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         Probability Levels: 1=Unlikely,  2=Possible,  3=Likely,  4=Expected,  5=Certain
         Impact Levels:        1=Very Low,  2=Low,  3=Medium,  4=High,  5=Very High

   

Scope Risk 

Categories 
Risk Factors 

Convergence between 

boroughs and the rest of 

the city of London  

• Creating Wealth and 
reducing poverty 
• Supporting healthier 
lifestyle,  
• Developing successful 
neighborhood 

Probability Impact level 

1 Immature 

concept 
1 

Stakeholders do not understand their direct responsibility 
as regards the legacy theme     

  2 Low common understanding of the Legacy themes and 
concepts among project teams     

  

3 
Inadequate training provided for stakeholders and project 
teams on theme technical specifications in 
implementation 

    

2 Vague 

delimitations 
4 

It is not clearly stated which deliverables, functionalities, 
ingredients, … are out of the theme scope     
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5 
The project assumptions relevant to the theme are 
incomplete, inadequate, inconsistent, immeasurable, or 
ambiguous  

    

3 Documentation 6 Little reference to scope statement     
  7 Different  interpretations of primary expectations and 

promises     

4 White elephant 
8 

Future functionality and operability considered for the 
legacy theme outcome is exaggerated and unrealistic     

  

9 
Future costs of keeping the legacy theme's outcome 
working and alive after the project product is delivered 
will be too excessive and not feasible for the city 

    

  

10 
Future revenue and financial gain targets expected to 
yield from the legacy theme's product after the delivery is 
too optimistic and will not be meat 

    

5 Requirements 

engineering 

11 Lack of metrics for judging quality     
12 Requirements are not comprehensive 

 
  

13 Requirements are not prioritized      
6 Stakeholder 

pressure 14 
Gold plating-Unnecessary attractive Features are added 
to the scope that was not requested by the regulatory 
stakeholder or owner and that may not be confirmed 

    

  
15 

Alteration of scope by the new UK government , IOC or 
various Olympic organizing bodies     

  16 The stakeholders order additional features that were out 
of scope      

  17 Un-managed downsizing of the scope by the project 
team, managers or contractors     

7 Rare events 
18 

Legitimate scope requirements discovered late in the 
project     

    19 Scope changes necessary because of external 
dependencies     

    20 Intangible deliverable problems that must be fixed     
    21 Tangible deliverable problems that must be fixed     
    

22 
Legacy program-level defects that require scope shifts in 
the project     

8 Optimism bias 23 Too optimistic and inadequate contingency time & cost     
  24 Overestimating the amount of funding for the project     

9 Planning & 

design 
25 Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) for exact work to be 

done is not created     

  26 Design changes     
10 Change 

management 
27 No change management and control procedure for scope 

and requirements     

  

28 
Overzealous advocacy and resistance to admit 
amendments or revisions advised by supervisory and 
audit authorities 

    

11 Delivery 

management 
29 Conditions, specifications and measures for the product 

delivery are not stated     

  
30 

Delivery verification authority is not determined or not 
acting effectively     
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Impact 

    Very Low ≤ Low Medium High Very high ≥  

Probability 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9% 10% 11% 12% 13% 14% 15% 16% 18% 19% 20% 21% 22% 23% 

Very Likely ≥  44%               rf27                           

  40%                                           

Likely 39%                                           

  32%                                     rf8     

  31%                                           

  30%                         rf20         rf24       

Neutral 

29%                                           

28%                               rf7           

27%                           rf25       rf4       

26%                                 rf9       rf17 

25%           rf5                   rf26           

24%                                           

23%             rf12 rf30                           

22%                       rf13                   

21%                       rf29                   

20%                                           

Unlikely 

19%                                           

18%                                 rf2 rf1       

17%         rf6         rf11                       

16%                                       rf15   

15%                       rf21   rf16               

14%         rf3 rf10     rf18                         

13%                 rf23                         

12%     rf28                                     

11%       rf22                             rf19     

10%                             rf14             

Very Unlikely≤ 9%                                           

                       

   
Low risk 

   
Medium risk 

   
High risk 
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