfield section.

Option 2A Option 2B Option 2C

Operation Connectivity and economy of junction 

provision

Accident prevention

Approx 3.0km of new carriageway 

provided between Highbridge Road, 

just north of Wardle Road, and 

Winchester Road at Crowdhill.

Signal controlled junction on 

Highbridge Road, priority junction 

with the southern part of Bishopstoke 

Lane (no access north), roundabout 

at Stokepark Farm to connect to new 

development, roundabout on 

Wincheaster Road.  Additional 

priority junctions for new 

development as required.

Potential to reduce the number of 

accidents on existing roads.

Approx 3.2km of new carriageway 

provided between Highbridge Road, 

just to the east of the railway bridge, 

and Winchester Road at Crowdhill.

Signal controlled junction on 

Highbridge Road, priority junctions 

with Bishopstoke Lane, roundabout at 

Stokepark Farm to connect to new 

development, roundabout on 

Wincheaster Road.  Additional 

priority junctions for new 

development as required.

Potential to reduce the number of 

accidents on existing roads.

Approx 2.1km of new carriageway 

provided between Highbridge Road, 

just north of Wardle Road, and 

Winchester Road at Fishers pond.

Signal controlled junction on 

Highbridge Road, roundabout 

connecting to the southern part of 

Bishopstoke Lane (no access north), 

and the new development road,  

roundabout on Wincheaster Road.  

Potential to reduce the number of 

accidents on existing roads.

North Bishopstoke Bypass
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North Bishopstoke Bypass - Full Scheme

Job No.  R.J567621

Feasibility Estimate for SE7 Regional Framework

Allbrook Hill 

Relief Road

Highbridge 

Road Bypass Total

Option 1C Option H2 Option 2A

200 - Site Clearance 105,000 1,000 60,000 166,000

300 -  Fencing and Barriers 29,420 36,656 238,200 304,276

400 -  Safety Barriers 0 0 0 0

500 - Drainage and Ducts 241,213 125,605 1,003,311 1,370,129

600 - Earthworks 569,260 136,150 2,433,000 3,138,410

700 - Pavements 675,303 401,547 2,387,060 3,463,910

1100 - Kerbs, Footways and Paved Areas 179,412 92,379 590,715 862,506

1200 - Traffic Signs and Road Markings 12,000 1,750 35,750 49,500

1300 - Road Lighting 41,300 6,195 82,600 130,095

Structures 0 266,000 31,400 297,400

Special elements 10,000 10,000 111,000 131,000

Preliminaries and Temporary work 359,596 122,599 1,561,437 2,043,632

Price Fluctuation - Not Included 0 0 0 0

Civils total 2,222,504 1,199,881 8,534,473 11,956,858

Civils Contingency 15% 333,376 179,982 1,280,171 1,793,529

ITS 0 0 85,000 85,000

Landscaping 3% 57,785 31,197 221,896 310,878

Fees, Supervision, Support, Investigations 23.5% 761,438 411,084 2,943,918 4,116,440

Land - not included

Utilities - covered in Risk Allowance

Inflation - covered in Risk Allowance 0 0 0 0

Risk Register 626,498 338,233 2,405,769 3,370,500

Optimism Bias 44% 1,760,705 950,566 6,807,340 9,518,610

Grand Total 5,762,306 3,110,942 22,278,567 31,151,815

Construction Duration 48 Weeks 20 Weeks 78 Weeks

Exclusions/Assumptions:

VAT - excluded

Construction detail as per Rob Ward Request for QS Services dated 14th September 2015

Allowed 600mm capping for main carriageway.

No allowance made for any PU Works, Gas, Comms and the like.

No allowance for site specific restrictions or environmental constraints.



North Bishopstoke Bypass - Allbrook Hill

PRE-RISK ALLOWANCE 
Job No.  R.J567621

Feasibility Estimate for SE7 Regional Framework

Option 1A Option 1B Option 1C

200 - Site Clearance 105,000 105,000 105,000

300 -  Fencing and Barriers 25,720 29,420 29,420

400 -  Safety Barriers 0 0 0

500 - Drainage and Ducts 174,068 241,213 241,213

600 - Earthworks 623,190 570,060 569,260

700 - Pavements 563,228 676,723 675,303

1100 - Kerbs, Footways and Paved Areas 114,948 177,900 179,412

1200 - Traffic Signs and Road Markings 10,750 12,500 12,000

1300 - Road Lighting 41,300 41,300 41,300

Structures 0 0 0

Special elements 10,000 10,000 10,000

Preliminaries and Temporary work 267,820 360,306 359,596

Price Fluctuation - Not Included 0 0 0

Civils total 1,936,024 2,224,422 2,222,504

Civils Contingency 20% 387,205 444,884 444,501

ITS 0 0 0

Landscaping 3% 50,337 57,835 57,785

Fees 15% 348,484 400,396 400,051

Site Supervision 4% 92,929 106,772 106,680

Lab Test 1% 23,232 26,693 26,670

Land 

Utilities

Inflation 5%/yr for 4 yrs compound 21.6% 613,054 704,377 703,769

Risk Register 0 0 0

Optimism Bias 44% 1,518,557 1,744,767 1,743,262

Grand Total 4,969,821 5,710,146 5,705,223

Construction Duration 16 Weeks 20 Weeks 20 Weeks

Exclusions/Assumptions:

VAT - excluded

Construction detail as per Rob Ward Request for QS Services dated 14th September 2015

Allowed 600mm capping for main carriageway.

No allowance made for any PU Works, Gas, Comms and the like.

No allowance for site specific restrictions or environmental constraints.



North Bishopstoke Bypass - Highbridge Road

PRE-RISK ALLOWANCE 
Job No.  R.J567621

Feasibility Estimate for SE7 Regional Framework
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200 - Site Clearance 1,000 1,000 26,000 26,000 1,000

300 -  Fencing and Barriers 22,152 36,656 51,308 51,308 46,942

400 -  Safety Barriers 0 0 0 0 0

500 - Drainage and Ducts 73,726 125,605 179,316 179,316 166,980

600 - Earthworks 79,500 136,150 341,850 367,850 365,250

700 - Pavements 225,896 401,547 578,792 578,792 529,999

1100 - Kerbs, Footways and Paved Areas 52,143 92,379 132,997 132,997 121,728

1200 - Traffic Signs and Road Markings 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750

1300 - Road Lighting 6,195 6,195 6,195 6,195 6,195

Structures 266,000 266,000 816,800 816,800 246,000

Special elements 5,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

Preliminaries and Temporary work 87,629 122,599 169,200 169,200 168,698

Price Fluctuation - Not Included 0 0 0 0 0

Civils total 820,991 1,199,881 2,314,208 2,340,208 1,664,542

Civils Contingency 20% 164,198 239,976 462,842 468,042 332,908

ITS 0 0 0 0 0

Landscaping 3% 21,346 31,197 60,169 60,845 43,278

Fees 15% 147,778 215,979 416,557 421,237 299,618

Site Supervision 4% 39,408 57,594 111,082 112,330 79,898

Lab Test 1% 9,852 14,399 27,770 28,082 19,975

Land 

Utilities

Inflation 5%/yr for 4 yrs comp'd 21.6% 259,972 379,950 732,808 741,041 527,087

Risk Register 0 0 0 0 0

Optimism Bias 44% 643,960 941,149 1,815,192 1,835,586 1,305,615

Grand Total 2,107,504 3,080,124 5,940,629 6,007,372 4,272,920

Construction Duration 16 Weeks 20 Weeks 24 Weeks 24 Weeks 24 Weeks

Exclusions/Assumptions:

VAT - excluded

Construction detail as per Rob Ward Request for QS Services dated 14th September 2015

Allowed 600mm capping for main carriageway.

No allowance made for any PU Works, Gas, Comms and the like.

No allowance for site specific restrictions or environmental constraints.



North Bishopstoke Bypass - Bypass

PRE-RISK ALLOWANCE 
Job No.  R.J567621

Feasibility Estimate for SE7 Regional Framework

Option 2A Option 2B Option 2C

200 - Site Clearance 60,000 60,000 17,000

300 -  Fencing and Barriers 238,200 253,370 167,826

400 -  Safety Barriers 0 0 0

500 - Drainage and Ducts 1,003,311 1,083,488 710,792

600 - Earthworks 2,433,000 3,754,900 1,535,920

700 - Pavements 2,387,060 2,558,495 1,724,889

1100 - Kerbs, Footways and Paved Areas 590,715 568,920 422,388

1200 - Traffic Signs and Road Markings 35,750 35,750 35,750

1300 - Road Lighting 82,600 82,600 82,600

Structures 31,400 2,401,000 0

Special elements 111,000 111,000 85,000

Preliminaries and Temporary work 1,561,437 1,561,437 1,206,480

Price Fluctuation - Not Included 0 0 0

Civils total 8,534,473 12,470,960 5,988,645

Civils Contingency 20% 1,706,895 2,494,192 1,197,729

ITS (£85,000 / Junction) 85,000 0 170,000

Landscaping 3% 221,896 324,245 155,705

Fees 15% 1,536,205 2,244,773 1,077,956

Site Supervision 4% 409,655 598,606 287,455

Lab Test 1% 102,414 149,652 71,864

Land 

Utilities

Inflation 5%/yr for 4 yrs compound 21.6% 2,720,852 3,949,004 1,933,060

Risk Register 0 0 0

Optimism Bias 44% 6,739,651 9,781,830 4,788,262

Grand Total 22,057,041 32,013,262 15,670,676

Construction Duration 72 Weeks 72 Weeks 56 Weeks

Exclusions/Assumptions:

VAT - excluded

Construction detail as per Rob Ward Request for QS Services dated 14th September 2015

Allowed 600mm capping for main carriageway.

No allowance made for any PU Works, Gas, Comms and the like.

No allowance for site specific restrictions or environmental constraints.
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 Evaluate 

 Identify 

 Monitor & 

Review 

Business 

Objective 

Risk 

Assessment 

Document 

Treat 

Top 

Risks 

Risk Management - is a modern management discipline and is about getting the right balance between innovation and change on the 
one hand, and the avoidance of shocks and crises on the other 

Putting Risk into Context  - What objectives are we trying to achieve?   
 

Identify risks Evaluate risks Treat risks Monitor & Review 

 
Risk: the Effect of Uncertainty on 
Objectives 
 
Determine what the Uncertainties 
are 

Cause + ConsequenceImpact  
 
Includes: 
Threats & Opportunities  
 
When: 
Setting strategic aims 
Setting business objectives 
Early stages of project planning & 

key stages 
Options appraisals 
Service improvement plans 
Determining risk-based priorities 
  
Categories can help: 
Strategic/Operational 
Internal/External 
 

Best done in groups – by those 
responsible for delivering the 
objectives  

 
Combination of the probability 
(Likelihood) of an event and its 
consequences (Impact) 
 
Impact x Likelihood 
 

Set ratings for levels of risk  
(e.g. what is a high, medium, low 
risk?) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Consider impact in Financial, 
Reputation and Business/Service 
terms 
 
Determine what level of risk can be 
tolerated 

 
Named person 
responsible for each risk 
 
Concentrate on 10-15 Top 
Risks  
 
What can we do to: 

 influence the likelihood? 

 influence the impact or 
consequences? 

 influence the cause? 
 
Avoid 
Reduce 
Transfer 
Tolerate 
 
Evaluate current control 
measures 
 
Devise Contingencies 
- Business Continuity 

Planning 
 
Undertake identified risk 
treatment measures 

 
Risk Registers: 
Baseline data to be prepared 
and monitored regularly. These 
should clearly indicate 
consequences, 
countermeasures and 
contingencies as well as the 
risk owner 
 
Assessment before controls, 
with current control, with 
proposed controls 
 
Review Top Risks regularly as 
agenda item 
 
Report progress to senior 
management 
 

 



Project Risk Register CONFIDENTIAL

Scheme Title: North Bishopstoke Bypass Job Number: R.J567621.01

Date of Assessment: 18/11/2015 Client Manager:

Heather 

Walmsley

Date of Last Assessment: Project Manager: Linda Wickens
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1 Design Cost estimate exceeds budget due 

to work not identified within scope of 

project

Delays scheme and costs 

increase

Review and control changes to 

scope of works 4 3 12 £100,000 £200,000 0.350 £52,500 Client

2 Design Inadequate resources across 

disciplines to deliver the project

Delays scheme and costs 

increase

Consider alternative means of 

procuring design resources
3 3 9 £25,000 £100,000 0.350 £21,875 Design

3 Design EA or Natural England may have 

additional restrictions

Delays scheme and increases fee 

costs 
3 4 12 £0 £300,000 0.650 £97,500 Design

4 Design Drainage design can only be 

finalised with SI info and details of 

existing drainage in the area.

Increases costs

2 4 8 £0 £50,000 0.650 £16,250 Design

5 Ecological/ Environmental Unknown cost and extent of existing 

tree removal

Increases costs
2 2 4 £0 £50,000 0.125 £3,125 Arboriculture

6 Ecological/ Environmental Unknown cost for Geophysical 

issues

Delays scheme and costs 

increase

Extensive trial pits to 5% of area be 

carried out
2 2 4 £5,000 £100,000 0.125 £6,563 Archaeology

7 Ecological/ Environmental Additional ecological mitigation 

measures
4 4 16 £0 £50,000 0.650 £16,250 Design

8 Ecological/ Environmental Habitat Regs Assessment costs
2 4 8 £0 £20,000 0.650 £6,500 Design

9 Statutory Undertakers SU services diversions and 

protection

Cost None
5 5 25 £350,000 £1,500,000 0.900 £832,500 Design

10 Construction Unknown services encountered - 

inaccurate records

Delays scheme and costs 

increase

Trial pits to establish locations of 

services
3 3 9 £10,000 £200,000 0.350 £36,750 Design

11 Construction Adverse weather conditions during 

the works i.e Flooding requiring 

remediation such as de-watering

Delays scheme and increases 

works and fee costs 
2 2 4 £25,000 £50,000 0.125 £4,688 Design

12 Construction Prolongation costs (site prelims and 

site super - £22,000/wk)

Delays scheme and costs 

increase

 
3 4 12 £20,000 £100,000 0.650 £39,000 Site

13 Construction Unforeseen ground conditions Delays scheme and costs 

increase

Carry out full ground survey
2 1 2 £10,000 £100,000 0.025 £1,375 Design

14 Construction High groundwater may pose issues 

for excavations during construction; 

both structures and the pavement.

Delays scheme and costs 

increase
2 3 6 £100,000 £500,000 0.350 £105,000 Design

15 Construction It is hoped that surplus soil can be 

used elsewhere for bunds etc 

–there’s a risk these soils will be 

unsuitable and hence 

disposal/import will be required 

(structural fill for embankments will 

probably need to be imported in any 

case

2 2 4 £50,000 £200,000 0.125 £15,625 Design

16 Maintenance Unable to secure suitable funding to  

support revenue costs for special 

non standard items    
2 3 6 £0 £0 0.350 £0 Client

17 Programme Inflation 5 5 25 £700,000 £4,000,000 0.900 £2,115,000 Client

£3,370,500

<< click on link for guidance or refer to scoring criteria and examples attached for details Please Note Contingencies should still be added for Unforseen Risk Occurring i.e. those not listed above

Comments (to include 

details of any revisions, 

date and who by)

<---------------------------------------------------This section to be developed by CM and PM------------------------------------------------------------------------>
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Description of Potential Risk Effect of Risk Occuring
Potential Programme 

Impact of Residual Risk

Residual Risk 

Scoring

Mitigating Action

Sum Total of Forseen Risk

http://intranet.hants.gov.uk/project_risk_management.doc

Residual Risk

Financial Impacts

Risk Category

http://intranet.hants.gov.uk/project_risk_management.doc


Scoring Criteria

Instructions for use 

1

2

3

4

Table 1

Likelihood score 1 2 3 4 5

Descriptor Rare Unlikely Possible Likely Almost certain 

Frequency 
This will probably never 

happen/recur

Do not expect it 

to happen/recur 

but it is possible 

it may do so

Might happen or recur 

occasionally

Will probably 

happen/recur but it 

is not a persisting 

issue

Will undoubtedly 

happen/recur,possibly 

frequently

How often might 

it/does it happen ?

(0 to 5% chance of 

occurrence) 

(6 to 20% 

chance of 

occurrence) 

(21 to 50% chance of 

occurrence) 

(51 to 80% chance 

of occurrence) 

(81 to 100% chance of 

occurrence) 

Table 2

1 2 3 4 5

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Catastrophic 

Small loss / Insignificant 

cost increase

<5 per cent over 

project budget

5–10 per cent over 

project budget 

10–25 per cent 

over project 

budget 

>25 per cent over 

project budget 

Variations manageable 

against internal project 

budget headings

Requires some 

additional funding 

from the 

programme

Requires significant 

additional funding from 

the programme 

 Requires 

significant 

reallocation of 

funds from 

programme 

Increases threaten 

the viability of the 

programme

Time Slight Slippage against 

internal targets

Slight slippage 

against key 

milestones or 

published targets

Delay affects key 

stakeholders & causes 

loss of confidence in 

the enterprise

Failure to meet 

deadlines in 

relation to 

priority 

outcomes

Delay jeopardizes 

viability of the  

enterprise or 

partnership

Quality Barely noticeable 

reduction in scope or 

quality 

Minor reduction in 

quality/scope

Reduction in scope or 

quality

Failure to meet 

secondary 

objectives 

Failure to meet 

primary objectives 

Major service 

disruption having 

serious impact on 

the public

Permanent loss of 

service or facility

Breech of 

statutory 

legislation 

Single breech in 

statutory duty 

Multiple 

breeches in 

statutory duty 

Multiple breeches 

in statutory duty 

Reduced 

performance 

rating if 

unresolved 

Challenging external 

recommendations/ 

improvement notice

Critical report 

/Improvement 

notices / 

Enforcement 

action 

Prosecution 

Low 

performance 

rating 

Complete systems 

change required 

Severely critical 

report 

What is the likelihood of the risk occurring? 

Use Table 1 to determine the impacts score(s) (I) for the potential adverse outcome(s) relevant to the risk being 

evaluated. 

Define the risk(s) explicitly in terms of the adverse impacts(s) that might arise from the risk. 

Domains

Cost

Impact score (severity levels) and examples of descriptors 

Use Table 2 to determine the likelihood score(s) (L) for those adverse outcomes. If possible, score the likelihood by assigning a predicted frequency of 

occurrence of the adverse outcome. If this is not possible, assign a probability to the adverse outcome occurring within a given time frame, such as the lifetime 

of a project. If it is not possible to determine a numerical probability then use the probability descriptions to determine the most appropriate score. 

Calculate the risk score the risk multiplying the impact by the likelihood: I (impact) x L  (likelihood) = R (risk score)

The frequency-based score is appropriate in most circumstances and is easier to identify. It should be used whenever it is possible to identify a 

frequency. 

Business objectives/ projects 

Service/ business interruption Little or no impact on 

service delivery

Moderate service 

disruption having 

adverse impact on 

service delivery

Major service 

disruption 

having serious 

impact on 

service users

Statutory duty/ inspections No or minimal impact or 

breech of guidance/ 

statutory duty 

Minimal service 

disruption having 

limited impact on 

service delivery



Rumours (Potential for 

public concern )

Local media 

coverage – 

Local media coverage 

–

National media 

coverage with >3 

days service well 

below reasonable 

public expectation. 

short-term 

reduction in 

public confidence 

long-term reduction in 

public confidence 

Elements of 

public 

expectation not 

being met 

Total loss of public 

confidence 

Minimal or no impact on 

the environment or 

sustainability targets

Minor impact on 

environment or 

sustainability 

targets

Moderate impact on 

environment or 

sustainability targets

Major impact on 

environment or 

sustainability 

targets

Catastrophic 

impact on 

environment or 

sustainability 

targets

Table 3

Likelihood 

1 2 3 4 5

Impact score Rare Unlikely Possible Likely Almost certain 

5 Catastrophic 5 10 15 20 25

4 Major 4 8 12 16 20 red zone :

3 Moderate 3 6 9 12 15 risk unacceptable

2 Minor 2 4 6 8 10

1 Negligible 1 2 3 4 5

Table 4

Risk Score Risk Level

Recommende

d Response

15 – 25 High Threat

Unacceptable 

Risk : Immediate 

action or 

detailed planning 

to be included 

within 

implementation 

plans

8 - 14 Medium Threat

Measures to be 

included  into 

action plans and 

monitored

1 - 7 Low Threat

Limited action 

and review will 

be undertaken

Sustainability / Environmental impact

Adverse publicity/ reputation National media 

coverage with 

<3 days service 

well below 

reasonable 

public 

expectation 




