
Question Answer

How different would be programme 

risk register from project risk 

register? What type of extra 

information do we need in 

programme risk register?

[This question was answered during the webinar Q&A]

Most of the fields should be the same. The additional info for 

the programme risk register might include the source of the 

risk (escalated or aggregated from a component project, 

delegated from strategic level, or a programme-level risk), 

and perhaps also timing information (impact window - when 

the risk is expected to occur if it happens; action window - 

when we need to take action in order to address the risk 

effectively). This would be linked to the programme 

cycle/phase.

For all we know that Risk is but 

opportunity and threat based, how do 

we ensure we focus on both? I find it 

is still commonly taken to be threat 

based. 

This is a problem at all levels of risk management, not just 

for programmes, but also for projects and at 

strategic/corporate level. Understanding that risk includes 

opportunity requires a change of mindset, education, 

demonstration, and practice. It takes time, but it's worth it!

Is 'Risk Efficiency' the same as 'Risk 

Appetite'?

No! Risk appetite defines the level of drive that an 

organisation has to take risk in order to obtain rewards. Risk 

appetite is expressed through measurable risk thresholds 

that are set against objectives. This defines how much risk is 

too much risk.

Risk efficiency is the trade-off between risk exposure and the 

associated reward. If we are getting the maximum reward for 

a given level of risk, or we have the lowest level of risk for a 

given level of reward, then this is a risk-efficient situation.

In practice do you find it helpful to 

record and manage implicit risks 

separately from explicit risks (i.e. do 

you use a different form of risk 

register)?

Explicit risks are recorded in the risk register. There are 

usually many explicit risks in a programme.

Implicit risk defines the overall riskiness of the programme 

itself, so there is only one value of explicit risk at any one 

time. So implicit risk isn't recorded in the risk register, but it is 

reported to the portfolio manager/programme 

sponsor/business owner/senior stakeholders.
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What is a RBS and when/what/point 

would you use it?

A Risk Breakdown Structure (RBS) is a hierarchical structure 

of potential sources of risk. It usually has the same top-level 

elements (Level 1), which are Technical, Management, 

Commercial, External. Under each of these elements, we 

define more detailed sources of risk (Level 2), which are 

specific to the project or programme type. So sources of 

Technical risk for R&D programmes in the pharma sector will 

be different from Technical risks in construction 

infrastructure programmes. The RBS is used as a framework 

for risk identification, also as a framework for categorising 

risks after qualitative assessment, and as a way of exploring 

common causes of risk.

How best would you manage risks for 

NDA projects/programmes that are 

sensitive to all colleagues?

Risks on this type of project/programme need to be 

managed within the constraints of the communications plan 

for the project/programme. The risk management approach 

is the same, but risk recording and risk reporting will be 

different.

To enable proactive and efficient 

Programme Risk Management, do 

you suggest a maximum number of 

risks that should be considered in the 

Risk register? If the register gets to 

large due you suggest grouping risks 

to make the register manageable.

[This question was answered during the webinar Q&A]

There is no maximum number of risks! We need to be 

honest and transparent - if there really are a lot of risks then 

the programme is risky and we need to pay attention to 

managing them!

If the risk register has a lot of risks, it may be sensible to 

adopt a "rolling-wave" approach to managing risks, sorting 

them by the impact window (proximity), and focusing on the 

risks within the coming 90-120 days.

It does not makes sense to group risks, as we would lose the 

necessary detail to understand and manage the risks 

effectively.

I'm working on global projects and 

programmes, but the strategy keeps 

changing, therefore how do you 

manage the risks on a moving target 

on programmes? 

[This question was answered during the webinar Q&A]

This is a difficult one! I would engage the help of the portfolio 

manager/programme sponsor/business owner in making 

senior management aware of the impact of changing 

strategy on the programme. It may also be worth including a 

risk in the programme risk register that makes the impact of 

changing strategy clear, quantified if possible, and report 

that upwards. The other important contributor is a strong 

change management process.



How do you manage risk in scrum 

(agile) projects?

There is no short answer to this question! But projects using 

agile/adaptive approaches are risky, and that risk needs 

managing. Clearly we can't simply transfer the full risk 

process from a waterfall approach, so the risk approach 

needs to be different. In summary, there are two places that 

risk needs to be considered:

(1) When we are deciding the content of each 

iteration/sprint/chunk, the aim is to address the most risky 

elements of the requirement first. To do this, we need to be 

able to assess the relative riskiness of each candidate 

component on a consistent basis, then we can build the 

iteration content to address the highest-risk ones.

(2) When we are running each iteration/sprint, we need to 

identify and manage the risk within the iteration to ensure 

that we reach the end and achieve the goals. This requires a 

light-touch risk process that can be done in half an hour or 

less, as part of the daily stand-up meeting.

More details are available on this topic...!

Shouldn't the inherent risk of carrying 

out the programme itself be managed 

by Portfolio, rather than the 

programme?

[This question was answered during the webinar Q&A]

The programme manager is responsible for delivering the 

programme objectives, and needs to ensure that the overall 

risk exposure of the programme stays within the defined risk 

threshold. Where this is likely to be breached, the 

programme manager may involve the portfolio manager to 

assist in managing the risk, but he/she remains responsible.

Would the volume of change 

initiatives/programmes/projects in an 

organisations portfolio be classed as 

a strategic risk (delegated) or 

sideways?

Hmm, interesting! It depends on the source of the change 

initiatives. If the organisation itself is unstable and volatile, 

without clear strategy and direction, with multiple changes in 

strategic direction, then these types of changes would clearly 

pose a threat to the programme, and count as "delegated 

risks".

Am I correct in thinking that the risk 

threshold levels could be the same 

for projects and programmes (e.g. 3 

x 3 = 9) but that the context is 

different. i.e. a project risk of 9 or 

more goes up to programme, a 

programme risk of 9 or more goes to 

portfolio?

The basic concept behind this question is correct, although I 

wouldn’t have expressed it quite like this! The questioner 

mentions "3x3=9" and says 9 is the escalation threshold. 

This implies use of linear probability and impact scales of 

1/2/3/4/5 which are multiplied together to give a risk score 

between 1-25. This is definitely not good practice (the 

subject of a longer conversation).



Does the distinction between project 

& programme risk management also 

apply to risk management 

techniques? For example, when 

measuring collectively against the 

risk threshold at the implicit 

programme risk level.

Not really. For explicit programme risk management, similar 

techniques can be used. Implicit programme risk exposure is 

usually evaluated using quantitative risk modelling (Monte 

Carlo).

Working in a company where risk 

management is quite immature - 

what would you suggest in helping to 

mature programme risk mgt towards 

this approach? 

The journey to risk management maturity is a marathon not 

a sprint. There are several key elements, and most risk 

consultancies will offer advice and support. This topic it too 

broad to address in this short answer, sorry!

Can you allocate risks to risk owners 

based on benefits? 

Yes! Risk ownership is usually based on objectives - if you 

own an objective, then you will own the risks that affect that 

objective. But in programmes, where objectives deliver 

benefits, then it makes sense to map risk ownership to 

delivered benefits.

How do we get others to accept a 

risk and become the owner of that 

risk?

[This question was answered during the webinar Q&A]

Risk ownership is usually based on objectives - if you own 

an objective, then you will own the risks that affect that 

objective. Because people are accountable for delivering 

their objectives, they will (should) be interested in any risk 

that might affect their ability to achieve that objective. So by 

tying each risk to an objective, it encourages risk ownership 

by the right person.



How do we assess the Riskiness of a 

programme/ project? That is to say 

the implicit risk. We use to have a 

great little OGC tool that would score 

a programme or project, but I have 

never seen one for a long time? Your 

thoughts on developing such a tool?

There is a quick-and-dirty way to assess overall riskiness, 

and the OGC tool was an example of that approach. Several 

"risk criteria" are defined that indicate how risky the 

programme might be, with scales (not relevant, slightly, 

mostly, completely) that are scored and summed. The total 

score indicates whether the programme is high/medium/low 

risk. The precise risk criteria should depend on the 

organisation and its business drivers, as well as industry 

type etc. (The Risk Doctor Partnership has developed a tool 

like this, and other risk consultancies probably offer 

something similar.)

This kind of simple screening is OK as a first step, but it is 

not sufficiently detailed to allow implicit programme risk to be 

managed. That requires a more robust approach, identifying 

sources of implicit risk, determining their combined effect on 

the overall programme, making changes to the programme 

scope and content where possible to modify the risk 

exposure, etc.

Would this process require a 

dedicated risk manager at the 

programme level?

The need for a dedicated risk manager is driven by a range 

of factors, and the overall riskiness of the programme is one 

factor. But the implicit/explicit risk management approach 

can be applied without a dedicated risk manager. It should 

be a natural part of the main programme management 

approach.

How would you advise implementing 

this management of risk approach 

with a measure and declare 

programme (i.e. technical progress is 

on a ‘reasonable endeavours’ basis 

with no contractual obligation to 

achieve a particular technical 

performance)?

[This question was answered during the webinar Q&A]

I have no direct experience of this type of programme so it's 

hard to give a specific answer, sorry.

Is there a further approach for 

portfolios?

Yes (but that wasn’t the scope of this webinar!). At portfolio 

level, risk efficiency becomes more significant.

What types of risks would be 

classified as programme risks?

All the risk types that can affect projects or business or 

enterprises can also affect programmes. I recommend using 

a standard Risk Breakdown Structure across all levels of risk 

management within an organisation, for consistency and 

completeness.



Do the projects needs to be related 

to form a programme?

Yes, it doesn’t make sense to have a programme made up 

of unrelated projects. The point of the programme is to 

obtain benefits and control that aren't available by managing 

the projects independently. This means there has to be 

some synergy between them that can be exploited or 

managed at programme level.


