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Background and Scope Risks of the Glasgow Tower

The idea behind the Glasgow Science Centre project was to project Glasgow as a significant high-tech
centre. The first element of the risk was constant changes in the scope of the project during the
implementation phase, which resulted in the postponement of the opening date a number of times.
One of the examples of scope is that it was assessed that the glass pod on the top of the building
would get extremely hot under the sun and would be hard to clean (Anbari, 2009). To resolve this
issue, the project management team changed the scope of the project by including carbon fibre, a
narrow-cut viewing window and a metal composite, which, too, did not last enough. The team also
failed to take into account the risk of the weight of elevators with the raw materials. That is why the
elevators were very heavy when operating within the tower.

Project Delays Costs and Risk Consequences

All such delays and scope changes took more than ten years for the Glasgow Science Centre Tower
project to complete at an unexpected cost of US $ 15 million (Kwak, n.d.). Therefore, schedule risk
was not addressed properly in the starting phase. Also, the allocation of funding was made too early
for the project before the costs were understood thoroughly. The allocation of insufficient funds had
an adverse effect on other parts of this project. Therefore, the schedule was termed “loose”. When
proper funds were allocated, nothing was mentioned regarding the date of completion and the
opening dates during the initial stages of the project (Mishra et al.). However, the project team
performed a risk analysis to manage risk, but from a strategic point of view, no attempt was made to
manage the risk. For example, there is a common practice to construct the tower to 6-7 times the
width of its base, but the design of this tower was ten times taller, which is why technical risk arose
(Sousa, A. I. F, 2017). As a result of the complexity of the design of this tower, the construction had to
wait until several wind tunnel tests were conducted. The tall calendars of the building were likely to
cause turbulence to the visitors, which would turn into an unpleasant experience for them. Also, the
test that was carried out to demonstrate that the design would work actually showed that the final
cost would exceed well beyond the allocated budget and all that was revealed before the actual start
of the project (Sousa, A. I. F, 2017). These were the major loopholes in this project. The overall
planning for the project was poor, and as a result of issues related to cost and scope, the work
couldn’t begin after two years of the project assignment. Through proper planning and evaluation, the
three aspects, communication management, cost management and scope management, could have
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been improved (Senouci et al.).

Risk Identification and Management Failures

Although these areas were identified at the start of the project, the project management never
addressed them properly (Bartoli et al.). Another failure of the team was the mismanagement of the
communication plan; they didn’t devise a strategy for effective communication with contracting firms,
and also there was a communication gap between them and the public, which caused problems for
them(Serpell et al.). As technical problems started arising, the public started questioning the overall
budget of the project and its completion, and the project management team didn’t have satisfactory
answers to these concerns of the public. As for the communication with the contracting firm, the
project management team improved this part during the closeout phase (Liu et al.). The careful
consideration of all these elements, especially in the initial phase of the project, couldn’t have been
avoided (Dahiru, A., & Bashir, A. M., 2015). There were many lessons for the project management
team in this particular project, especially in terms of risks that were discussed.

Project Risk Assessment Summary

Impact
Probability High Moderate Low
High Financial Risk Schedule Risk
Scope Management
Moderate Technical Risk Communication Gap
Low
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