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Executive Summary 
The RIMS Group produced Best Practice Guidelines for Risk Management on Road 
Networks in April 2012.  The document was distributed as a component of the Book Of 
Knowledge during 2012/13.  Waipa District Council undertook to implement the 
guidelines within their Activity Management Plan review process in early 2014 to 
assess the appropriateness and usefulness of the guidelines. 

 

Improvement in the assessment and management of risk was a key recommendation 
from the Office of the Auditor General when Asset/Activity Management Plans were 
reviewed in 2011.  Similarly the audit undertaken in 2007 by the NZ Transport Agency 
(in their former organisation Land Transport NZ), identified that risk management was 
an area for improvement. 

 

The Best Practice Guidelines for Risk Management on Road Networks is a good 
document in guiding roading managers through the process of assessing risk on their 
networks and developing appropriate mitigation or management strategies.  This case 
study has identified few areas of improvement within the document, but does describe 
the process of adoption within Waipa District Council.   

 

The Guidelines are based on a number of New Zealand standards and industry 
documents so it is not unexpected that the document is founded on good practice.  
Chapter Five is possibly of most interest to practitioners as it includes prompts for 
areas of risk that are common throughout our industry.  The question is therefore why 
some organisations are not getting the full value from developing a risk management 
framework, or even embarking on developing one.  The addition of a particular case 
study that highlights the benefits, or details the consequences of not having a risk 
management framework, could add value to the guidelines. 

 

There are significant benefits to activities to undertaking risk management framework 
development.  Understanding and articulating the risk appetite within the organisation 
for “sweating the asset” is necessary, as revenue becomes more constrained.  
Innovation opportunities generally have a level of risk associated with them; and 
having a robust framework to work through to understand and assess these will 
provide an evidence base to underpin any decision to trial alternative strategies or 
treatments.   

 

Table of Contents 
Executive Summary ..................................................................................................... 1 



   
 

   
REG Best Practice AMP group Lessons Learnt Report Template v1 Revision Date: 7 June 2013 Page 2 

  

1 Introduction .......................................................................................................... 3 

2 Case study ............................................................................................................ 4 

3 Recommendations ................................................................................................. 8 

Appendix .................................................................................................................... 9 

 

Appendices 

 

1. Workshop Slides from Waipa DC 

2. Waipa DC Corporate Framework Model for Risk 

 
  



   
 

   
REG Best Practice AMP group Lessons Learnt Report Template v1 Revision Date: 7 June 2013 Page 3 

  

1 Introduction 
1.1  Project Outline 

Project Name:  

Project Location: Waipa District Council 
Project Objectives: Assess Best Practice Guidelines for Risk Management on 

Road Networks and identify any areas of improvement 
necessary or implementation guidance. 

Length:  
Traffic Volume:  
Supplier(s): Staff of Waipa District Council 
Project Stage:  
Value: (cost savings)  

Scope of Work:  
Environment:  
Constraints:  
Project commenced: February 2014 
Key Issues:  
 

1.2 Project Team 

Name Organisation / Role Contact Details  
(Email and Telephone) 

Dawn Inglis Manager, Road Corridor, Waipa 
District Council 

Dawn.inglis@waipadc.govt.nz 
0800 924 723 

Neil Taylor Technical Support Team Leader, 
Waipa District Council 

Neil.Taylor@waipadc.govt.nz 
0800 924 723 

mailto:Dawn.inglis@waipadc.govt.nz
mailto:Neil.Taylor@waipadc.govt.nz
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2 Case Study 
2.1 Introduction 

When any organisation approaches the task of developing a risk management 
framework, there are a number of documents that are available to support this.  These 
include AS/NZS ISO 3100:2009 which is based on the International Standard, which 
provides very good guidance for an organisation managing risks to any organisation 
meeting their objectives.  However the RIMS document brings these principles to a an 
area of focus (roading and transport) which assists with developing a activity specific 
risk management framework. 
 
The National Infrastructure Unit has noted that  
 
“The resilience of infrastructure involves users as well as network providers, 
management as well as operators, and funding agencies as well as insurers. For all 
stakeholders it includes risk management in advance as well as ability to respond to 
events which may evolve over time (rising sea levels, changing demographics) or shock 
events (flooding, global oil supply restrictions).” 
 
As instances of poor risk management become apparent, there is anticipated to be a 
higher level of scrutiny of organisations and the work done to develop risk 
management frameworks to prepare elected officials for robust, evidence based risk 
discussions.  With respect to road and transport infrastructure this will be particularly 
important as revenue streams become more constrained and fit-for-purpose 
standards are developed. 
 

The RIMS guideline document is well laid out with a “top-down” approach.  Waipa 
District Council has an organisational risk policy in place, along with a draft 
“approach/process map”, so these were used in developing their Transportation Risk 
Management Framework. 

2.1.1 Waipa District Council Approach 

Waipa DC has a corporate risk policy and indicative organisational risk framework, so 
for the purposes of this case study, we effectively moved directly to Chapter Five, 
“identifying transport/roading activity risks”.  Within the guideline there is a 
recommendation to commence with a staff workshop which was the approach taken at 
Waipa DC.  The workshop was arranged for an afternoon which was probably too long 
for the discussion.  Instead a series of 1-2 hour meetings would have been more 
productive.  Attached to this case study is the preparation slides that were used for the 
workshop. 
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The outcomes of the workshop, and subsequent work, are available at the end of this 
case study. 
 
The categories suggested in the guidelines of separating risks into: 

• Planning risks 
• Management risks 
• Delivery risks 
• Physical Asset risks 

was adopted and set a good framework for the discussion.  Further generic project 
risks were identified and separated as these were likely to be applied across all areas 
of service delivery rather than roading specific.  Waipa DC’s corporate model required 
that the advanced risk framework be used which required scoring of the gross risk.  
Scoring the gross risk was problematic as many people find some difficulty in 
separating the risk from the measures that are already in place to mitigate that risk.  
Although this became a useful conversation also. 
 
A copy of Waipa DC’s corporate model framework is included in the attachments to 
this case study.  However within chapter five there are a number of templates provided 
which are good examples for those organisations who may not have corporate models 
to follow. 
 
During the workshop it became clear that the corporate model’s rating likelihood of 
consequence was not suitable for the transportation/roading risks.  Therefore these 
were modified as follows: 
 
Original Waipa DC Corporate Likelihood Framework: 

Likelihood Rating Definition 

E Almost certain Is expected to occur in most circumstances (expected occurrence 
more than six times per year)  

D Likely Will probably occur in most circumstances (will probably occur about 
once per year)  

C Possible Might occur at some time (might occur in the next 10 years)  
B Unlikely Could occur at some time (could happen in next 50 years)  

A Rare May occur only in exceptional circumstances (unlikely to happen in 
next 50 years)  

 

Modified Waipa DC Corporate Likelihood Frame: 

Likelihood Rating Definition 

E Almost certain Is expected to occur in most circumstances and will occur numerous 
times during the life of the project/asset   

D Likely Will probably occur in most circumstances and will occur a few times 
during the life of the project/asset   

C Possible Might occur at some time during the life of the project/asset  
B Unlikely Could occur at some time during the life of the project/asset 

A Rare Would occur only in exceptional circumstances during the life of the 
project/asset  

Likelihood Rating 
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The prompts provided in chapter five provided good guidance on the types of risk that 
should be considered in the workshop discussions. 
 
The outcome from the workshops and the discussions, was a revised risk framework 
identifying the highest priority risk mitigation work that is needed.  This became a 
valuable input into the allocation of funding to future projects for the Road Corridor 
team. 
 
The process undertaken by the Road Corridor team at Waipa DC to develop a risk 
management framework is now being adopted by other activities within the 
organisation.  Participants also requested that a cross organisation framework be 
reviewed to assess risks shared between activities (for example utilities attached to 
bridge structures).  This demonstrated that there was an increase in the understanding 
of risk within the team. 
 

2.1.2 Were the Guidelines useful? 
 
Throughout the guidelines there are a number of good practice notations and hints 
(generally summarised in the boxes “Research Learning”), which are very helpful.  This 
is particularly so in chapter 10 with suggestions on how the risk management 
framework can be linked into the AMP.  Historically risk has been incorporated in to 
the AMP in a stand-alone chapter whereas the guidelines advocate that risk should be 
referenced in a number of areas (including growth and demand, and levels of service).  
This can only benefit the understanding of risk as intrinsic in our activities. 
 
In chapter 12 there is information provided on making the risk management 
framework more effective, and reference is made to a multi-criteria analysis based on 
the NAMs guidelines.  This document is not freely available, so a case study using the 
guidelines would be a useful addition.  The example in the guidelines is from 
Azerbaijan and is not seen as really relevant to the NZ situation.   
 
Further in chapter 12 there is a comment on “the Council’s studied are all..’.  This 
appears to be the first reference to a Council study or survey.  An outline of who these 
Council’s were or of the survey questions may be useful.  One comment referred to the 
risk management framework having to be dynamic and “living”.  This is something that 
is believed needs further consideration.  It could be easily expected that once the 
framework is developed no further work is done in this area.  The process has 
developed a robust framework and a high level of understanding obtained from the 
staff participating, but what are the key tips to keeping this alive? 
 

An example that comes to mind is the use of Safety Management Systems.  A lot of 
work was done nationally on these and systems and processes developed to manage 
road safety risks.  However whilst the acronym is included in the list of references at 
the front of the document, no further reference is detailed in the guidelines.   
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An assessment of which Councils are still using these, the benefits of these, and the 
reasons why others have not maintained these would be a useful addition. 
 
It is also noted that in chapter 3 there is a reference to case studies having been 
completed as they “demonstrate cultural buy in…”.  However these case studies are 
not referenced or included in the guideline.  
 
In summary, the document is a very good guideline on taking organisations through 
the process of developing a risk management framework. 
 

2.2 Encouraging Future Use of the Guideline 

There are a number of areas where the requirement to have a risk management 
framework within each local authority is becoming more apparent.  Not least of which 
the Office of the Auditor General is indicating a high level of support for the 
establishment of Audit and Risk Committees, of which the following is indicated as 
good practice for all members to hold: 

• “knowledge of governance, assurance, and risk management best practice” 

Therefore elected officials will demand a higher level of risk identification and 
mitigation practices within their organisations. 

However there are significant benefits to activities to undertaking risk management 
framework development.  Understanding and articulating the risk appetite within the 
organisation for “sweating the asset” is necessary, as revenue becomes more 
constrained.  Innovation opportunities generally have a level of risk associated with 
them; and having a robust framework to work through to understand and assess these 
will provide an evidence base to underpin any decision to trial alternative strategies or 
treatments.   

The looming requirement for local authorities to develop 30-year infrastructure 
strategies with assessment of level of service options, and outlining the rational 
adopted for service delivery mechanisms, need to be considered within a risk 
management framework for the implications to be fully analysed.  This document 
assists in creating a robust mechanism for this. 
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3 Recommendations 
Specific Recommendations Suggested Action to be 

Taken 

 Case studies be included in the document, 
particularly if safety management system learnings 
could be obtained 

Document updated when 
next scheduled for review 
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Appendix  
1. Workshop Slides from Waipa DC 

 

 

 

  



 
 

   
REG Best Practice AMP group Lessons Learnt Report Template v1 Revision Date: 7 June 2013 Page 10 

  

 

 

 

 



 
 

   
REG Best Practice AMP group Lessons Learnt Report Template v1 Revision Date: 7 June 2013 Page 11 

  

2. Waipa DC Corporate Framework Model for Risk-  Draft for AMP 

Risk Register – Road Corridor Specific Risks 
 
 

Risk Event 

Consequence 
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Existing Controls  
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Residual Risk 
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Physical Asset Risks 

Minor natural event 
 Slip onto road 
 Fallen trees 
 Flooding 

 Road unusable or reduced capacity 
 Delays to users 
 Diverted traffic on unsuitable roads 
 Risk of injury/death to road user 
 Repair cost – impact on budget 
 3rd party damage - utilities 
 Insurance claims 
 Restricted network availability 
 Emergency Vehicle access restricted 
 Resident isolated 

1 E H 

 Maintenance of culverts, water ways, & water 
tables,  

 Bank stability maintenance.  
 Proactive preventative maintenance and 

inspections 

1 D M No   

Significant natural event: 
 Single localised 
 Wash out of road  
 Bridge Damage/loss 
 Sink holes 
 River scouring 
 Large number of fallen urban 

trees 

 Road/Bridge unusable or reduced capacity 
 Delays to users 
 Diverted traffic on unsuitable roads 
 Risk of injury/death to road user 
 Repair cost – impact on budget 
 3rd party damage - utilities 
 Insurance claims 
 Restricted network availability 
 Emergency Vehicle access restricted 
 Resident isolated 
 Poor reputation/public image 

3 D VH 

 Maintenance of culverts, water ways, & water 
tables 

 Risk based bridge and waterway condition 
inspections 

 High risk culverts renewed prior to failure 
 Bank stability maintenance.  
 Proactive preventative maintenance and 

inspections 

3 C H No   
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Extreme natural event 
 District Wide – multiple 

occurrences  
 Multiple wash out of roads  
 Multiple Bridges Damaged or 

Unusable 

 Road/Bridge unusable or reduced capacity 
 Delays to users 
 Diverted traffic on unsuitable roads 
 Risk of injury/death to road user 
 Repair cost – impact on budget 
 3rd party damage - utilities 
 Insurance claims 
 Restricted network availability 
 Emergency Vehicle access restricted 
 Resident isolated 

5 A H 

 Maintenance of culverts, water ways, & water 
tables 

 Risk based bridge and waterway condition 
inspections 

 High risk culverts renewed prior to failure 
 Bank stability maintenance.  
 Proactive preventative maintenance and 

inspections 

5 A H 
Identify key structures and 
life line routes and consider 
seismic assessments 

M No 

Vehicle crash damages road/bridge 

 Road/Bridge unusable or reduced capacity 
 Delays to users 
 Diverted traffic on unsuitable roads 
 Restricted network availability 
 Damage to assets 

2 C M 

 Risk based bridge condition inspections identifying 
which structure requires guard rail protection 

 Crash reduction studies to ID high crash areas and 
subsequent remedial action 

 Speed limit reviews 
 Road markings and signage installed to best 

practice standards 
 Bridge weight limit postings 

2 A L 

 Active monitoring of 
posted bridges 

 Monitoring of Overweight 
Permits/HPMV usage 

M No 

3rd party damage to road assets: 
 Cattle crossing 
 Utility works 
 Public events 
 Farming operations 
 Overweight vehicles 

 Reducing life of assets 
 Increasing maintenance costs 
 Reduced LOS 
 Vehicle damage from damaged roads 
 Road noise & vibrations 

2 C M 

 Corridor Access Requests managed in-house 
 Stock crossings inspected pro-actively 
 Traffic Management Coordinator involved in all 

road closure applications to assess risk 
 Liaison meetings held with Police over risk events 

1 C L No   

Delivery Risks 

Inadequate project management 
input into significant projects 

 Project fails to deliver on objectives, cost 
expectations not met 

 Public reputation risk 
3 C H 

 Project briefs developed for LTP which identify 
resource requirements 

 Renewal programme coordinated with 
maintenance and other renewal activities 

 Communications Plan developed for significant 
projects 

2 B M No 
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Sub-standard construction/repair 
work – contract management 
inadequate 

 Environmental damage 
 Reduced LOS 
 Road noise & vibrations 
 Reduced life of assets 
 H&S  
 Poor reputation/public image 
 3rd party damage claims 
 Dust nuisance 

2 D H 

 Contract management procedures include QA 
checks and audits 

 Communication of affordable standards to the 
community  

  

2 C M 

Fit for purpose standards to 
be developed regionally for 
greater consistency of 
outcomes 

M Y 

Repair, renewal, maintenance work 
not programme/completed – 
Contractor not performing 

 Reduced LOS 
 Increased costs from delayed repairs 
 3rd party damage claims 
 Reduced safety performance 
 Increased future funding requirements –

deferred renewals 
 Environmental damage 

3 D VH 

 Liquidated damages in place in all contracts 
 Programme of work identified and tendered early 

in the construction season 
 Packages of work developed to suit local market 

conditions and spread risk 
 Tendering procedures reviewed regularly to 

address issues 

2 C M No    

Non-compliance with By-
laws/consents by 
Contractors/Consultants engaged by 
Council 

 Environmental damage 
 Cost of investigations 
 Poor reputation/public image 
 Reduced safety 
 Reduced LOS 

2 C M 

 Contract conditions drafted to include consent and 
bylaw requirements 

 Liaison meetings held with WRC  
 Tendering procedures reviewed regularly to 

address issues 

2 B M No    

Sub-standard vested assets  

 Asset failure 
 Reduced asset life 
 Increased costs 
 Reduced LOS 
 Increased renewal requirements 
 Negative network impacts 
 Public reputation risk 

2 D H 

 Joint inspections undertaken when new vested 
assets received 

 Waipa Development Manual in place to set 
standards 

  

2 C M 

 Closer working 
relationship with DE  

 Detailed structure 
planning needed for key 
growth areas 

H NA 
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Inadequate development 
processes/communication 

 Network development in sub-optimal 
locations 

 Unbudgeted capital improvements 
required to service developments 

 Delayed construction leads to sub-standard 
construction (outdated specifications) 

 Environmental/asset damage during 
construction 

 LOS expectations raised by developer asset 
selection 

3 D VH 
 Structure planning undertaken in some areas  
 Proposed District Plan and Waipa 2050 
 Consent processes well developed 

3 B M 

 Closer working 
relationship with DE and 
Planning 

 Detailed structure 
planning involvement  

 

H NA 

Asset condition not adequately 
monitored 

 Asset failure 
 Reduced asset life 
 Increased costs 
 Reduced LOS 
 Renewal programme inadequate 
 Increased risk of injury/death 
 Asset capacity exceeded without risks 

known/understood 

3 C H 

 Asset management plan 
 RAMM contract in place including asset condition 

surveys 
 Contract managers undertake asset condition 

inspections 
 Structure inspections completed by independent 

engineers 
  

3 B M 
No – although asset 
condition data collection to 
be procured regionally  

  

Inadequate 
communication/coordination with 
Utilities over planned works 

 New assets damaged by third party works  
 Increased costs to Council 
 Reduced life of assets 
 Public reputation risk 

2 C M 
 Regular meetings held with Utilities agencies 
 Forward works programme shared with Utilities 
 Require compliance with NZUAG COP 

2 B M 
Introduce requirements for 
“no-dig” areas after roading 
works completed 

H NA 

Management Risks 

Road corridor events not co-
ordinated 

 Delays to users 
 Diverted traffic on unsuitable roads 
 Restricted network availability 
 Poor reputation/public image 
 Increased risk of injury/death 
 Additional costs 

3 C H 

 Road closure process in place 
 Corridor Access Requests processed in-house 
 NZTA COPTTM requirements in place 
 Regulatory Engineers attend roading meetings 
 Road closure applications shared with roading 

team prior to consideration by Council 

2 B M No   

3rd party agreements approved 
without implications being 
understood 

 Increased/unexpected costs 
 Damage to assets 

3 C H  No processes/controls in place 3 C H 
Processes to be developed to 
require Department 
Manager to approve 

H NA 
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Staff Vacancies – lack of staff 
resources 

 Asset management processes not 
adequately maintained 

 Inadequate/incorrect work programmes 
developed 

 Staff stress increased 
 Programmes not delivered 

3 C H 

 HR systems in place to manage staff/resourcing 
requirements 

 Technology systems maintained to address risk 
issues (TRIM, RAMM, GIS) 

 Panel of consultants used when required to 
balance work load needs 

3 B M No   

Equipment not available 

 Tablet for Pocket RAMM not available 
 Pool Vehicles not available so inspections 

not completed 
 Staff cannot be contacted when mobile 

phones drop out 
  

1 D M 

 Business case developed where additional 
resources needed 

 IT needs assessment carried out when necessary 
 Trial or hire equipment to test if required 
 IT continually scanning market for possible 

improvements 
  

1 C L No   

Wrong standards/specifications set 
and specified in documents 

 Assets built to incorrect/not best practice 
standards 

4 B H 
 Waipa Development Manual in place and reviewed  
 External expertise utilised in areas where needed 

(eg street lighting) 
2 B M 

Development Manual 
exceptions acceptance 
process to be developed 

H NA 

Loss of suppliers 

 Local market declines with reducing 
number of quality contractors 

 Higher tender prices  
 Lower level of capability 

3 B M 

 Watch number of tenders received to assess 
market health/capacity 

 Maintain good relationships with existing suppliers 
 Programme of work identified and tendered early 

in the construction season 
 Packages of work developed to suit local market 

conditions and spread risk 
 Work competitively tendered in accordance with 

Waipa’s procurement policy 
  

3 B M Procurement strategy 
reviewed every three years M NA 

Costs increase at a higher rate than 
anticipated (eg bitumen) 

 Higher construction costs 
 Reduced programmes of work delivered 

3 D VH 

 Closely monitor cost escalation figures produced by 
NZTA 

 Programme flexibility maintained to accommodate 
any fluctuations 

3 C H Procurement strategy 
reviewed every three years   
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Reducing funding allocation without 
adjusting level of service 
expectations 

 Reducing levels of service as fit for purpose 
standards adopted 

 Possible asset redundancy 
 Public reputation risk 
 Communications to community dominates 

work time for staff 
 Maintenance effort not effective so 

renewals requirement increases 
 Poor reputation/public image 
 Budgets squeezed attempting to meet 

those expectations 

4 E E 

 Value for money interventions already in place for 
maintenance activities 

 Involved in developing fit for purpose standards 
 Asset management plan in place to guide prudent 

investment 
 Communication with Council to address any 

changes to levels of service and funding 
implications 

2 D H No   

Planning Risks 

Inadequate asset 
management/infrastructure strategy 
planning 

 Insufficient planning undertaken to 
understand future renewal need for agreed 
LOS, Audit non-compliance 

 Sub optimal programmes delivered 
 30year Infrastructure Strategy incorrect 

4 B H  NZTA/OAG audits completed  
 Commitment to Regional initiative (RATA) 

4 A M No   

Insufficient business continuity 
planning  

 Disruption to service during significant 
event 

 No planning to manage continuity of 
service to customers during/after events 

3 A L  No current controls in place, although some staff 
have emergency management training 

3 A L Consider future Business 
Continuity Plan L No 

Under – or over-estimating the 
effects of climate change 

 Adding too little or too much future 
capacity to storm water systems 

1 B L 

 Renewed assets are designed based on best 
available knowledge/information 

 Experience of Council’s utilities/water services 
team drawn on when required 

1 B L No   

Poorly defined Levels of Service 

 Unrealistic expectations within the 
community over service delivery 

 Audit NZ expectations not met 
 Measures unable to be reported 

accurately and consistently 
 Customers do not understand level of 

service or believe they are relevant 

1 C L 

 High level of work undertaken to develop 
robust level of service statements and 
accompanying measures 

 Annual audits control/review outcomes 
 LOS reviewed during AMP reviews to ensure 

still appropriate for community 

1 B L    
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