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ABSTRACT 

Quality assurance is a management challenge for every institution. It is 

associated with a number of key decisions, some of which are related to set 

objectives to ensure quality assurance is achieved in an effective and efficient 

way. Public sector organisations are no exceptions in their new approach of 

implementing risk-based decision making in their operations. In this project, an 

environmental agency aspires to quality assurance in risk-based decision 

making through the development of a benchmarking tool. 

An inductive approach opened up a simultaneous process of an academic 

literature review and a workshop among stakeholders with experience of the 

agency’s roles. The aim of these activities was to identify areas and questions 

that established quality through an approach of risk-based decision making in 

the agency. A survey was developed and tested which gave inputs of the 

questions' context and the pedagogical framing of them. 

The survey that was developed may offer guidance for continued development 

and quality management. It may also offer guidance and awareness about the 

agency’s values, mission, vision and objectives as well as perceptions of 

knowledge, understanding, and application of certain concepts such as: best 

practice and maturity. 

New approaches of quality assurance within environmental agencies have 

given rise to gaps in the academic literature. Even if benchmarking and quality 

assurance are well-known practices, developing benchmarking for risk-based 

decision making within environmental agencies is completely new. 

Implementation of benchmarking in regulatory settings is a new approach for 

quality enhancement, in particular for environmental agencies. TQM and 

benchmarking have been known for decades within management literature but 

this new approach, could make a contribution, to improve the operation of 

environmental agencies and also other regulators. 
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1 Introduction 

This thesis details the development of an evidence-based design process for a 

benchmarking tool to be used by an environmental agency. To date, there have 

been several recommendations from numerous governmental reviews to 

benchmark the capability of regulators to apply risk-based regulation in order to 

manage operators. In the environmental sector, risk-based regulation is seen as 

a good practice and an effective way of dealing with limited resources. Despite 

these recommendations, there are no benchmarking processes in place and in 

use. Therefore, three stages need to be undertaken: 1) a benchmarking tool 

needs to be designed using evidence from current research, 2) the tool must be 

designed to be used in practice, and 3) then once completed - the tool must be 

tried and evaluated. This project completes the first two stages. The time 

required to complete the final stage restricted further development. However, 

this research will directly contribute to a wider research project to carry out field 

trials that will be completed in one year. 

2 Literature review 

This chapter offers a literature study of some of the most important areas that 

affect quality management within a regulatory setting, e.g. good environmental 

behaviour and risk-based decision making. It also offers a definition of what a 

benchmarking tool is, how it is built and how the tool can provide meaning for 

an agency. These cornerstones should be seen as a foundation and a 

framework to benchmarking regulators operation as there is currently a lack of 

literature which has references to the core subject. 

2.1 Regulating effectiveness 

This section brings up the obstacles with regulating operators. This is a versatile 

area which must be put in UK’s settings. The section starts with definitions of 

fundamental concepts, such as effectiveness and continues with UK’s approach 

toward regulation and its effectiveness. 
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2.1.1 Definition of regulation and effectiveness 

The terms regulation and legal effectiveness are used in a variety of different 

ways. One of the applied interpretations of regulations is one in which wide 

scales of interventions are included. The interpretation included ‘all mechanism 

of social control – including unintentional and non-state processes’ (Gibson et 

al., 2010, p. 9). This paper uses a definition that is less focused on a particular 

intervention, but emphasises the broader view which reflects renewal and the 

more flexible sets of regulations: 

“A rule individuals or firms are obliged to follow; or the procedures for deciding and enforcing 

such rules.” – “Regulations may be set and enforced by government bodies, or by quasi-

autonomous non-government organisations proportion of effective regulation is done by the 

regulators setting standards which organisations then try to comply with as a matter of self-

discipline.” 

(Black et al., 2009, p. 384) 

Effectiveness has a wider range of definitions, however both the EEA 

(European Environment Agency) (EEA, 2005) and the Department of the 

Taoiseach, Ireland (Department of the Taoiseach, 2004) defines effectiveness 

in regulation as clear and achievable throughout all processes, but also in 

regard to how well the agencies´ objectives are met. The Department of the 

Taoiseach, Ireland emphasises the need to minimise unintended and unwanted 

outcomes. The EEA states that effectiveness is dependent upon five factors:  

- relevance (where the outcome must give an account of the concerns of 

users); 

- target products/services must be developed for specific operators to 

meet their requirements; 

- reliability (based on since); 

- patness (delivering results in a relevant time period where they can 

influence outcomes the most)and 

- the factor of impact. 
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The factor of impact refers to how well the objectives are met (EEA, 2005). It 

should be clear if the discussion is about the effectiveness of an 

organisation’s operation or the effectiveness of the operating structure. It is 

after all, in spite of the many different definitions of effectiveness, very 

important to distinguish between the modes of effectiveness and efficiency. 

Effectiveness describes the way in which the objectives were achieved, 

while efficiency states whether or not the objectives were achieved in the 

best way, e.g. with the smallest amount of resources. 

2.1.2 The approach of effectiveness within regulating operation 

Regulators have several different approaches to interact with operators. The 

main approaches are legal enforcement and advice. It is possible to observe 

how legal enforcement of the more traditional approach (inspection-based 

regulating) has turned to a more flexible and effective method of regulating in 

the last 30 years. New methods of regulating include interventions such as self-

reporting, extended resources for advice and guidance, involvement in 

boardrooms of the regulated, third-parties’ action and how to regulate operators 

that already have “good behaviour” (Gibson, et al., 2010). 

2.1.3 Philip Hampton’s five principles 

The views of regulation have changed during the last 30 years from inspection 

based towards a more self-regulating view. One of the contributions that has 

popularised this approach is the work from BRTF (Better Regulation Task 

Force) 1997 which aimed for better regulation (Yapp, 2006). In the 2004 

Budget, Philip Hampton was assigned to regard the scope of administrative 

burdens. This was following BRTF’s work. From that report, five established 

principles were drawn and used throughout several institutions and regulators, 

e.g. HSE (Health and Safety Executive) (HSE, approx. 2011), GPhC (General 

Pharmaceutical Council) (GPhC, 2011) and RPA (Rural Payment Agency) 

(RPA, 2008). In some cases, the institution or/and the regulator added some 

principles or changed them slightly. The basic principles state (BIS, 2005a): 
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- targeted/out-come focused – the whole process within the agency 

must be organised and developed from the core of the environmental 

outcome; 

- consistent – the same approach must be taken independent of sector, 

geographical area and over time; 

- accountable – the ability to measure processes, approaches and 

outcomes must exist; 

- proportionate/risk-based – resources of all kind must be allocated 

proportionally according to the risk level and desired outcomes; 

- transparent – processes and rules must be clear, concise and 

understandable for stakeholders. 

These principles together with the Hampton report call for regulators’ 

consideration regarding where they put their efforts and resources. However, as 

Yapp (2006) noticed, empirical evidence has shown that non-specific and 

untargeted information, such as brochures and branch meetings, is the most 

preferred approach for enforcement institutions towards operators, yet it is the 

least effective method. More resource intensive yet effective methods are 

inspections and personal meetings (meeting in reality and not through mediums 

such as telephones or computers). Ibid continues to notice how important these 

‘less cost effective’ inspections are for the operations. Inspections act both as a 

motivating cause and as a factor to secure employees’ health and safety as well 

as their well-being. This would probably be a neglected area with fewer 

inspections. 

From this point, could the principles also be scrutinised from a perspective of 

judicial review? As Minogue and Cariño (2006) observe, these principles of 

good regulation could give more scope for interpretation. The House of Lords 

(2004, § 44) stated declares in a report: 
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“Government does not believe it is necessary to enshrine the principles of good 

regulation in statute, as a general rule for all sector regulators. Whilst the 

Government is entirely supportive of the 5 principles of good regulation, as noted in 

response to the BRTF’s Independent Regulators Report, the principles are not 

defined in law, so are open to interpretation and potential challenge by judicial 

review. However, where Government Departments taking forward amendments to 

sector legislation consider it appropriate, in particular circumstances, to enshrine 

the principles within legislation, they will be free to do so.” 

A well-founded question would be to ask what divergence this gives rise to in 

judicial circumstances. Minogue and Cariño (2006) argue that this is a weak 

argument against the principles. It should be kept in mind that this only applies 

to recognised principles that are not well defined. Individual institutions need to 

implement the principles in their own context. 

White et al. (2010) observes that risk-based approaches have taken an 

important role in regulatory settings. In affected regulated areas, where a more 

effective regulation is supposed to be implemented, a risk-based approach will 

be one of the corner-stones. In this paper, risk will be explained as the 

possibility that human actions harm aspects of things that human beings 

appreciates. This possibility needs to be evaluated and managed through 

different risk-based approaches (Klinke and Renn, 2002). From a regulatory 

point of view, the regulator needs e.g. to manage the level of risks in relation to 

constrained resources. Yapp (2006) notice how the risk-based approach will 

have elements of risk-based decision making and risk assessments. Ibid 

continues to raise some issues that could arise for a regulating institution, e.g. 

institutions are not only supposed to implement risk-based inspections. They 

are also supposed to overcome the issues of implementing enforcement 

structure with guidance from principles and a risk-based approach. 

2.1.4 The UK’s’ three environmental regulators 

The UK has three environmental regulators with different geographical 

jurisdictions. SEPA (Scottish Environment Protection Agency) acts in Scotland, 
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NIEA (Northern Ireland Environment Agency) acts in Northern Ireland while the 

EA (Environment Agency) operates in England and Wales. All are non-

departmental agencies with responsibility for implementation and compliance of 

environmental regulations. This project is concerned with the EA, but since the 

three regulators have similar structures and operations, SEPA and NIEA could 

very well benefit from the outcomes of this project. 

The scope of Philip Hamptons report 2005, Reducing Administrative burdens: 

effective inspections and enforcement, was ‘promoting more efficient 

approaches to regulatory inspections and enforcement, without comprising 

regulatory standards or outcome’ (BIS, 2005b, p.1). The Government accepted 

the report’s recommendations fully. 

To meet the scope of Philip Hampton’s review, the EA have approached a wide 

range of areas in a totally new way. Effectiveness has become a keyword and 

the need to implement it in several ways has grown. Enlarged civil powers 

contribute to new ways of operating. Means such as fixed monetary penalty 

notices, stop notices, discretionary requirements and enforcements can now be 

used. These incentives will reduce time consuming and costly processes to 

bring operators to court (EA, 2011a). 

One of NIEA’s moves towards compliance and fulfilment of the Hampton report 

was to conduct a study of how implementation of an EMS (Environmental 

Management Systems) within regulated operations would affect the 

effectiveness of the regulator (DOE, 2009). Whatever action NIEA takes, 

indicators show that an EMS would have a positive impact on improved 

environmental performance but it would not necessarily lead to improved 

regulatory compliance, which would place NIEA in status quo. This is an area 

where the EA have implemented the OPRA (Operational Risk Appraisal) 

system (ibid). 

SEPA has implemented the Hampton report through their AOP (Annual 

Operating Plan) and Corporate Plan (SEPA, 2010a). The AOP 2010/2011 
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provided SEPA with a toolkit of approaches to deliver better regulation. Figure 1 

provides the context for the toolkit. 

 

Figure 1. SEPA’s toolkit for Better Regulation 

(SEPA, 2010b, p. 47). 

The toolkit is developed from Philip Hampton’s five principles: 

- simplification and streamlining; 

- compliance and best practice; 

- firm but fair enforcement action; 

- identifying problems and reducing risks; 

- advice and guidance. 
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The colours in Figure 1 show where the toolkit affects the strategic, operational 

or a combination of both arenas and the most important and affected 

stakeholders are included to give a comprehensive and simple overview. The 

tool is developed and implemented to support and encourage operators who 

are doing well and to act against environmental offences. 

2.1.5 Evaluation of effectiveness 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of a policy is often done in using quantitative 

approach where statisticians have a vital part to play in the process (Scott, 

2007). But when regulators open up their tool box and use tools such as IAs 

(Impact Assessments) and RIAs (Risk Impact Assessments), a more qualitative 

approach can be achieved (UK Parliament, 2007). EEA recognised that 

evaluation of their effectiveness could enhance the support of policies and give 

support to their clients where it was needed. The evaluation’s feedback 

mechanism is an essential part as it is provides the regulator with the result of 

the policies which is compared and evaluated against the objectives. Evaluation 

of the feedback is one step of a continuous process of measuring the 

effectiveness policies, where knowledge, information and data are shared cross 

all the steps in the process (EEA, 2005). 

2.2 Evidence-based environmental policy 

Policy-making is ideally simple, effective, relevant and high quality. It is believed 

that good policies and good regulation need to have evidence-based qualifiers 

as a foundation. The required evidence could be gained from different sources 

such as stakeholder discussions, monitoring, reports and expert knowledge 

(Scott, 2007). Some organisations have become satisfied with evaluating only 

to comply with policies and regulation and go no further (EEA, 2005). 

Regulators and especially inspectors get subjected of situations where they 

need to decide how they are going to deal with a situation and with what tools 

they are going to operate with. A cost and benefit analysis is one of the tools for 
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regulators to use as a basis for risk-based decision making. Scott (2007) 

highlights a circumstance where an inspector needs to act immediately. The 

precautionary principle (adopted after the Rio convention), states that if there 

are concerns of great irreversible harm and there exist a shortness of scientific 

evidence, it shall not be used as an argument to delay cost-effective measures 

to prevent environmental degradation. This principle requires a high level of 

good judgement and individual responsibility. Risk-based decision making could 

in this circumstance be a good involvement to maintain and enhance the quality 

of decisions in the same time as regulators’ resource is limited. This principle is 

also brought up in the Embracing Uncertainty, Complexity and Change: An Eco-

Pragmatic Reinvention of a First Generation Environmental Law where the 

author notices how opponents wind up the principle as ’based on vague and 

baseless fears regarding environmental risks’ (Angelo, 2005, p. 32). Scott 

(2005) continues to emphases that decision making needs to have a systematic 

scrutiny of proofs, but also distinct levels of the term. The awareness of terms 

and their definitions such as ‘giving reasonable grounds for concerns’ and 

‘beyond reasonable doubt’, must be uniform throughout the regulator’s 

organisation. 

2.3 Good environmental behaviour 

Gouldson et al. (2009) brought up concerns with public sectors expenditures, 

while Gunningham and Grabosky (1998) precised how regulators are not 

effective in delivering their goals or delivering their goals at least cost. The UK 

government produced 1997, BRTF, which has influenced regulators to enhance 

their quality of management (Gouldson et al., 2009). A risk-based approach 

towards high risk areas is one method of achieving this. When institutions are 

limited in their resource use, they may be forced to weight the benefits against 

the costs. Constraints in resource use could lead to incidents where the 

regulators are blamed for a lack of regulation. To avoid this kind of occasion, 

the regulators need to show that their decisions are strongly based on risk 

awareness. 
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Substantial research has been done over the last 10 years within the areas 

related to driving forces, judgement, strategies and attitudes towards 

environmental regulation (Gibson et al., 2010). 

Laws, regulations and policies are developed to guide, impose and force 

operators’ behaviour. This is not a binary circumstance where operators either 

comply or not. A compliance and spectrum model offers a spectrum of 

judgement that runs from ‘criminal’ to ‘champion’ with four steps in between. 

Figure 2 shows how SEPA has viewed and labelled the spectrum. 

 

Figure 2. SEPA’s compliance and engagement spectrum 

(SEPA, 2010c, p. 9) 

Several research papers have discussed the factors that enable and support 

compliance, while others have examined which variables motivate the actor to 

go beyond compliance with the law. A whole range of different regulatory 

approaches distinguish between direct regulation and alternative approaches 

(Gibson et al., 2010). Regardless of where in the UK agencies act, there is a 

need for consistent behaviour and the evaluation of where operators act on the 

compliance and engagement scale becomes harder the more graded the scale 

is. 
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The Hampton report (BIS, 2005b) recommends regulators to utilise incentives 

for good behaviour among operators. As the report noticed, award schemes 

have been successful in other regulatory areas and are seen as a possible tool 

to the future. However, no evidence or settings were provided of what good 

environmental behaviour is. One other aspect that should be considered is if the 

regulator can trust the operators’ willingness to put the environmental practices 

into the heart of their policy (Rutherfoord et al., 2000). 

2.4 Regulators’ risk-based decision making 

A regulator needs to implement risk-based decision making through the whole 

institution, e.g. when Kemp and Munch-Andersen (2004) discussed how self-

regulation could be a reward for good behaviour instead of a trade off against 

regulation, the regulator needs to have a good foundation why or why not it 

implements self-regulation for some operators. 

White et al. (2010) assume that risk-based decision making is a cornerstone of 

the success of operating as a more effective and efficient regulator. At the same 

time, Embracing Uncertainty, Complexity and Change: An Eco-Pragmatic 

Reinvention of a First Generation Environmental Law, Angelo (2005) highlights 

how opponents to risk-based decision making oppose this form of regulation by 

arguing for a zero risk approach, disregarding costs, but strangely most of the 

regulations require the inclusion of other factors such as economic. The other 

extreme is when economic efficiency is promoted above all other concerns. A 

cost/benefit tool is widely used. The tool tries to balance social benefits against 

society’s costs of legal compliance. However, the author concludes how 

cost/benefit analysis should assist rather than controls the risk-based decision 

process due to how the analysis contains ’many assumptions, judgment calls, 

values and unquantifiable factors’ (Angelo, 2005, p. 22). Eco-pragmatism 

propagates a middle-way between cost/benefit versus a risk-based decision 

making approach, a path where regulators are allowed to make incremental 

modification in the regulation when new information is taken into account as 

well as correcting old mistakes. Societies today are changing at a fast pace, as 
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are their values. A situation where there is a lack of information is not a 

legitimate reason to panic. The theory argues that actions should be 

decentralised to local levels justified by quicker implementation of new 

knowledge and faster reactions. 

2.4.1 Risk-based decision making from a regulators view 

Scotland’s main environmental regulator, SEPA, has reacted against the 

Government’s requirement for better regulations, where it wants to strike a 

balance between social, economic and environmental constraints through 

efficient and proportionate regulation. SEPA has implemented risk-based 

decision making to ensure that decisions are considered with an approach of 

balanced environmental and economical costs and benefits (SEPA, 2005). 

On its home page, the EA highlights that it underpins its daily operation, risk 

assessment and management activity with risk-based decision making. This is 

managed through expertise within risk-based decision making and in analysis of 

environmental risk. The EA operates within most of its areas of responsibility 

using risk screening and prioritisation, generic risk analysis and quantitative 

(tailored) risk analysis. Risk screening and prioritisation is an important stage in 

the effective management of risk. Methods and tools are developed for 

discovery of risk. The risks must be put in a context and prioritised to be 

managed in the correct way. The risks are analysed and defined with a toolkit 

containing, for example, software such as Crystal Ball(TM) and @Risk(TM): 

risk-rating schemes and decision trees.  If it is a high level risk, specific and 

tailored risk analysis could be carried out (EA, 2011b). 

NIEA have implemented the importance of Better Regulation and Hampton’s 

Review to the same degree as SEPA and the EA, but it has taken a slightly 

different and interesting approach towards risk-based decision making and its 

operators’ EMS. The EA has explored the same opportunity as NIEA in 

assessing how effective EMS can be as a measurement of environmental 

compliance and performance to see if it is possible to encourage and champion 
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their operators to implement risk-based decision making as a part of their EMS 

(NIEA, 2009). 

2.5 Benchmarking 

This section will provide an insight of what benchmarking is and how it is used. 

It will provide basic information about the three most public and well-known 

benchmarking models which in some circumstances acted as a foundation to 

this project’s development of a benchmarking tool. 

2.5.1 Benchmarking and benchmarking tools 

Benchmarking is an accountability technique which is developed within the 

TMQ (Total Quality Management) movement (Sommerville and Robertson, 

2000). Comparing one’s own operation with another’s has happened for a long 

time, but it was not until the late 1980s that Xerox started to use the technique 

on a larger scale. In spite of the fact that TQM is a well established quality tool, 

the literature only offers a few academic articles within legal authority settings. 

One of the few articles that contains research of TQM in a regulatory setting 

highlights the enhanced quality with which an operator with implemented TQM 

acts. Operators then often comply above and beyond the regulator’s 

requirements (McAdam and O’Neill, 1999). 

A benchmarking tool is seen as an effective approach for enhanced outcomes 

(Green and McCann, 2011). The benchmarking technique is a systematic 

comparison between and within pre-decided parameters (Achtemeier and 

Simpson, 2005). When a technique is stated as a systematic event, it becomes 

a process and this is also revealed in some of the definitions (Achtemeier and 

Simpson, 2005). In 1992, 49 different definitions of benchmarking existed 

(Anand and Kodali, 2008). 

Andersen and Pettersen (1996, p.3) define benchmarking as: 

‘A predefined position, used as a reference point for taking measures against’ 
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Spendolini (1992) provides a benchmarking menu that is composed of empirical 

evidence. After collecting 49 different definitions, linguistic patterns were found 

and a list - a benchmarking menu - was generated. The menu defines this 

project’s definition of benchmarking as follows (ibid, p. 10): 

‘a continuous systematic process for evaluating the functions, services, operations 

and work processes of organisations that are recognised as representing the best 

practice for the purposes of organisational improvement and establishing priorities, 

targets and goals’ 

2.5.2 Different types of benchmarking 

Anand and Kodali’s (2008) article, Benchmarking the benchmarking models, 

reveals that a broad range in benchmarking tools exists’ with a numbers of 

steps involved (varying from 5 to 21), a number of phases (varying from 2 to 7) 

and types. The most usable model is a general model, ‘comparing with an 

organisation which extends beyond industry boundaries’ (Anand and Kodali, 

2008, p. 261), closely followed by process and functional benchmarking models. 

Hindle (2003) presents four different types of benchmarking models as follows. 

a) Internal benchmarking – the process where quality management is being 

benchmarked. It occurs through an internal checking of the 

organisation’s standards to scrutinise whether or not opportunities to 

improvement exist. 

b) Competitive benchmarking – the organisation compares its standards 

against a competitor’s score of standards. 

c) Industry benchmarking – this scenario gives a score which is compared 

with companies in the same industry. 

d) Best-in-class benchmarking – the subject is here comparing itself with 

other organisations, regardless of type of business, geographical areas 

or national market. 
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The most relevant type of benchmarking tool for an environmental agency 

within this project’s scope would be internal benchmarking. This project intends 

to benchmark risk-based decision making for internal quality enhancement. 

Using an internal benchmarking approach, best practice can be found, units can 

learn from each other and the same level of quality can be aimed for throughout 

the whole agency. Codling (1992) argues that internal benchmarking can be 

seen as a ‘nursery for developing the approach’ (Codling, 1992, p. 14). This 

could be closely linked to the new approach the UK’s environmental agencies 

must develop towards better and more effective regulations. Codling defines 

‘nursery’ to be an environment where questions can be asked, processes and 

procedures analysed and mistakes made which lead to an environment that is 

far removed from a blaming culture. 

Internal benchmarking is closely connected with best practice which will be 

reviewed in section 2.5.3. 

2.5.3 Best practice in benchmarking 

Best practice is an awkward expression to use. It is hard to define and its 

implementation is not always. Hyland and Beckett (2002) note that best practice 

found in one institution was not easy to replicate in similar institutions. 

Communication and culture were seen as the barriers. In some larger 

institutions, best practice may already be in place in a small number of units. An 

expression such as ‘if only we knew what we know’ (Hyland and Beckett, 2002, 

p. 294), is highly applicable in these kind of circumstances. Codling (2003) 

gives a relevant example of how difficult best practice could be to define. Staff 

following best practice processes are often unaware of their awarded outcomes 

and deliveries because for them it is simply ‘business as usual’. This gives the 

benchmarking tool a superb role to play. Without the benchmarking tool and its 

measuring process, best practice would never be recognised. The practice of 

trying to define and identify best practice is not a passive process and even if it 

is a step in the right direction, will not assure the implementation of best practice 

benchmarking and the delivery of higher quality. 



 

16 

 

In the UK, BQA (British Quality Association) offers guidance and information for 

various industries. They propose that a benchmarking tool serves as a tool in 

best practice management. In 1991, EFQM (European Foundation of Quality 

Management) launched a benchmarking tool trying to recognise best practice 

through offering ‘Company Award’. The award ensures that institutions have 

performed above and beyond the awareness of best practice and instead are 

dealing with it on a much deeper level. The award seeks institutions where best 

practice impels the institution to excellence through appropriate values and 

procedures (Codling, 1992). 

Instead of perceiving benchmarking in the four traditional types, ibid has taken 

an approach of viewing them from three perspectives: internal, external and 

best practice benchmarking. It is clear that benchmarking with reference to best 

practice could be problematic and a definition of best practice should be 

considered, both to find best practice and to define what it means in terms of 

the specific process or procedure. 

2.5.4 The benchmarking process 

The overall benchmarking methodology process is a process that has not 

changed much over the years. Codling (2003) presents a benchmarking 

methodology that covers the same stages that Boxwell (1994) presented and 

referred back to Xerox’s development year 1989. Figure 3 gives an overview of 

the benchmarking process. 

As Figure 3 shows, benchmarking is a process that gives feedback information. 

Neglecting to analyse the benchmarking data would make benchmarking efforts 

a waste of resources. For example, the data could give valuable insight into 

how the institution performs against similar units, strengths and weaknesses, 

and how well fits the target.  



 

17 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. A model of the benchmarking process 

Remodelled by Karin Andersson. Source: Boxwell, 1994, p. 23, and Codling, 

2003, p. 12. 

The model shows a feedback process which starts with a planning step. The 

planning step is extremely important and it is crucial that the correct areas are 

chosen to be benchmarked. If wrong aspects are chosen at this stage, the 

process will benchmark less relevant areas and the outcomes will therefore be 

The planning stage 

The maturity stage 

The action stage 

The integration stage 

The analysing stage 

Identify what is to benchmark 

Identify potential partners, levels and/or units 

Identify data sources 

Gain acceptance 

Define the process 

Select appropiate collection methods 

Collect data and select partners 

Determine current performance gap  

Communicate benchmark findings 

Establish process difference 

Target future performance 

Adjust goals 

Calibrate 

Review process(/progress) 

Implement 

Develop action plans 
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less relevant. The process continues with analysing, integration and an action 

stage. During the action stage, the benchmarking data is analysed and 

conclusion are drawn for future improvement. 

2.5.5 Maturity levels 

Boxwell (1994) used a stage which he called ‘maturity’ (see Figure 3). He 

defines maturity as a stage where practices were fully integrated in the 

institution, practices are fully integrated into the processes and where 

leadership positions are attained. Beatty and Ulrich (1991) notice that 

increasing globalisation has pushed institutions, which previously had long-

established norms of security, into life cycles that change at a fast rate. 

Institutions need new values such as speed and simplicity and have employees 

with a greater self-confidence and who are more empowered. The definition and 

content of the term ‘mature’ in an organisational setting is widely debated, but 

Andersen and Jessen (2003) highlight a definition of maturity as ‘being ripe or 

having reached the state of full natural or maximum development’ (Andersen 

and Jessen, 2003, p. 457). They continue to notice that no institution has 

reached this level or ever will. The authors would rather define ‘mature’ as being 

high level of these three components: ‘action (ability to act and decide), attitude 

(willingness to be involved), and knowledge (an understanding of the impact of 

willingness and action)’ (Andersen and Jessen, 2003, p. 458). Marsh’s 

benchmarking tool, which Marsh provides its clients with, has a four graded 

maturity scale covering risk management. Clients are seen to be at the highest 

level of maturity when the clients deliver excellence through fully-integrated risk 

management. The highest maturity level is described in Figure 4.  
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Figure 4. Marsh’s five maturity levels 

Redesigned by Karin Andersson. (Marsh, 2010, p. 2). 

Figure 4 provides a scale against which institutions can validate their 

benchmarking outcome. The model begins at a minimum point as an institution 

strives towards a higher risk management maturity. Marsh gives customers 

detailed advice on how they will be able to implement risk management in a 

wider extent. 

2.5.6 Review of existing benchmarking tools 

After a review of the selection of free available benchmarking tools, three were 

found as possibly useful: Alarm, EFQM and Marsh. Each of these three 

systems is looked at in more detail in the following sections. 

2.5.6.1 Alarm 

The Alarm model (Alarm, 2010) was developed as a self-assessment 

questionnaire which is supposed to test present operation against Alarm’s 

Proactive, innovative and    
adding value 

Network of believers across 
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Embedded in all key business 
processes 

Collaborative with key 
colleagues, partners and 
external suppliers 

Project risk management 

Better outcomes 

 
Striving 
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framework and its performance indicators. The foundation of the framework is 

built to support systematic benchmarking in which operators through continuous 

improvement could compare their operation with other organisation’s and learn 

from best practice. The framework has divided the operating system into seven 

areas (parameters). 

1. Leadership and management 

The key activity being measured here is whether senior management and 

executives support and promote risk management. The parameter is 
concerned with risk judgement, clear directions and risk management. 

Questions are raised about information and decision making, management 

and accountability responsibility, and reporting and escalation systems. 

2. Strategy and policy 

The main activity being measured here is whether comprehensible strategies 

and policies for risks actually exist. This parameter is concerned with the 

policies and strategic approaches towards risk management and increasing 

effectiveness. Questions are raised about strategy development and its 

implementation and also about risk management and risk management policy. 

3. People 

Core activities are culture, communication, roles and responsibilities, skills, 

training and guidance. This parameter is concerned with the culture of risk 

management, communication, responsibility and the capability of skills and 

guidance. 

4. Partnership, shared risks and resources 

Concerns within this parameter are risks in specific areas, joint registers, risks 

to- within- and shared with e.g. stakeholder and society, but also partnership 

guidance. Risk finance, information and knowledge, tools and partnership and 

shared risk will be examined. 
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5. Processes and tools 

The effectiveness of the organisation’s risk management to support the 

organisation’s processes will be measured. The core concerns within this 

parameter are: integration-, embedding-, identification-, evaluation-, control-, 

planning-, and reporting of risk within executed processes. Is the organisation 

using risk management in both decision making and strategic planning? 

6. Risk handling and assurance 

This parameter is concerned whit the extent that risk is managed in an 

appropriate way and whether or not the institution can assures that risk 

management contributes to the delivery of successful outcomes and risk- 

taking. Risk assurance and performance and risk handling will be examined. 

7. Outcomes & delivery 

This parameter examines the extent to which risk management contributes to 

achieving outcomes. It also highlights learning from best practice and 

continuous improvement. The risk management contribution to both institutional 

and individual performance will be examined. 

The first five are classified as enablers, while the latter two are defined as 

results. Each of the seven parameters is scrutinised with more exhaustive 

questions which are then judged against five different maturity levels (Alarm, 

2010, p. 1); 

Level 1 – Risk management is engaging with the organisation 

Level 2 – Risk management is happening within the organisation 

Level 3 – Risk management is working for the organisation 

Level 4 – Risk management is embedded and integrated within the organisation 

Level 5 – Risk management is driving the organisation 
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2.5.6.2 EFQM 

EFQM is a non-profit member organisation which was founded in 1988 in 

Brussels (EFQM, 2011). The founders were a group of leading companies 

within Europe (EFQM, 2011). The main reason driving them was to advance 

European organisations on a world perspective. The advancement was 

supposed to happen through enhanced quality management towards global 

competitive advantages. However, the EFQM benchmarking tool does not 

capture areas of risk assessment to the same extent as the Alarm model. The 

overall structure is founded in the same way as Alarm, i.e. five enablers 

(leadership, management of people (employees), policy and strategy, 

resources, and processes) and four result areas (people satisfaction, customer 

satisfaction, impact on society and business result). Sub-areas and 

benchmarking questions are however more influenced by TQM (Bendell et al., 

1993). Li and Yang (2003) notice that the model has received acceptance 

among the public and academics, though authors like Porter and Tanner (1996) 

and Dale et al. (2001) argue that users come across issues as a result of the 

criteria being defined too generally. 

2.5.6.3 Marsh 

Marsh’s benchmarking tool is a relatively unknown, closed public benchmarking 

tool. There is not much written about the structure of the tool, neither from an 

academic or public approach. Marsh has acted as consultants and advisers 

within risk management, and as insurance brokers (Marsh, 2011). Marsh has 

provided a benchmarking tool for its clients who wanted to benchmark their risk 

performance (Marsh, 2010). A rough overview of the tool’s areas is provided in 

Table 1.  

http://tyda.se/search/academically�
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Table 1. Areas of Marsh’s benchmarking tool 

Source: Marsh, 2010, p. 1. 

Key areas of benchmarking Link with the risk 

management process 

Risk management sponsorship and 
positioning 

 

Strategic positioning Managing the risk management 
process 

Risk identification  

Risk identification and assessment Risk prioritising 

Risk treatment/controls Risk treatment 

Risk reporting  

Risk identification and assessment Risk monitoring 

Risk implications of working with other 
organisations 

Risk awareness culture  

Culture and communication Risk communication 

 

Table 1. shows how Marsh’s tool benchmarks the process of risk assessment. 

This approach provides information on how well the separate parts of a risk 

assessment is performed within the institution. 

2.5.7 Benchmarking as a help for regulators’ risk-based decisions 

There is a wide supply of benchmarking research, but it is not easy to find 

research where evidence has been collected on the reasons why different 

models use selected areas to benchmark. As this paper has shown earlier, 

environmental agencies are operating in a changing environment where the 

ability to obtain knowledge, analyse it and make risk-based decisions on that 
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data, have become crucial. Organisations are supposed to learn best practice 

from each other but are fortunate if it is possible even to find a definition of best 

practice. Organisations need to analyse the term and what it means for them 

with the amount of information they have from other equivalent organisations. 

If a benchmarking tool is going to be applicable and used as a measurement for 

how well managed the organisation is, certain ‘supporting pillars’ must exist. 

The supporting pillars need to reflect the core processes and procedures within 

the organisation. Different views on which attributes should be included in a 

benchmarking tool will now follow. 

Philips (2003) notices 10 central areas for learning and development in 

organisations to achieve success: will (culture); leadership; strategic thinking 

and vision; communication; learning and development; innovation and decision 

making; change management; intellectual capital and knowledge; 

measurement; and reward. If the given core attributes for success are dynamic 

learning and a developing organisation, would it then be possible to conclude 

that these are some of the attributes that should be included in a benchmarking 

tool for environmental agencies? De Jager (1999), another author within 

knowledge management, proposes four enablers and one process that act as 

attributes within a benchmarking tool: leadership, technology, culture, 

measurement and processes. De Jager’s reasoning for selecting the five 

attributes are given below but no evidence was supplied to justify why these 

attributes were collected. 

a) Leadership – copes with a wide range of strategy problems but also 

defines the organisation. 

b) Technology – communication and knowledge exchange. Technology 

also represents how and to what extent technology is used to manage 

processes such as the collection, storage and distribution of information. 

c) Culture – reveals the views of the organisation which includes innovation, 

learning and encouragement of employees in different situations. 



 

25 

 

d) Measurement – clarifies the measurement practice and the quantifying 

process which with management can lead the organisation to achieve 

the mission, vision and objectives. 

e) Processes – the practices the organisation uses to identify, manage, 

adapt and exchange the information, knowledge and tools it needs. 

In experimental case studies from two Dutch rural areas, where both districts 

were required to execute a more reflexive environmental regulation, Glasbergen 

(2005) notes how one of the regulators had hardly identified any problems 

areas or expected costs of abatement. The same case proved that limiting 

levels were adjusted to fit the development of the society. The result of the 

experiment was that regulators felt vulnerable, limited by policy space and 

factors that they couldn’t influence and were in need of expertise. The 

evaluation of the case study verifies a situation with more complexity, variation 

and political uncertainty, which stemmed from the lack of progress in the 

Government’s decision making. This case study shows how important it is to 

manage both processes and transparency within the agency. To have similar 

processes and boarder lines, procedures need to be measured in a 

standardised way. Therefore, a benchmarking tool needs to measure how well 

an agency copes with its tasks and procedures. Glasbergen (2005) observes 

the significance of stakeholder activity. The pilot project gave evidence of a lack 

of working together with other agencies and stakeholders in the society, but 

also the validation from higher level authority. 

The effectiveness of the benchmarking tool is dependent on the benchmarking 

context and activities. To agree on what to benchmark is a core task in itself. 

Magd and Curry (2003) suggest that two questions should be raised to define 

the attributes of the benchmarking tool (Magd and Curry, 2003, p. 270): 

1) What are the critical success factors for our organisation’s success? 

2) Which processes cause the most trouble? 
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Existing and public benchmarking tools provide a good overview of what 

benchmarking risk-based decision making could look like. However, the content 

of Marsh’s tool is less relevant compared to how well all the parts of a risk 

assessment are implemented and used. With references how far the 

developments of risk assessment have already taken environmental agencies 

already executing the whole chain of a risk assessment. Therefore, it is more 

appropriate to raise the objectives for a higher quality level. Benchmarking how 

well risk assessment and risk-based decision making are implemented and 

whether or not are driving the agency towards excellence is therefore more 

relevant. Because of this reason, Alarm and EFQM will be more applicable to 

be used as guidance. These models will imply a ‘health check’ of processes for 

different levels across the agency. This will also imply a whole new path for 

benchmarking. An environmental agency operates within service management, 

in addition the agency is tightly connected to the government which puts it in a 

monopoly market. This could both contribute and limit the deliveries and 

outcomes from the tool. 

 



 

27 

 

3 Article 

The literature review and development of a benchmarking tool were aimed to be 

relevant as an article for an appropriate journal. This research was found to be 

suitable for Benchmarking: An International Journal. This journal approaches 

benchmarking from all kind of angles in all types of organisations. The journal 

aims to enhance the practice and quality in real projects and is therefore written 

for senior decision makers. 

3.1 Benchmarking risk-based decision making in environmental 
agencies 

Key words: 

Benchmarking, effectiveness, risk-based decision making, regulation, quality 

and efficiency. 

Abstract: 

Purpose – Quality assurance is a management challenge for every institution. It 

is associated with a number of key decisions, some of which are related to set 

objectives and to ensure that quality assurance is achieved in an effective and 

efficient way. Public sector organisations in the public sector are no exceptions 

in their new approach of implementing risk-based decision making in their 

operations. In this project, an environmental agency aspires to quality 

assurance in risk-based decision making through the development of a 

benchmarking tool. 

Approach – An inductive approach opened up a simultaneous process of an 

academic literature review and a work-shop among stakeholders with 

experience of the agency’s roles. The aim of these was to identify areas and 

questions that established quality through an approach of risk-based decision 

making in the agency. Survey questions was developed and tested. The 
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questions gave insights of the context and the pedagogical framing of the 

survey. 

Findings – The survey that was developed may offer guidance for continued 

development and quality management. It may also offer guidance and 

awareness about the agency’s values, mission, vision and objectives as well as 

perceptions of knowledge, understanding and application of certain concepts 

such as best practice and maturity. 

Research limitations – New approaches of quality assurance within 

environmental agencies have given rise to gaps in the academic literature. Even 

if benchmarking and quality assurance are well-known practices, developing 

benchmarking for risk-based decision making within environmental agencies is 

completely new. 

Originality – Implementation of benchmarking in regulatory settings is a new 

approach for quality enhancement, in particular for environmental agencies. 

TQM and benchmarking have been known for decades within management 

literature but this new approach, could make a contribution, to improve the 

operation of environmental agencies and also other regulators. 

Introduction 

In 1999 the UK Government recognised in the report Modernising Government 

the need for modernisation in different sectors and agencies. One of the report’s 

five key conclusions concerned the need to create a more future-oriented 

management in governmental agencies. This was supposed to happen through 

the evaluation of governmental departments, recognition and sharing of best 

practice and the introduction of joint training for authorities and their 

stakeholders. A more future-oriented view would also enhance the quality of risk 

management, where risk aversion is one aspect. The report was concerned with 

current behaviour of risk aversion which leads to lost opportunities (Official 

Documents Archive, 1999). 
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The concerns for better regulation increased and in 2005 two important reports 

were published: Philip Hampton’s Reducing administrative burdens: effective 

inspection and enforcement (referred to as the Hampton report), which he was 

asked to produce by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and BRTF’s (Better 

Regulation Task Force) Regulation – Less is More; Reducing Burdens, 

Improving Outcomes as requested by the Prime Minister. 

The first report’s (BIS, 2005a) approach was to examine the potential for 

reducing administrative burdens, e.g. implementation of more efficient 

inspections and upholding of regulations without jeopardising outcomes or 

regulatory standards. The report brought up the subject of risk assessment and 

the lack of it. Hampton (BIS, 2005a) stressed the importance of risk assessment 

as the fundamental key to effectiveness and that risk assessment should be 

comprehensive. 

The latter report (BIS, 2005b) focused on: 

• how to reduce administrative expenditure connected to regulations, 

incurred by businesses. 

• taking an approach of ‘One in – One out’, when it comes to regulators’ 

incentives to put administrative burdens on businesses. This required 

that the regulator prioritises and simplifies regulation. N.B. the report 

included deregulation, consolidation and rationalisation as sub-units of 

‘simplification’ 

A lack of well-defined responsibilities and organisational objectives creates 

difficulties in evaluating organisational management. These challenges are very 

visible in the area of risk management, where a lack of responsibility gives rise 

to disasters. Beinecke et al. (2011) highlights a recent example of such a 

disaster. The author points out the problems of regulating institutions’ 

responsibility and neutrality in BP’s (British Petroleum) oil disaster in the 

Mexican Gulf in 2005. On this occasion, the regulator had a very recent history 

of being concerned with regulating activities and environmental protection 
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aspects at the same time as national energy independence. Financial aspects 

such as leasing contracts and royalties from drilling companies were also 

processes in the same matter. Resources to oversee institutions decreased at a 

time while technological development of deepwater drilling continued at a fast 

pace. 

Another recent example of a lack responsibility and risk management is in the 

Swedish police force. Its operation has shown evidence of a lack of 

responsibility in the management of multiple crimes. The investigation of many 

crimes takes so long that they become statute-barred. On several occasions, 

the Swedish Parliamentary Ombudsman has criticised the management. 

However, it was not until 2009 that the Swedish Government gave the police 

force an injunction to improve their processes. National Police Agency’s Ulf 

Sköld asserts that the lack of management depended on too many middlemen 

and on old-fashioned computer systems (Hökerberg, 2010). This subject was 

not only considered in the news. The area of responsibility and risk 

management has also been scrutinised in an academic article discussing 

whether the fall of America’s economy could be blamed on deregulation and 

regulators (Stiglitz, 2009). In the UK, regulatory bodies such as the EA 

(Environment Agency), SEPA (Scotland Environment Protection Agency) and 

NIEA (Northern Ireland Environment Agency) have understood the importance 

of the new and more modern approach towards regulation. Conventional 

regulations have to a great extent achieved their aims, but it is recognised that 

the nature of the regulations need to keep on developing at the same pace as 

other areas within the society. Five principles for how regulation could be 

reshaped and performed in a better and more effective way were generated by 

BRTF from the Hampton report (BIS, 2005a, p. 51). These have now become 

well established in the minds of several regulators (UK Parliament, 2007) and 

are as follow: 
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• targeted/out-come focused – the whole process within the agency 

must be organised and developed from the core of the environmental 

outcome; 

• consistent – the same approach must be taken independent of sector, 

geographical area and over time; 

• accountable – the ability to measure processes, approaches and 

outcomes must exist; 

• proportionate/risk-based – resources of all kind must be allocated 

proportionally according to the risk level and desired outcomes; 

• transparent – processes and rules must be clear, concise and 

understandable for stakeholders. 

A broad spectrum of views exist with competing demands. Some would like to 

see total deregulation with individual liberty, self responsibility and business 

competitiveness as the number one priority. At the opposite end of the spectrum 

there are those who argue for more restrictions, inspections, applications and 

delimitations of ‘red tape’ (The EA, 2005). Risked-based decision making 

becomes an important element of more effective and efficient regulations, 

labelled as risk-informed regulation (Gouldson et al., 2009). 

When sectors in society are provided with an extended level of liability, a 

demand for more extensive risk management grows. Njå and Solberg (2010) 

presented an example where the Norwegian government was influenced by the 

Deregulation and Contracting Out Act 1994 and deregulated the aviation sector 

in Norway. The conclusion was that risk was not mentioned in neither accidental 

nor incidental contexts. There were no safety and risk assessments made prior 

to the deregulation. A report from Liverpool University and John Moores 

University stated that the HSE have a problem to enforce the applicable law. 

Inspections have decreased, the investigation of health and safety incidents 

have fallen and there has been a reduction in prosecutions (University of 

Liverpool, 2010). 
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Environmental agencies use a number of different tools, both internal and 

external for regulatory interventions (Gibson et al., 2010). Applicable external 

tools have a range of actions such as advice and guidance, e.g. NetRegs, 

which is a web-based information site, especially for SMEs (small and medium 

sized enterprises) and the National Customer Contact Centre which provides a 

single point of contact through a call centre to inspections and progress if there 

is a lack of compliance. Internal tools exist such as Regulatory Scrutiny Panel 

and OPRA (Operational Risk Appraisal). The Regulatory Scrutiny Panel 

consists of senior people to help manage the agency’s work and development 

of legislations and policies, while OPRA assesses risk in a particular activity 

(NAO, 2008). 

A wide range of possible tools for quality control leads to numerous 

management challenges. As seen in both Effective inspection and enforcement: 

implementing the Hampton vision in the Environment Agency (NAO, 2008) and 

The Environment Agency – A review of progress since its Hampton 

Implementation Review (BIS, 2010), the EA has come a long way in its efforts 

to increase the effectiveness of operations. Continuous improvement requires a 

method of measurement, which points to a need for repeated assessments, 

‘What gets measured gets managed’. New methods of regulation shape 

procedures resulting in them becoming more precise about the risk level of both 

operator and operation through extended or reduced resources (measured in 

time and money). This new method of regulating incentivises the need for a tool 

which justifies regulators’ risk-based decisions, procedures and quality in 

different situation and levels within the organisation. This new incentives 

provide a logical step where environmental agencies’ employees, such as 

inspectors and line managers, could be in need of education in the new way of 

regulating. It is important that they feel secure in their role and in their daily work 

and can rely on senior management for support when complications arise and 

openness when mistakes have been made. 
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The aim of this project is to recognise and justify factors and processes that 

influence quality in a series of management settings and to use these for further 

development for a benchmarking tool of risk-based decisions making. It is a 

necessity for the benchmarking tool to be useful for environmental agencies, to 

help them maintain and enhance the quality of management. A limitation that 

needs to be highlighted is effectiveness’ of legal enforcement in various 

contexts. 

Approach 

A commission from a company, limited by guarantee and registered charity, 

serves as a starting point for this thesis. The commission focused upon an 

investigation of internal quality management. The particular focus was 

benchmarking risk-based decision making in regulatory settings. The outcomes 

of the commission are intended to be applicable to an environmental agency in 

the UK. The environmental agency is closely connected with the Government 

and can be seen as a governmental agency. It will usually exist as the single 

environmental agency in a country. Since the UK is divided into three areas, 

and each area has its own agency, a monopoly environment is implied. Any 

kind of comparison will therefore need to be internal, between organisational 

units, of performance and procedures at different times. This explains the 

internal approach within the project. The external approach is viewed through 

the gains in societal interest of more effective regulators and better regulations. 

A wide range literature specialises within the area of management (e.g. 

leadership management, quality management and process management). In 

addition numerous journals specialise in law and regulation. Together the 

literature contributes to a comprehensive view of the background and the 

problems. However, it is hard to find academic articles that discuss the problem 

spot on. This gives a descriptive approach to the research where earlier 

researches have established models and theories between factors (Patel and 

Davidson, 2010). This research establishes and connects some of the missing 

links. 
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The process of developing a benchmarking tool for risk-based decision making 

started with a solid search within the academic literature. The search 

approached the research area from different angles, e.g. one approach was to 

search for benchmarking tools in a regulatory setting, another approach was to 

find how a benchmarking tool was developed and a third approach was to seek 

evidence of the need for the tool. This is a deductive approach which uses what 

is known in the specific domain and puts it in relation to theoretical aspects and 

from that point creates a hypothesis to be subjected to an empirical breakdown 

(Bryman and Bell, 2007). Of particular interest was the literature about areas 

which the tool was going to benchmark in the environmental agency. The most 

relevant literature suggested which parameters and attributes should be 

included in the benchmarking tool. 

Because of the major gaps in the academic literature, the deductive approach 

turned to an inductive approach. An inductive mind-set will approve analysis of 

collected data from the subject and object and then present a theory (Saunders 

et al., 2007). 

On that basis it was possible to develop benchmarking parameters, attributes 

and questions that the tool would include. A review was made of existing 

benchmarking tools, such as Alarm, EFQM and Marsh, to examine how these 

could contribute to the development of a fair and applicable tool. 

When suggestions of appropriate areas were made, a proofing workshop was 

performed. The workshop invited 20 people with appropriate roles such as area 

managers, consultants and employed scientists, 18 of the invited 20 

participated. The reasoning was to involve employees in a discussion about the 

pros and cons of using the existing Alarm model, how useful the chosen areas 

were and how meaningful the behavioural performance levels were. The 

employees were from the EA and SEPA. Respondents had the opportunity, 

using post-it notes, to contribute their thoughts. Using the feedback from the 

employees, areas were verified and benchmarking questions were developed. 
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The post-it notes were inputted into an Excel format where the comments were 

connected to the corresponding area. Unfortunately, the number of employees 

in the proofing workshop was too small to give any major relevance to the 

research. In these circumstances, the potential for bias is too great. The 

developing research process continued to refine the benchmarking questions to 

a state where they were ready for test trial in an agency. The absence of 

academic literature and the limitation of the results from the proofing workshop, 

suggest a greater need for trials in an environmental agency. The questions 

need to be scrutinised both from a context and framing point of view. 

Findings and discussion 

The development process of a benchmarking tool for environmental regulators 

was affected by the limitations of resources of published academic research 

within the area. This became especially obvious in certain parts of the process 

of developing the benchmarking tool where evidence-based themes and 

attributes were required to be found. An intended deductive process 

transformed to an inductive process. 

A benchmarking tool can among other things contribute to reduction in errors 

and impediments (Magd and Curry, 2003) and therefore it is required to have a 

benchmarking tool which is accurate, easy to use and as Hyland and Beckett 

(2002) argued, the data collection process needs to be performed in a 

meaningful way. A ‘meaningful way’ is defined as being when the stakeholders 

involved understand and accept the processes. The compiled data were also 

supposed to be used in changing of the existing processes and procedures in 

order that quality, effectiveness and efficiency would be enhanced. 

It was a complicated process to assemble a group of areas that affect the 

environmental agency. There is no clear evidence in the literature giving 

guidance on which parameter to chose. Instead, contributed the academically 

literature with characteristics of the areas. Andersen and Pettersen (1996) 

defined the appropriate areas as the processes that were based on the 
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institution’s strategy. Ibid continues to define the areas as the institution’s 

crucial success factors and the procedures and processes that have the biggest 

impact on the crucial success factors. Magd and Curry (2003) added the 

institution’s most problematic processes to those characteristics. Sarkis (2001) 

also agrees that processes and procedures that link to the institution’s strategy 

are the correct areas to measure. 

However, it is understandable to some extent why there is a lack of academic 

literature in this area when it applies to the relation between benchmarking 

areas and environmental agencies. First, benchmarking is a recently new 

development within the public sector and for regulators. Secondly, there is the 

globalisation. As Beatty and Ulrich (1991) highlight, the lifecycles of mindsets, 

services and material items are changing at an ever increasing speed. Even if 

environmental agencies are not directly affected, there is a need for them to 

keep up with the pace of their operators. In a constantly changing environment, 

it could be less important to identify the specific procedure or process with 

academic evidence, which might even differ between the most similar 

institutions. In circumstances like this, it might be more applicable to explore the 

characteristics of the processes and procedures - which is the theory behind 

benchmarking. 

Existing and publicly available benchmarking tools such as Alarm (Alarm, 

2011), EFQM (EFQM, 2011) and Marsh (Marsh, 2011) gave a small piece of 

guidance on which areas that are applicable to benchmark. However, all 

information about them is still not in the public domain because of the intention 

to share benchmarking results only within an affinity group. 

With guidance from publicly available information from the environmental 

agency and inputs from existing benchmarking tools, it was assumed that the 

core processes are the correct processes to include in the benchmarking tool. 

According to Magd and Curry (2003), the parameter should have characteristics 

such as: 
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- the most significant accomplishment factors; 

- the most troublesome processes; 

- the processes that contributes to stakeholder satisfaction; 

- the processes that do not deliver expectations. 

There is also a need for commitment to continuous improvement and 

management to implement this kind of processes. 

In case study provided by Magd and Curry (2003), TCS used a BEM which 

resulted in some improvements but no significant quality improvements. TCS 

changed to a more specified benchmarking process, which provided what to 

benchmark, recognition of gaps in performance, action plans for enhanced 

quality and incorporation of these in the daily work. 

Several authors (Coombs et al., 1998; Vorhies and Morgan, 2005) agreed that 

irrespective of what branch they are dealing with or the location within the 

institution they are examining, the benchmarking process should refer back to 

the ‘core processes’ and the processes that enable superior outcomes of the 

institution. With guidance five areas were indentified: leadership, people, 

processes, policy and, outcome and delivery. Table 1 provides what parameters 

the three public benchmarking tools could contribute with and what parameters 

the development process set out in the new benchmarking tool. As seen in 

Table 1, Marsh’s benchmarking tool contains most of the steps that contribute 

to a risk assessment. As seen in DETR et al. (2001), Marsh’s benchmarking 

tool secures that a fulfilled risk assessment process is implemented in 

undefined areas. The Alarm and EFQM are developed to be implemented in 

predefined areas and at the same time they include the importance of the risk 

assessment’s stages. 

To be able to continue the development process and establish an accepted 

view of the compiled areas, a proofing workshop was performed, where 

approximately eight employees from different levels of the institution 

contributed, giving scattered comments linked to the five areas. However, these 
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comments could not be considered fully and progressed into the new 

benchmarking tool. Eight employees are, however, not statistically significant for 

the institution’s view of the developed areas and the result should be taken 

lightly. The results could also be affected by the culture and personal reflections 

of the individual. 

To construct a survey where respondents contribute with accurate answers, a 

couple of influencing factors needs to be considered. Foddy (1993) highlighted 

a four step process: the interviewer encodes the questions, the respondent 

decodes the questions, the respondent encodes the answers and finally how 

the interviewer decodes the respondent’s answers. There are several 

troublesome areas which need to be kept in mind during the development 

process. Ibid continues to highlight how respondents could be influenced for 

example by earlier questions, the possibility of low coalition between what the 

respondent says and does, and how the answers will decrease in credibility the 

more complex, threatening and less unknown area the questions deal with. 

The survey is developed with closed questions but with two lines after every 

question for additional comments. There is wide debate concerning whether 

closed or open questions are the most effective method of obtaining information 

from respondents. There are also contributions to the research that advocate a 

combination whit closed questions being asked at the beginning of the survey 

followed by open questions. Closed questions constrain the respondents to 

limited alternatives which could distort the answers but may also decrease the 

wide range of material that can prove to be variable and hard to interpret in the 

survey (ibid). Payne (1965) argues that open-ended questions are a highly 

inefficient method in large scale surveys. With the chosen approach of closed 

questions and the option for additional comments in this survey, the respondent 

will be forced to translate reality into the most applicable choice and can also 

enhance the quality of an answer through the valuable input of additional 

comments on the two available lines. This approach is also taken with the 

environmental agency’s number of employees in mind. 
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A total of 42 benchmarking questions were developed. To ensure each 

questions was logical, well-reasoned and credible, each one had an internal 

context provided. The number of questions was developed by logically 

reasoning that the applicable number of questions must not be too great. Too 

many questions could contribute to a state where respondents view the survey 

as too time consuming or too complicated, which decrease their willingness to 

respond or give accurate responses. 

Every question has a five point scale, ranging from a state of poor 

implementation and usage of risk-based decision making, to a state where the 

use of risk-based decision making is driving the institution to excellence. This 

spectrum shows a situation where circumstances of ‘good - better – best’ are to 

be shown. The tool is supposed to show weaknesses and not the absence of 

risk-based decision making. Continually, every level should gradually show 

what the agency does or what tools it uses, e.g. we do/use x, we do/use x +y, 

we do/use x +y +z. It is very important to develop these levels from a standpoint 

where the agency is not giving itself any negative answers about its 

performance. Foddy (1993) notices how negative questions can suggest an 

underlying expectation for a negative answer. 

The culture where the use of the tool is included needs to be honest without any 

trace of blame. Therefore there is a need of training and education for the 

organisation’s internal operation. The tool’s levels and responses must be 

backed up with evidence and indicators. The levels could include the most 

‘plausible’ case for every dimension and the range could also be filled with 

examples about the ‘worst’ case. This is an aspect that has not been utilised in 

this process because of the limited insight into the environmental agency’s daily 

operation. 

The tool was provided with five different rating scales. The scale started at the 

lowest state at level one which was the lowest level of maturity and peaks at the 

highest level five, the highest level of maturity. The number of levels was 

decided with support from Foddy (1993). Ibid discussed different views of how 
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many levels the human mind can consider and give an accurate response to. 

The most highlighted number was a scale with seven levels (plus or minus two). 

However, ibid recommends having at least six substantive rating scales. Middle 

and filter categories are excluded in these six levels. This would suggest that 

this project’s developed benchmarking tool has too few categories. Only using 

five levels is a common and well-discussed subject. It must be remembered that 

this tool is still going through a development process and has not yet been 

tested in real life. It would be possible to increase the number of levels after the 

test is completed. 

The highest level suggests a state of best practice. The term best practice has 

been used since Philip Hampton’s report (BIS, 2005b) and continues to appear 

in reports and guidance. Throughout the document, Philip Hampton’s report 

(BIS, 2005b) suggests what best practice includes and stands for. For example, 

EA’s OPRA system and risk management is based on the HACCP (Hazard 

Analysis and Critical Control Point) principles recognised as best practice, but 

other sections of the report, for instance where a review of NRF (National 

Regulatory Forum) has been done, Hampton only recommended how best 

practice should be spread. 

Balance and Taylor (2001) highlight in their report, The principles of best 

practice economic regulation, commissioned by water companies in England 

and Wales, the difficult task to define best practice for an operation. However, 

ibid recognised several principles for best practice (Balance and Taylor, 2001, 

p. 4): 

- transparency; 

- accountability; 

- targeting; 

- consistency (and predictability); 

- proportionality; 

- (a clear) legislative mandate; 

- efficiency; 

- expertise. 
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The principles are supposed to be applicable to other sectors as well, with only 

slight changes. 

SEPA published a guide to best practice within management of river habitats for 

fisheries. The document could only state some key principles for best practice, 

and contains an unclear definition of what best practice is (SEPA, 2002, p. 11): 

‘As river channel behaviour is complex and any intervention in natural processes may result in 

unexpected, adverse impacts, management needs careful judgement. 

The motivation for any planned intervention requires clear identification of the problem or issue 

to be addressed and its underlying causes. 

The options for intervention need to be carefully considered, often with professional assistance, 

and the possible risk of adverse impacts needs to be assessed. The implications for other river 

users needs to be considered and they need to be consulted. 

In many cases, intervention should be a last resort or may not be required at all.’ 

At a later phase, these are divided into the following questions for further 

consideration (SEPA, 2002, p. 12): 

- ‘What is the problem or issue of concern? 

- What are the causes of the problem? 

- What are the aims of the planned intervention? 

- Are they realistic? 

- Are they legal? 

- Have they been approved by the appropriate bodies? 

- What are the likely negative impacts of the proposed intervention? 

- What are the chances of the aims being successfully achieved with minimal additional 

impacts? 

- After consideration of the above questions, is the intervention still necessary and/or 

desirable? 

- If so, how can management maximise benefits to other river users?’ 

Better Regulations (2004) raises the questions of how consistency of best 

practice can be achieved while it is being developed in one area and regulated 

in others. The same document considers several areas where best practice 
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should be used as praxis, e.g. consolidation of statutory instruments that have 

been amended more than three times. Both RIA and IA are seen as best 

practice. 

As the earlier paragraphs have reviewed, none of the references give any clear 

definitions of best practice, nor where further guidance of what best practice is 

and can be found. Questions remain such as: Best practice correlated with 

what? Where are the boundaries? Governmental agencies versus non-

governmental? International versus national ways of operating? And if the 

standards for best practice are known, is there evidence that those standards 

truly are best practice? 

The concept of best practice is closely connected with maturity - the higher the 

maturity level, the closer the institution will be operating to best practice. To 

state the maturity level at which the institution is currently operating, could be a 

method of depicting how well it is performing. However, the levels should be 

defined at every step. This would support the intention to enhance quality 

because what is required to enter next step will become visible. It should be 

emphasised that the levels and their description cannot be compared with a 

check-list. Enhanced performance which results in higher maturity can only be 

reached in a genuine way. Improvements need to be implemented through the 

culture and the values of the agency. 

Boxwell (1994) used a stage which he called ‘maturity’. He defines ‘mature’ as a 

stage where practices were fully integrated in the institution, where practices 

are fully integrated into the processes and where leadership positions are 

attained. This definition defines a state of the institution, where it has come to a 

point of maturity and best practice, but there is no continuously improvement or 

aim for an unknown higher state which could further increase the institution’s 

outcomes. Only using ‘mature’ as a stage may appeal to an institution that has 

become old and unwilling to change. Beatty and Ulrich (1991) notice that 

increasing globalisation has pushed institutions with long-established norms of 

security into life cycles that change at a fast pace. Institutions need new values 
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such as speed, simplicity and employees with greater self-confidence and more 

empowerment. The definition and content of the term ‘mature’ in an 

organisational setting is widely debated, but Andersen and Jessen (2003) 

highlight a definition of maturity ‘as being ripe or having reached the state of full 

natural or maximum development’ (Andersen and Jessen, 2003, p. 457). This 

definition gives a clear view of how ‘mature’ could be seen in a state of 

continuous improvement. Following the Government’s requirement for better 

regulations, the benchmarking tool for risk-based decision is one direction that 

environmental agencies could take. If the tool is implemented and the effort is 

weighted up against the advantages, the tool should not be seen as best 

practice in a mature institution, rather as a milestone aiming for even better 

performance. Ibid continue to notice that no institution has reached that level or 

ever will. The authors would rather define ‘mature’ as a high level of these three 

components: ‘action (ability to act and decide), attitude (willingness to be 

involved), and knowledge (an understanding of the impact of willingness and 

action)’ (Andersen and Jessen, 2003, p. 458). 

The benchmarking tool was created with a specific environmental agency in 

mind but since the other environmental agencies operate in similar ways in the 

UK (SEPA, 2007), the tool could, with slight modification, be applicable to other 

agencies. This tool could also easily be changed to fit other branches beside 

environmental agencies. The core part of the tool and the approach that is 

going to be benchmarked (risk-based decision making) is the corner-stone that 

could be applied in several circumstances where internal quality assurance is 

needed. 

It could create confusion among the agencies with inconsistent wording. It is 

very difficult to examine what best practice really includes and how to know 

when it is reached. A situation like this could be compared to a fishing boat that 

operates in a well-known area. The crew knows the capacity of that part of the 

ocean and with that knowledge is able to maximise both the effectiveness and 

efficiency of their operation. But if the crew of the fishing boat operated in a new 
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part of the ocean, how would they know if they were operating according to best 

practice? 

Another way of phrasing best practice is to use best value, but as Magd and 

Curry (2003) observed, best value is just as hard to identify as best practice by 

the agency. 

Six biases must be considered in order to be able to develop an accurate 

internal quality assurance benchmarking tool that gives trustworthy and reliable 

responses to the most feasible extent. 

Awareness of objectives and goals 

If the benchmarking survey is going to deliver an accurate result, an assumption 

must be made that the organisation is aware of the goals, but also has common 

goals. The development of this benchmarking tool assumes the awareness of 

the goals of the agency. Since the agency is in the front line of developing the 

regulatory framework for several years ahead, the goals could become diffuse 

and in the worst case they could even be the wrong goals. There is a need to 

differentiate between different types of goals and to scrutinise for whom the 

goals are developed. To be able to evaluate the operation’s effectiveness and 

efficiency with a benchmarking tool, evaluation criteria will be needed (Mohr, 

1973). If the organisation’s stakeholders do not have the same goals, the 

benchmarking tool will benchmark different objectives. Mohr (1973, p.471) 

highlights individual goals: goals for the individual in the group and the collective 

group goal. Mohr continues to notice how Etzioni likes to abandon the concept 

of organisational goals and adopt instead a model, which uses: 

- ‘optimum or balanced allocation of resources’ 

- ‘a pattern of interrelations among the elements of the system which would make it most 

effective in the services of a given goal’ 
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Do the stakeholders know if they are benchmarking criteria connected to goals 

in terms of: intent and/or outcome, support- and/or output goals or transitive- 

and/or reflexive goals? 

Distinctions between effectiveness and efficiency 

The benchmarking tool was developed as a response to pressure from the 

Government for better and more effective regulations and as a consequence 

the institution implemented risk-based decision making to secure the internal 

quality for this regulation. To be able to enhance effectiveness, the institution‘s 

employees and experts must have an understanding of the distinction between 

effectiveness and efficiency in their environment. 

The distinction between effectiveness and efficiency could be troublesome. 

Some languages do not even have an appropriate translation for both words. 

The benchmarking tool assumes that present knowledge about definition, 

differentials and the expressions in relation to both internal and external 

objectives, exist throughout the whole agency to contribute to the most accurate 

benchmarking result. 

Stakeholders 

To develop a benchmarking tool that will be used in appropriate time periods 

during the institution’s continuously operating practice, the tool’s performance 

needs to be easy to understand and analyse. The survey can’t be too broad as 

well as too narrow. A too narrow survey will not contribute to quality 

enhancement and will not find the weaker areas within the institution. At the 

same time, a too broad survey will not be focused enough to present a 

qualitative result. It has been noticed earlier that the institution is supposed to 

benchmark its core processes. The core processes are the ones that create 

internal and external value for the institution. An environmental institution is 

operating with a contribution from experts, consultants and its own staff. The 

Government’s requirements for better and more effective regulations have 

developed an approach towards more joint working. Stakeholders most have 
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implemented the values and the framework of the institution to be able to 

contribute for the institution’s best interest. The Hampton report (BIS, 2005a) 

promoted joint working through for example joint inspections and programmes. 

The gains are expected to be less overlapping and a higher level of 

effectiveness. 

The culture of the agency 

To succeed with a benchmarking tool the organisation assumes it already has a 

stabilised culture and a flexible and reflective environment. Barriers must be 

identified and an action plan must be in place to manage the results from the 

benchmarking tool. Magd and Curry (2003) notice that the cost of benchmarking 

may not outweigh the returns gained. 

Management commitment 

The development process and result of the benchmarking tool require the 

management team’s full support. There is clear evidence of the EA 

management team’s support, both during the development process (to set out 

the correct objectives), in the implementation and follow-up. Sarkis (2001) 

outlines a situation where management commitment is very important, 

particularly the focus on processes. 

Contradiction in the accountability versus reporting/escalation system 

Dodds and Kodate (2011) discuss the contradiction of accountability and 

responsibility and a learning organisation. With negligible evidence from the 

proofing workshop, a contradiction remains in the way the agency is managed. 

If the agency wants a well-developed and well-used escalation and reporting 

system, it cannot allow a blame culture to exist. 

Conclusions 

To benchmark risk-based decision making in a regulatory setting reveals 

several biases. If the agency wants to acquaint itself with the outcomes and use 
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them to improve internal quality it needs to implement them as a continuous 

improvement process, such as the PDCA cycle (plan-do-check-act). Minds also 

need to be open regarding improvement in the benchmarking tool. 

Benchmarking tools maximise the benefits if the agency has established a 

culture where key expressions are well known. Mission, vision, objectives and 

goals provide the agency’s foundation and should be known by everyone within 

the agency. 

The development process has made assumptions in areas where the academic 

literature lacks a relevant contribution, e.g. there are assumptions that the 

correct areas were benchmarked. There is a need for research within the area 

of internal quality assurance within environmental agencies. 

Unfortunately, greater parts of this project lie in an area where there is a lack of 

academic articles. Even if a proofing workshop was performed and a great deal 

of input and feedback obtained, the data should still be treated with care, and 

awareness of personal values and perception must be factored in. 

Expressions of best practice and maturity should be used with agreed 

definitions and in the correct context. There will still be a need to determine 

what the agency is benchmarking against, what the ultimate goal is and what 

the agency is trying to achieve with the help of the tool. 

Further research 

Further research within the subject would be a test of where the benchmarking 

questions are supposed to be tried out and scrutinised, preferably with an 

employees from an environmental agency. This would lead to better quality and 

more relevant questions. 

To ensure the quality of the tool in the most comprehensive way for an 

environmental agency, it would be appropriate to carry out the survey at the 

three different levels at which the tool is expected to be implemented: top level 
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(policy plan/strategy), middle level (line management) and bottom level 

(operational). 

Following this approach should ensure that mistakes are eliminated and quality 

and relevance enhanced to a level where environmental agencies recognise the 

ease of use and usefulness of the tool for the management of risk-based 

decision making and scrutiny of the success of implementation they have 

achieved towards better regulations. 
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Table 

Table 1. The contribution of parameters from Alarm, EFQM and Marsh. Source: 

Alarm (2009), EFQM (approx. 2011) and Marsh (2010). 

 

Specific reference/ 

benchmarking tool: 

 

Does the reference 
provide 
parameters/areas? 

 

What parameters does the 
reference provide? 

 

Are the parameters based on 
academic evidence? 

 

Alarm 

 

 

Yes 

Leader/ Membership  

People 

Strategy &Policy 

Partnership, shared risks 
and resources 

Processes & tools 

Risk handling and 
assurance 

Outcomes and delivery   

 

No 

 

EFQM 

 

 

Yes 

Leadership 

People 

Strategy 

Partnership and resources 

Processes, products and 
Services 

People result 

Customer result 

Society result 

Key results 

 

No 

 

MARSH 

 

 

Yes 

 

Risk management 
sponsorship and positioning 

Managing the risk 
management process 

Risk identification 

 

There is not enough publicly 

available information to be able 

to determine whether it is or is 

not based upon academic 

evidence.  
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Risk prioritising 

Risk treatment/controls 

Risk reporting 

Risk monitoring 

Risk implications of working 
with other organisations 

Risk awareness culture 

Risk communication  

    

The newly 
developed 

benchmarking 
tool 

 

__________ 

Leadership 

People 

Policy  

Processes 

Outcome & delivery 

No, a lack of literature made the 

development an inductive 

process.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A  - The Benchmarking tool 

A.1 Guidance to the benchmarking survey 

 

 

  

The new millennium sees ever-increasing expectations, where 

outcomes and deliverables are supposed to reach higher levels in 

every dimension. These expectations need to be fulfilled. For 

example the requirements for enhanced quality means that 

benchmarking is an excellent method of developing procedures 

and processes to help an institution analyse areas of improvement 

and areas where the institution already has a high level of 

satisfaction (Antony et al., 2006). This survey will cover five 

important and relevant areas to the institution; 

1) leadership; 

2) people; 

3) processes; 

4) policy; 

5) outcome and delivery. 

These five areas will be numbered according to the above list in 

the survey, e.g. questions numbered 1.X will deal with area of 

leadership. 

Both areas and key words such as ‘knowledge’ and understanding 

should be defined before continuing with the survey in order to get 

as accurate an answer as possible from as many respondents as 

achievable. 
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Leadership will in this survey be defined as the individuals that 

have a management role, including the executive board. 

Leadership can be found on several different levels with a wide 

range of different visions, missions, objectives and goals. Patching 

(2011) notices that a person in a leadership position has the ability 

to analyse and learn lessons from others leaders and from 

failures. The leadership have the ability to take advantages of 

other people’s strengths, both leaders and employees. 

People include all employees, managers, consultants and 

specialists that operate within or for the institution. In those 

instances where the survey has used ‘stakeholder’, stakeholders 

should be seen as that narrow group of employees, managers, 

consultants and specialist. 

Processes refer to all processes, methods and procedures that 

the institution uses or takes advantage of to achieve its vision, 

missions, objectives and goals. This survey considers how well 

risk-based decision making is managed, and will therefore relate 

to all possible situations where risk assessment is relevant. 

Policy refers to the institution’s rules, principles and codes which 

the institutions are supposed to act upon in more or less restricted 

way. Policies contribute to guidance in decision making and lead 

to more rational and logical actions. There should be obvious 

connections between the institution’s policies and vision, missions, 

objectives and goals. 
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  Outcomes and deliverables refer to results of the processes and 

procedures that people execute according to prevailing policy. The 

survey will examine how well outcomes and deliverables are 

managed. 

The following benchmarking questions will also refer to key words 

such as ‘knowledge’ and ‘understanding’, where differences 

should be kept in mind. Knowledge could be defined as ‘justified 

true belief’ (Byosiere et al., 2001, p. 493). Knowledge is needed to 

understand concepts, situations or behaviours. The management 

concept is a key term which can have wide or narrow definitions 

applied. Brown et al. (2009) discussed how risk management from 

the start is an area for the board and corporate governance, but 

the area is not manageable in this tight approach. He continues to 

emphasise the importance of interdependent involvement of 

‘directors, senior management, internal and external auditors, and 

risk owners’ (Brown et al., 2009, p. 547). Even this definition 

should be broadened. This survey will define management as 

people who have any kind of overall responsibility for areas that 

connect to and include risk assessment. 

Another expression that needs clarification is ‘joint working’. The 

Hampton report (Hampton, 2005) emphasised the importance of 

joint programmes with other institutions. Joint working could be 

implemented through joint programmes where joint inspections 

could be one way of dealing with the area. 
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Each area has an average of eight questions. The questions have 

five different possible answers, and the most applicable one is 

meant to be chosen. There is no option to choose more than one 

answer. At the end of every question, there are lines that are 

supposed to complement the answer. Use these lines if there is 

something you want to add or clarify in your answer. They are not 
meant to be used for the answer itself. 

Some questions refer to the missions, visions, goals and 

objectives of your institution. These could be referred to both on 

an operational and institutional level, therefore please read 

carefully. If there is any confusion between missions, visions, 

goals and objectives of your operation, unit and/or institution, 

please see the website (http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/) 

or ask for an informative meeting with your manager before your 

answer this survey. 

Answers to the survey will remain anonymous and will be 

performed once a year. The survey will be implemented in the 

same period each year and the results analysed and reflections on 

to examine the institution’s experience. 
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A.2 Benchmarking questions with internal context 

 

  Internal context: 

1.1 To what extent is the culture relevant in a risk assessment 

perspective? 

Because with evidence of the amount of academic articles that 

notice the importance of culture in different branches and from 

different views (e.g.: 1) Brandt et al. (2011) – discussed culture 

from a view of success in universities, 2) Friedli et al. (2006), 

argue about culture as a success factor for collaboration). Culture 

operates as an enabler for success in many ways. Awareness and 

knowledge of culture are enablers for the stakeholders to do risk-

based decision making. Stakeholder needs to be at the same 

altitude or at least be able to view the objectives from the same 

perspective. Baldwin et al. (2000), highlights the influence of 

culture biases when it comes to risk-based decision making. 

What processes, procedures and tools are implemented and 

embedded in the daily operations to highlight and ensure that: 

- awareness and knowledge of different culture versus 

existing culture? 

- advantages and disadvantages within the agency and its 

risk-based decision making process? 
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BM – Question 1.1 

Do you use any tools, methods, procedures or processes to help you enhance 
your knowledge and awareness of the agency’s culture which assist you with 
risk-based decision making in your daily work of operating and regulating? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. Senior management are aware of the need to manage 
knowledge and awareness of the agency’s culture whit a 
perspective of risk assessment and risk-based decision making, 
and have also made resources available to improve the area. 

 2. Board/Directors, senior managers, line managers, and 
managers take the lead to ensure that approaches of addressing 
risk and risk assessment are being developed and implemented 
within the culture. 

 3. Senior managers take the lead to apply risk management deep 
and thoroughly within the culture across the organisation. 

 4. The culture of risk management is championed by the CEO. 
The Board and senior managers are driven by the objective to 
integrate risk assessment in the culture as a succeeding factor of 
the organisation. 

 5. Every manager provides their staff with several different 
processes and procedures which enhance the knowledge, 
awareness and the integration of risk assessment in the culture. 
The outcomes of this integration drive excellence through the 
business. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

1.2-6 How important is risk management for the management (in 

terms of the culture of the organisation)? 

We expect that the management manage the agency at all levels 

of the organisation in a comprehensive way. Understanding of the 

operation’s daily operating processes is a key element when it 

comes to managing development within the agency. To meet 

expectations from stakeholders assigning effectiveness and 

efficiency success factors becomes critical where management is 

one of them. Evidence of the need and importance of successful 

management is found in academic literature and from the proofing 

workshop. The proofing workshop found that the management 

(leadership) did not have enough insight into daily operation and 

how they operated. 

Is there any evidence (tools or methods) of how managers use 

risk-based decision making in their leadership? This could be 

related to the involvement of stakeholders in decision making, how 

and what they communicate, responsibility development/roles, 

feedback systems, implementation and development, and 

improvement. 
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BM – Question 1.2 

Are the managers using their leadership to manage responsibility, feedback, 
roles and trust in such a way that they are supporting the stakeholders and 
facilitating risks and uncertainty through risk-based decision making? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. The management is aware that the need for full support of the 
staff in their roles, responsibilities, feedback and trust to manage 
uncertainty and risk. Managers have high incentives to make 
resources available for the improvement of management, tool boxes 
and the implementation of them. 

 2. Board/Directors and senior managers take the lead to ensure that 
approaches for addressing gaps in roles, responsibilities, feedback 
and trust will be implemented. 

 3. Senior managers take the lead to apply a view where roles, 
responsibilities, feedback and trust are seen as objectives to 
succeed through people. 

 4. The management of roles, responsibilities, feedback and trust is 
championed by the CEO. The Board and senior management have 
a strong view that the success of organisational objectives comes 
through good management of roles and responsibilities, and 
feedback and trust. These enhance the quality and implementation 
of risk assessments and risk-based decision making. 

 5. Senior management are always seeking approaches to enhance 
the quality and integration of roles and responsibilities, and 
feedback and trust within the organisation. These drive excellence 
in the organisation with strong support and rewards for well-
managed risk-taking. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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BM – Question 1.3 

To what level are the vision, missions and objectives clearly stated and 
integrated within the framework of risk-based decision making and risk 
assessment in affected units? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

   ↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. Awareness and knowledge exist in some areas and/or levels that 
support clearly stated vision, mission and objectives which ease up 
the risk management. 

 2. Risk assessment is supported by the organisation’s vision, 
mission and objectives to the extent that it is mostly integrated in the 
daily work of regulating operators. 

 3. The management develops and reviews vision, missions and 
objectives in such a way that it invites and enables risk assessment 
and risk-based decision making in to the regulators’ daily work. 

 4. The vision, mission and objective are championed by the CEO. 
The Board and senior managers challenge the opportunities to 
enhance the support that vision, mission and objectives provide to 
risk assessment. 

 5. The organisation has a view where risk assessments are 
integrated within vision, missions and objectives and drive the 
organisation’s excellent outcome. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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BM – Question 1.4 

If the vision, missions and objectives are stated and integrated within the 
framework of risk-based decision making and risk assessment for affected units, 
are they then fully supported by the management? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. There is some awareness, knowledge and support in some areas 
and/or levels of the organisation, that support the clearly stated 
vision, mission and objectives that ease up the management of risk. 

 2. Risk assessment is supported by the organisation’s vision, mission 
and objectives to the extent that it is mostly integrated in the daily 
work of regulating operators. 

 3. The management develops and reviews vision, missions and 
objectives in such a way that it invites and enables risk assessment 
and risk-based decision making in the regulators’ daily work. 

 4. The vision, mission and objectives are championed by the CEO. 
The Board and senior managers challenge the opportunities to 
enhance the support that vision, mission and objectives provide to 
risk assessment. 

 5. The organisation has a view where risk assessments are 
integrated within vision, missions and objectives and drive the 
organisation’s excellent outcome. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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BM – Question 1.5 

Are there any tools or processes, such as risk assessments, that helps you in 
your daily work and also to develop effective policies? The tools should include 
factors such as risk appetite, key risks, levels of risk acceptance and risk 
judgement. 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There is support from some tools and/or processes which 
help me within some areas of regulating. 

 2. A toolbox with a range of different tools exists. The tools are 
applicable to a wide range of different occasions within risk-
based policy making. 

 3. The management are approaching development, 
implementation and use of the toolbox with a great confidence. 
They acknowledge to what extent the toolbox helps to improve 
effective policy making with risk-based decision making. 

 4. Methods, such as toolboxes for effective policy making, 
through risk-based decision making and risk management, are 
championed by the CEO. The Board and senior managers 
promote the use and the capture of new opportunities which 
could enhance effective policy making. 

 5. The management culture, throughout the whole 
organisation, helps staff to make effective policy making as a 
way to drive excellence through the organisation. Strong 
support and rewards for well-managed effective policy making 
are provided. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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BM – Question 1.6 

Are you using tools that develop and encourage innovation and improvement 
through well-managed risk taking? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. I am aware of some tools that could enhance my and the 
organisation’s objectives to succeed through well managed risk 
taking. 

 2. Senior managers take the lead to ensure that approaches for 
innovation and improvement, through well-managed risk taking, are 
being developed and implemented. 

 3. Senior managers take the lead to implement ‘a culture of tools’ 
that develops and encourages innovation and improvement through 
well-managed risk taking. The cultural approach is seen throughout 
the whole organisation and is operating as a parameter in all well-
managed risk-based decision making. 

 4. The CEO champions the use of tools that develop and encourage 
innovation and improvement through well-managed risk-based 
decision making. The Board and senior managers understand and 
strive towards a state where the organisation is succeeding through 
that state. 

 5. The culture and especially the management promote tools that 
develop and encourage innovation and improvement through well-
managed risk taking. The use of the tools drives excellence through 
the operating system and strives to achieve continuously quality 
enhancements. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

1.7 To what degree would accountability be relevant in a cultural 

aspect? 

We expect, even though Dodds, A. and Kodate, N. (2011) notice the 

contradiction between organisational responsibility and 

accountability (a culture of blame), and a learning organisation (non-

blaming culture) that the agency is able to find the middle way. 

Some evidence exists from the Proofing workshop that there is no 

space for failures and that failure could be followed with some kind 

poorer consequence. 
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BM – Question 1.7 

To what extent do you have access to and use any kind of resources that helps 
you to perform risk-based decision making with a fair and supporting culture of 
accountability? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. Awareness of the importance of resources that enables risk-
based decision making and risk assessment with accountability 
support exists. Tools such as OPRA are used. However, both the 
usage and the tools could be improved. 

 2. The integration of resources, which enables risk-based decision 
making and risk assessment with accountability support, are made 
to some extent. Managers promote the access and the use of such 
tools with no trace of a blame culture. 

 3. The organisational culture acknowledges resources that enable 
risk-based decision making and risk assessment - with support of 
accountability systems as a learning organisation and with no trace 
of a blaming culture. The management promotes the development 
of new tools and the improvement of existing ones, as a way of 
improving accountability. 

 4. The CEO, the Board and senior managers challenge existing 
tools with accountability support, to improve the organisation’s 
outcomes and deliverables in a more effective way. The 
management have a culture where the best available tools, which 
are supported of accountability, are used. 

 5. The management have a culture where resources that help you 
to do risk-based decision making with a fair and supporting culture 
of accountability which drives excellence within the organisation. 
Support and rewards for well-managed risk-taking through an 
accountability system, are a self-explanatory part of the culture. 
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Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

1.8-9 To what level are escalation and the reporting system a 

relevant aspect? 

We expect that the organisation is well aware of the important 

connection accountability has with escalation and reporting 

systems because of the well-known expression ‘what gets 

measured get managed’ and due to a consideration of the issues 

of accountability. 

Following the reasoning above there should be evidence in the 

form of tools, systems and processes that provide an integrated 

system which is easy to use and follows the framework of risk-

based decision making. This helps the organisation to reach its 

objectives in an effective way. 
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BM – Question 1.8 

Are the report and escalation systems arranged in such a way that risk-based 
decision making is promoted? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. The report and escalation systems are arranged in such a way 
that they promote risk-based decision making. They are also 
integrated and work towards the same objectives as the rest of the 
organisation. 

 2. Managers take the lead to ensure that report and escalation 
systems are arranged in such a way that they promote risk-based 
decision making and are integrated and working towards the same 
objectives as the rest of the organisation. The management are 
also open to improvements to remove weaknesses in systems. 

 3. The management takes the lead to apply report and escalation 
systems that are arranged in such a way that they promote risk-
based decision making. These are integrated and working towards 
the same objectives as the rest of the organisation. The support is 
implemented thoroughly across the organisation. 

 4. Report and escalation systems are arranged in such a way that 
they promote risk-based decision making and are integrated and 
working towards the same objectives as the rest of the 
organisation. This method of operating is championed by the CEO. 
The Board and senior managers challenge the existing systems to 
develop and improve. 

 5. The report and escalation systems are arranged in such a way 
that they promote risk-based decision making and drive excellence 
through the organisation. A genuine effort to reach better 
outcomes from the system is always an objective for the 
organisation. 
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Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

BM – Question 1.9 
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Are the report and escalation systems integrated and working towards the same 
objectives as the rest of the organisation? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. The report and escalation systems are arranged in such a way 
that they promote risk-based decision making, and are integrated 
and working towards the same objectives as the rest of the 
organisation. 

 2. The managers take the lead to ensure that report and escalation 
systems are arranged in such a way that they promote risk-based 
decision making, and are integrated and working towards the same 
objectives as the rest of the organisation. The management are also 
open to improvements to remove weaknesses in systems. 

 3. The management takes the lead to apply report and escalation 
systems in such a way that they promote risk-based decision 
making, and are integrated and working towards the same objectives 
as the rest of the organisation. The support is implemented 
thoroughly across the organisation. 

 4. Report and escalation systems are arranged in such a way that 
they promote risk-based decision making. They are integrated and 
working towards the same objectives as the rest of the organisation. 
This method of operating is championed by the CEO. The Board and 
senior managers challenge the existing systems to development and 
improve. 

 5. The report and escalation systems, which are arranged in such a 
way that they promote risk-based decision making, drive excellence 
through the organisation. A genuine effort to reach better outcomes 
from the system is always an objective for the organisation. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 

Internal context: 

2.1-2 How important is knowledge in a view of risk assessment and 

risk-based decision making? 

We expect that the required knowledge exists and that management 

obtains new knowledge when possible. Stakeholders are expected 

to be equipped and supported to be able to make risk-based 

decision making in its context. A ‘mature’ organisation needs to 

provide appropriate training and guidance for concerned staff. With 

the right knowledge, guidance and training it is possible for staff to 

make better analyses of risk and risk assessments which provide a 

more accurate and qualitative approach towards risk-based decision 

making. This expectation would also decrease ‘a blame culture’ and 

it would be easier for the management to trust the staff’s risk-based 

decisions. Effectiveness and efficiency would increase. 

We would like to see evidence of how well the agency could 

implement knowledge and also how well different units are to 

communicate their increased need for knowledge. We would like to 

see evidence of working tools and processes to enhance the 

competence of staff. Providing procedures to identify and 

addressing knowledge gaps is preferable. 
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BM – Question 2.1 

Do you use any tools and/or are you included in processes/procedures aiming to 
map knowledge gaps, knowledge improvements, stakeholders’ views of required 
knowledge? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. Key people are aware of the need for knowledge in all aspects. 
There are some mapping activities, the purpose of which is to highlight 
gaps, knowledge improvements and to what extent staffs are 
succeeding through their existing knowledge. A group of people have 
the skills and knowledge to manage risk effectively and implement the 
risk management framework. 

 2. Suitable guidance is available and a training programme has been 
implemented to develop the required knowledge. The management 
has also put effort into the area of developing and improving systems 
for the identification of knowledge. 

 3. The management acknowledge the importance of charting the 
knowledge base for risk assessment and risk-based decision making. 
The core management’s awareness of how knowledge mapping 
affects the organisational outcomes and deliverables could be 
increased. 

 4. The CEO support and promotes the importance of managing the 
need for knowledge, expected knowledge and any gaps. The CEO has 
implemented the view throughout the organisation’s systems and 
within its culture. 

 5. The value of individuals and the implemented culture of the 
organisation are crucial contributions to how processes/procedures 
aiming to map knowledge gaps, knowledge improvement, 
stakeholders’ views of required knowledge, are driving excellence 
within the organisation. 
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Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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BM – Question 2.2 

Is the agency aware of the importance of knowledge for creating the capability 
for risk-based decision making?  

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. Key people are aware of the need of knowledge in all of its 
aspects. There are some mapping activities, the purpose of which is 
to present gaps, knowledge improvement and to what extent the 
staff are succeeding through their existing knowledge. A group of 
people have the skills and knowledge to manage risk effectively and 
implement the risk management framework. 

 2. Suitable guidance is available and a training programme has 
been implemented to develop the required knowledge. The 
management has also put effort into the area of developing and 
improving systems for the identification of knowledge. 

 3. The management acknowledge the importance of charting the 
knowledge base for risk assessment and risk-based decision 
making.  The core management’s awareness of how knowledge 
mapping affects the organisational outcomes and deliverables could 
be increased. 

 4. The CEO supports and promotes the importance of managing the 
need for knowledge, expected knowledge and any gaps. The CEO 
has implemented the view throughout the organisation’s systems 
and within its culture. 

 5. The value of individuals and the implemented culture of the 
organisation are crucial contributions to how processes/procedures, 
aiming to map knowledge gaps, knowledge improvement, 
stakeholders’ views of needed knowledge, are driving excellence 
within the organisation. 
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Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 

Internal context: 

2.3 How important is knowledge in a view of risk assessment and 

risk-based decision making? 

We expect that the required knowledge exists and that the 

management obtains new knowledge when possible. Stakeholders 

are expected to be equipped and supported to be able to make 

risk-based decision making in its context. A ‘mature’ organisation 

needs to provide appropriate training and guidance for concerned 

staff. With the right knowledge, guidance and training it is possible 

for the staff to make better analyses of risk and risk assessments 

which provide a more accurate and qualitative approach towards 

risk-based decision making. This expectation would also decrease 

‘a blame culture’ and it would be easier for the management to 

trust the staff’s risk-based decisions. Effectiveness and efficiency 

would increase. 

We would like to see evidence of how well the agency could 

implement knowledge and also how well different units are to 

communicate their increased need for knowledge. We would like 

to see evidence of working tools and processes to enhance the 

competence of the staff. Providing procedures to identify and 

addressing knowledge gaps is preferable. 
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BM – Question 2.3 

Please, provide information of how the management takes responsibility for 
increased knowledge and lack of training. 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There is some support, such as results from staff performance 
reviews, that shows how key people within the organisation take 
responsibility for knowledge, knowledge enhancement and training. 

 2. Suitable guidance and training are acknowledged at management 
levels as a natural requirement for the staff of the organisation to 
carry out well-managed risk assessments and risk-based decision 
making. There are several programmes and processes to explore 
areas and staff in need of support and training to be able to reach 
the organisational objectives. 

 3. The management provides evidence that they are taking full 
responsibility to provide staffs with enough knowledge, guidance and 
training to do effective risk-based decision making and risk 
assessment during their daily work. 

 4. The CEO and the Board are supporting and have fully 
implemented a culture that is dominated by responsibility to provide 
staffs with enough knowledge, guidance and training to do effective 
risk-based decision making and risk assessment during their daily 
work. 

 5. The culture of responsibility for enhancement of knowledge and 
training drives the organisation towards excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

2.4 How important is knowledge in a view of risk assessment and 

risk-based decision making? 

Since we expect that the required knowledge exists and that the 

management is working, that includes obtaining new knowledge. 

Stakeholders are expected to be equipped and supported, to be 

able to make risk-based decision making in its context. A “mature” 

organisation needs to provide appropriate training and guidance 

for concerned staff. With right knowledge, guidance and training it 

is possible for the staff to make better analysis of risk and risk 

assessments. This provides a more accurate and qualitative 

approach towards risk-based decision making. The expectations 

would also decrease “a blame culture” and it would be easier for 

the management to trust the staffs’ risk-based decision. 

Effectiveness and efficiency would increase. 

We would like to be provided with evidence of how well the agency 

could implement knowledge and to what extent different units 

communicate of their need for knowledge. We would like to see 

evidence of working tools and processes to enhance the 

competence of the staff. Providing of procedures to identify and 

addressing knowledge gaps is preferable. 
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BM – Question 2.4 

Are you aware of/or are included in training and/or education which is an attempt 
to decrease knowledge gaps within risk assessment, as you see it? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There is some support, such as results from staff performance 
reviews, that shows how key people within the organisation take 
responsibility of knowledge, knowledge enhancement and training. 

 2. Suitable guidance and training are acknowledged at management 
levels as a natural requirement for the staff of the organisation to carry 
out well-managed risk assessments and risk-based decision making. 
There are several programmes and processes to explore areas and 
staff in need of support and training to be able to reach the 
organisational objectives. 

 3. The management has created a culture where they provides 
evidence that they are taking full responsibility to provide staffs with 
enough knowledge, guidance and training to do effective risk-based 
decision making and risk assessment during their daily work. 

 4. The management have created a culture where they provide 
evidence to a great extent, that they are taking fully responsibility to 
provide staffs with enough knowledge, guidance and training to do 
effective risk-based decision making and risk assessment during their 
daily work. 

 5. The culture of responsibility for enhancement of knowledge within 
risk assessments drives the organisation towards excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

2.5 How important is knowledge in a view of risk assessment and 

risk-based decision making? 

We expect that the required knowledge exist and that the 

management is working which including obtaining new knowledge. 

Stakeholders are expected to be equipped and supported to be 

able to make risk-based decision making in its context. A “mature” 

organisation needs to provide appropriate training and guidance 

for concerned staff. With right knowledge, guidance and training is 

it possible for the staff to make better analysis of risk and risk 

assessments which provide a more accurate and qualitative 

approach towards risk-based decision making. These expectations 

would also reduce the risk of “a blame culture” and it would be 

easier for the management to trust the staffs’ risk-based decision. 

Effectiveness and efficiency would increase. 

We would like to see evidence of how well the agency could 

implement knowledge and how well the different units 

communicate of the need of knowledge. We would like to see 

evidence of working tools and processes to enhance the 

competence of the staff. Providing of procedures to identify and 

addressing knowledge gaps is preferable. 
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BM – Question 2.5 

Do you use procedures and processes which are meant to ease risk-based 
decision making and risk assessment when a complicated situation arises and 
core expertise is needed? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. I have access to and knowledge of processes and procedures 
which ease risk assessment and risk-based decision making when 
complicated circumstances arise. 

 2. Suitable guidance and methods are available which are meant to 
ease my work in exceptional circumstances and enhance my quality 
of regulating operators. This helps me judge when and where I need 
to bring specialist knowledge into my case, when I need to consult 
colleagues and when I can make risk-based decisions and risk 
assessment on my own. 

 3. The core management provide support and emphasise the 
importance of applicable procedures and processes, which maintain 
or enhance the quality of risk-based decision making and risk 
assessment in exceptional circumstances. This view is integrated 
throughout the organisation and it is part of the culture. 

 4. The management champions the development, improvement and 
implementation of procedures and processes which secure the 
achievement of organisational objectives. There are suitable training 
tools which enable staff to deal with their daily operations. 

 5. The organisation’s excellence is driven by a culture where risk 
assessment and risk-based decision making are the core concerns 
within every aspect. This culture provides the staff with methods that 
are based on quality and the knowledge which to use on different 
occasions. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

2.6-7 How important are the views of goals and objectives? 

We expect that the management have to provide objectives, 

scopes and goals (which are both common and group specific) to 

secure the absence of personal actions (or personal actions within 

a group). The objectives, scopes and goals are expected to be 

provided in such a way that every individual can interpret them to 

their area of expertise. To have the same view or the awareness 

of different views of key terms secures the quality of the agency. 

To embed a risk-based decision making and risk assessment, 

both in the developing of objectives, scopes and goals and in the 

daily operation to reach them, will secure and enhance reliability 

and quality. 

We would like to see evidence of how well the agency has 

implemented risk-based decision making within the process of 

developing and implementing objectives, scopes and goals and 

how close they are to fully utilising risk-based decision making. 
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BM – Question 2.6 

Do you use tools and methods in your ambitions to achieve objectives, scopes 
and goals that clearly support and engage risk-based decision making? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There is a connection in the daily procedures between regulating 
operations in a risk-based decision making way and the 
achievement of the organisation’s objectives, scopes and goals. 

 2. Key people promote the connection between the organisation’s 
objectives, scopes and goals and the daily operation (which are 
assisted by risk-based decision making and risk assessment). 

 3. The management always has risk assessment and risk-based 
decision making in mind in the development-, improvement- and 
implementation processes of objectives, scopes and goals. There is 
clear evidence that daily operation is based for the objectives, 
scopes and goals. 

 4. Well-based objectives, scopes and goals are championed by the 
managers as a foundation of how to regulate operators. The 
existence of key values of risk-based decision making and risk 
assessment are integrated and provide a guidance of how to 
regulate. 

 5. The excellence of the organisation’s outcomes and deliverables 
are driven by its clear objectives, scopes and goals and they are 
integrated in the culture and values. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 

  



 

97 

 

BM – Question 2.7 

Are there any clear signals that risk-based decision making has been involved in 
the developing and implementation of the objectives, scopes and goals? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There is a connection in the daily procedures between regulating 
operations in a risk-based decision making way and the achievement 
of the organisation’s objectives, scopes and goals. 

 2. Key people promote the connection between the organisation’s 
objectives, scopes and goals and the daily operating (with are assisted 
by risk-based decision making and risk assessment). 

 3. The management always has risk assessment and risk-based 
decision making in mind in the development-, improvement- and 
implementation processes of objectives, scopes and goals. There are 
clear evidence that daily operation is based on their objectives, scopes 
and goals. 

 4. Well-based objectives, scopes and goals are championed by the 
managers as a foundation of how to regulate operators. The existence 
of key values of risk-based decision making and risk assessment are 
integrated and provide a guidance for how to regulate. 

 5. The excellence of the organisation’s outcomes and deliverables are 
driven by its clear objectives, scopes and goals, and they are 
integrated in the culture and values. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

2.8 How relevant is communication within the area of ‘People’? 

We would expect that management develops and implements a 

culture that facilitates communication between people and units 

within the agency. Even if freedom exists in individual 

achievements, facilitating communication would enhance the 

quality between front line units and the units furthest from the 

operating sites. It would contribute to all staff even if the operation 

is based on individual achievements. There is evidence from the 

Proofing Workshop that the quality of communication needs to be 

enhanced. In order that every participant is able to make risk-

based decisions in their individual role, a certain level of 

transparency must be present. A ‘mature’ agency has a well-

developed system of communication. 

To prove the agency’ efforts to promote the use of risk-based 

decision making, the communication system needs to be well 

thought through and provide clear evidence that it helps the use of 

risk-based decision making through the whole agency. 
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BM – Question 2.8 

Do you use any communication tools or processes that facilitate co-operation 
within the agency? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. Some procedures and training are provided which help individual to 
communicate risks, both internally and externally. 

 2. Procedures and training for how to communicate, both in the right 
way and with the right tools, are implemented through the whole 
organisation. 

 3. The management promotes the value of correct communication 
within risk-based decision making. The management tries to 
implement the culture of communication and its advantages. 

 4. The management sees tools, guidance and training as an obvious 
ingredient to a successful organisation. From day one, staff are 
trained to communicate the ‘right thing’ at the ‘right moment’. Within a 
culture of risk assessment and risk-based decision making, 
communication of risk is essential to succeed through achievement of 
objectives, scopes and goals. 

 5. The excellence of the organisation has clear links to internal and 
external communication of risk. The view, culture and ability of 
communication drive the organisation towards high levels of quality 
assurance. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

2.9 Is a greater degree of joint working needed? 

Expectations from the Hampton report highlight the importance of 

joint working with other agencies to deliver a more effective 

regulating operation. There is also some evidence that staff 

recognise difficulties of working with other agencies on high risk 

projects (is this recognised just because more is at stake and is 

therefore more obvious or is it always the case?). This is also 

involving the need of joint working within the agency, the need of 

view and be able to handle the tools integrated within risk-based 

decision making. Experience could be one of the factors that risk-

based decision making is based on which makes joint working 

important within the organisation. 

We would like to see tools and methods that identify risk-based 

decision making within joint working circumstances. 
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BM – Question 2.9 

Do you use any tools or processes to make risk-based decision making in the 
regulating environment when it comes to joint working? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. The regulating environment provides a toolbox containing 
methods and procedures for how to enhance the quality of risk-
based decision making in joint working circumstances. 

 2. The use and importance of tools to make joint working within risk 
areas as effective and accurate as much as possible exist and is 
promoted by key people. 

 3. The management understands the importance of joint working for 
an effective organisation and therefore supports the development of 
toolboxes which help co-operation within risk-based decision 
making. 

 4. The importance of a culture that promotes and supports tools that 
enhance and secure quality in a joint working environment is 
implemented throughout the whole organisation. 

 5. The organisation has a culture and values where joint working 
drives the organisation’s excellence and where the effectiveness is 
maximised as much as possible. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

2.10 To what extent is it relevant to succeed through people? 

To be able to succeed through people a well-managed 

organisation is needed which brings out the best qualities and 

efforts from staff. Risk-based decision making alone cannot ensure 

that an organisation is getting the best out of its staff. However, in 

a operation such as the Environment Agency would risk 

assessments, good environmental behaviour, risk-based decision 

making and the tools and processes that enables them be a 

foundation to enable staff to succeed in their daily work and 

enhance the operating quality This question is not appropriate to 

include in a survey. 
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BM – Question 2.10 

- 

 

Scale 

Low 

 

↓ 

 

High 

 1.  

 2.  

 3.  

 4.  

 5.  

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

2.11 To what extent are well defined roles and responsibilities 

relevant? 

Since a ‘mature’ agency will have staff who have a consequent 

view of well delegated and clear responsibility of risk, risk 

assessment and risk-based decision making. A ‘mature’ agency 

has a system of day-to-day operating where there never/seldom 

arise questions of roles and/or responsibility. The definition and 

content of the term ‘mature’ in an organisational setting is widely 

debated, but Andersen and Jessen (2003) highlight a definition of 

maturity ‘as being ripe or having reached the state of full natural or 

maximum development’ (Andersen and Jessen, 2003, pp. 457). 

They continue to notice that no institution has reached this level or 

ever will. The authors would rather define mature as a high level of 

these three components ’action (ability to act and decide), attitude 

(willingness to be involved), and knowledge (an understanding of 

the impact of willingness and action)’ (Andersen and Jessen, 

2003, pp. 458). The two definitions give a good approach to the 

meaning of ‘mature’ in this survey. 

What kinds of principles are set up to decrease the possibility of 

confusion of roles and responsibility within a risk and risk-based 

decision making context? 
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BM – Question 2.11 

Please, can you provide and give a short overview of the existing principles that 
are in place to ensure the quality of risk-based decision making in the context of 
roles and responsibility? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. Key persons are aware of the need to understand risk in their 
areas and know to what extent competence within risk 
management affects responsibility in the daily work. 

 2. Key persons promote and support accurate principles and 
guidelines to define individuals’ roles and adherent responsibilities. 
When gaps in the definition of roles and responsibility are 
discovered, they are immediately communicated for consideration 
by the management. 

 3. The management sees clearly defined roles and responsibilities 
as a foundation for success with an effective and well managed 
risk assessment. This view contributes with action plans to map 
any gaps and to find weaknesses that could be improved. 

 4. The management champions the value and culture of roles and 
responsibility throughout the whole organisation. 

 5. Clear roles and responsibilities or an open environment where 
discussion of these themes are easily engaged in contributes to an 
environment where that drives the organisation’s excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

2.12 How important is the culture for stakeholders? 

Since we expect that staff operate in a cultural environment that 

encourages challenges to new practices, new ways of performing 

the regulating operation, takes advantage of opportunities that 

could enhance the organisation’s and individuals’ objectives. It is 

essential that staff do not feel that the agency practises any kind of 

blame culture. A blame culture could lead to, for example, 

ineffective risk-based decision making and unreported future 

accidents (Alarm, 2010). 

We would like to see evidence that demonstrates an open and 

learning organisation. Applicable evidence could be procedures 

and processes that comply with an enhanced management of 

culture. 



 

107 

 

  

BM – Question 2.12 

Are you aware of any efforts that are ongoing and/or have been completed to 
enhance the agency’s quality of management culture? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. Efforts are made that are supposed to enhance the quality of 
management through a common culture. 

 2. Key individuals have paid attention to the importance of having a 
common and correct culture. Key individuals make efforts through 
processes to implement a common view of, for example, objectives, 
scopes and goals. 

 3. The management supports and promotes efforts and actions 
aimed at creating a value-based organisation where well-managed 
risk-based decision making and risk assessments acts as a 
foundation for achieving objectives. 

 4. Top management works actively with the culture of the 
organisation. The management’s approach is based on how a 
common view of culture can enhance the way the organisations 
goals are perceived and how the organisation is supposed to 
achieve those goals. 

 5. All individuals within the organisation are aware and have the 
knowledge and understanding of how the culture affects the 
organisation and its behaviour. With a common view of, for example, 
tools, achievement, roles, responsibility, transparency and risk, the 
organisation reaches levels of excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

3.1 How relevant is risk judgement within the organisation? 

We expect an established behaviour that is supported by good 

environmental behaviour, in the practice of the risk of regulating a 

broad variety of operators. Factors such as sector risk, process 

risk, behaviour risk, risk from stakeholders, political risks and risk 

from society, are some of the risks that should be integrated in risk 

judgement. 

What processes and tools are embedded in the daily procedures 

to ensure that risk judgements are integrated in every necessary 

process? 
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BM – Question 3.1 

Do you use any tools, methods, procedures or processes (e.g. OPRA) to help 
you with risk judgements in your daily work of regulating stakeholders? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. There are a limited number of tools that help me to enhance the 
quality of risk-based decision making within my daily work. 

 2. Key people are promoting tools for risk judgement and are open 
minded to develop new and/or improve existing tools. The 
management are monitoring how risk judgement is working to 
discover gaps in, for example, communication or knowledge. 

 3. Yes, risk judgement tools and processes are integrated in every 
area. The management are promoting and supporting the assisting 
tools. 

 4. The operating culture encourages the development and 
improvement of methods regarding risk judgement. Risk judgement 
and the use of the provided toolbox for risk assessment is a matter 
of course within the organisation. 

 5. The operating culture encourages the development and 
improvement of methods regarding risk judgement and the 
framework of risk judgment has become a key driver of the 
operation. The organisation’s application of risk judgement drives 
the organisation’s excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

3.2 Is the level and clarity of risk appetite/aversion relevant? 

Yes, because we expect that an operating agency will act with 

good environmental behaviour, which includes a consciousness 

and management of risk appetite and risk aversion against the 

operated and as guidance for employed, such as inspectors. The 

level of risk appetite could be interpreted as the willingness to pay 

to get rid of risk. An example of a risk appetite tool is a risk register 

that could be developed on different levels depending on the risk 

of the sector or process. It is possible to believe that appetite and 

aversion are antonyms but according to Danielsson et al. (2009) 

there is an even bigger difference between appetite and aversion 

than this. Appetite is the motivation for operators, while risk 

aversion is the in-built preferences parameter of the operator. The 

appetite for risk may change, yet it could still have the same risk 

aversion. That depends on what restrictions the operator operates 

under. They also argue that the longer the period for high risk 

appetite, the higher the level of vulnerability. Gai & Vause (2005) 

argues that risk appetite is the willingness to bear risk. The 

willingness to bear risk depends on two variables: the operators 

aversion to such uncertainty and the level of that specific 

uncertainty. 

What processes and tools are embedded in the daily procedures 

to ensure that awareness and judgement of risk appetite and risk 

aversion are integrated in necessary processes? 
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BM – Question 3.2 

Do you have access to tools, methods, procedures or processes to help you 
with risk judgement regarding risk appetite and risk aversion in your daily work 
of regulating stakeholders? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There are a limited number of tools that help me to enhance the 
quality of risk-based decision making within my daily work. 

 2. Key people are promoting tools for appetite/aversion and are 
open minded to develop new and/or improve existing tools. The 
management are monitoring how appetite/aversion is working, to 
discover gaps in, for example, communication or knowledge. 

 3. Yes, appetite/aversion tools and processes are integrated in every 
area. The management are promoting and supporting the assisting 
tools. There is clear guidance on the organisation’s approach to 
appetite/aversion. 

 4. The operating culture encourages the development and 
improvement of methods regarding appetite/aversion. 
Appetite/aversion and the use of the provided toolbox for risk 
assessment is a matter of course within the organisation. There is 
clear guidance on the organisation’s approach to appetite/aversion 
and the management champions the use of the tools to reach the 
organisation’s objectives within appetite/aversion. 

 5. Operating culture encourages the development and improvement 
of methods regarding appetite/aversion and the framework of 
appetite/aversion has become a key driver of the operation. The 
organisation’s application of risk judgement drives the organisation’s 
excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

3.3 Is the degree of understanding key risks relevant? 

Yes, because we expect that agencies that acts with good 

environmental behaviour need the knowledge and awareness of 

how to identify risk, and also are able to define key risks and where 

these key risks are findable. The risks and especially the key risks 

are important to manage because of the effects that neglected 

behaviour could imply. It is vital that tools and methods are in place 

to decide the impact of correlation between significance and 

magnitude of risks for different operators, sectors and processes. 

What processes and tools are embedded in the management to 

ensure that awareness and judgement of the key risks are made 

properly? 
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BM – Question 3.3 

Do you have access to and do you use tools, methods, procedures or 
processes to help you  identify key risks related to areas of regulated 
operators? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There are a limited number of tools that help me to enhance the 
quality of risk-based decision making within my daily work. 

 2. Key people are promoting tools for identification of key risks and 
are open minded to develop new and/or improve existing tools. The 
management is monitoring how well identification of key risks is 
working, to discover gaps in, for example, communication or 
knowledge. 

 3. Yes, tools and processes for identification of key risks are 
integrated in every area. The management are promoting and 
supporting the assisting tools. There is clear guidance on the 
organisation’s approach to key risks. 

 4. The operating culture encourages development and improvement 
of methods regarding identification of key risks. Identification of key 
risks and the use of provided tool boxes is a matter of course within 
the organisation. There is clear guidance on the organisation’s 
approach towards it and the management champions the use of the 
tools to reach the organisation’s objective within the management of 
key risks. 

 5. The operating culture encourages the development and 
improvement of methods regarding the management of key risks 
and this framework has becomes a key driver of the operation. The 
organisation’s application of risk judgement drives the organisation’s 
excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 
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_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

3.4 To what extent is it relevant to report and review risk? 

Since we expect agencies to have good environmental behaviour 

where a total management of risks is included, this includes the 

regular reporting and reviewing of risks. Risk management - such 

as the reporting and reviewing of risks - could be used as the 

foundation or guidance for future decision making. Reports and 

reviews could be evidence for stakeholders that demonstrate that 

the agency is acting in a good environmental behavioural manner. 

However, at the same time reports and their reviews might also 

provide written evidence of problem areas. 

What processes and tools are embedded in the management to 

ensure that reports and their reviews are used in an effective 

manner which contributes to success for the agency? 
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BM – Question 3.4 

Are you using some processes which help you with risk assessment and risk-
based decision making in your daily work to regulate operators? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. The organisation has principles for how to account for and review 
risk. The organisation has a limited numbers of tools for accounting 
and reviewing risk. The tools do not affect the quality of risk-based 
decision making within my daily work to any considerable extent. 

 2. Key people are promoting tools for how to account for and review 
risk, and are open minded to develop new and/or improve existing 
tools. The management is monitoring how well the accounting and 
reviewing system of risks is working to discover gaps in, for 
example, approaches and use. 

 3. Yes, tools and processes for accounting and reviewing risk are 
integrated in every area. The management are promoting and 
supporting the assisting tools. There is clear guidance on the 
organisation’s approach towards these systems. 

 4. The operating culture encourages the development and 
improvement of methods regarding the accounting and reviewing 
systems. The systems and the use of adherent toolboxes is a matter 
of course within the organisation. There is clear guidance on the 
organisation’s approach and the management champions the use of 
the tools to reach the organisation’s objective within the 
management of key risks. 

 5. The operating culture encourages the development and 
improvement of methods regarding the management of accounting 
and reviewing systems of risks and the framework has becomes a 
key driver of the operation. The organisation’s application of the 
systems drives the organisation’s excellence. 
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Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

3.5 How important is risk response? 

We expect that organisations with good environmental behaviour 

fulfil a risk assessment where management for risk response is 

included. It is not enough for regulators to dentify risk; they also 

need to manage responses to the particular risks. Different 

responses are needed depending on the magnitude and 

significance of the issue. 

What processes and tools are embedded in the management to 

ensure that reports and the reviews of them are used in an 

effective manner that contributes to the success of the agency? 
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BM – Question 3.5 

To what extents do you perceive the agency´s structure contributes to usable 
management of reports and their review? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. The organisation has principles for how to manage reports and 
the reviews and outcomes from them. The tools do not affect the 
quality of risk-based decision making within my daily work to any 
considerable extent. 

 2. Key people are promoting tools for how to manage reports and 
the review and outcome from them, and are open minded to develop 
new and/or improve existing tools. The management is monitoring 
how well the system is working to discover any gaps in, for example, 
approaches and use. 

 3. Yes, tools and processes for managing reports and the reviews 
and outcomes from them are integrated in every area. The 
management are promoting and supporting the assisting tools. 
There is clear guidance on the organisation’s approach towards 
these systems. 

 4. The operating culture encourages the development and 
improvement of methods regarding managing reports and the 
reviews and outcomes from them. The systems and the use of 
adherent toolboxes is a matter of course within the organisation. 
There is clear guidance on the organisation’s approach and the 
management champions the use of the tools to reach the 
organisations objective within the management of key risks. 

 5. The operating culture encourages the development and 
improvement of methods regarding the management of reports and 
the reviews and outcomes from them. The systems have become a 
key driver of the operation. The organisation’s application of the 
systems drives the organisation’s excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 
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_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

3.6-7 To what extent are the structure and the use of process 

systems relevant? 

Since we expect that systems that are developed to enhance and 

facilitate the agency’s risk-based decision making deliver the best 

outcomes. That will mean that it is not enough to have one 

process/tool/procedure/unit or level function with a top score, they 

also need to be successfully integrated with each other. To have a 

‘mature’ approach to regulatory practice, risk-based decision 

making needs to be supported by systems, e.g. OPRA and risk 

rating systems. The system needs to be developed with 

stakeholders in mind. 

Are supporting systems built and implemented to make it easier 

for stakeholders or do they act as obstacles to meet objectives 

through risk-based decision making? 
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BM – Question 3.7 

Are systems developed and implemented in a useful way for risk-based 
decision making? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. Some systems are used in a joint way with other agencies and 
enhance the quality of risk-based decision making and risk 
assessment in my daily operations. 

 2. The organisation follows standards in its operation. 

 3. The management have developed and improved the systems so 
that they now make an essential difference within my daily work. The 
management support and promote the use of the systems and the 
advantages for the organisation’s effectiveness and efficiency. 

 4. The organisation’s culture and values have integrated the use of 
the systems and the quality increase, which can be seen within 
everyday work, has been championed. 

 5. The values and culture of the use of the system have created an 
environment where the success drives the organisation’s excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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BM – Question 3.7 

Do the relevant developed and implemented systems make risk-based decision 
making easier for you? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. Some systems that are used in a jointly way with other agencies 
enhance the quality of risk-based decision making and risk 
assessment in my daily operating of regulating operators. 

 2. The organisation follows standards in its operation. 

 3. The management have developed and improved the systems so 
that they now make an essential difference within my daily work. The 
management support and promote the use of the systems and the 
advantages for the organisation’s effectiveness and efficiency. 

 4. The organisation’s culture and values have integrated the use of 
the systems and the quality increase, which can be seen within 
everyday work, has been championed. 

 5. The values and culture of the use of the system have created an 
environment where the success drives the organisation’s excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

3.8 How useful are investigation/root cause 

analysis/identification/evaluation criteria? 

Because our assumption is that there is no meaning to risk-based 

decision making if the decision base is not correct. Risk-based 

decision making should be integrated from every view: from 

strategic- and financial planning to consultation and co-operation. 

To have tools and supporting processes for investigation/root 

cause analysis/identification/evaluation criteria make it easier 

(both enhancing quality and accessibility) for the involved to 

continue the process. To have a qualitative foundation makes it 

easier to make local risk priorities efforts and make decisions 

clearer which could decrease the number of sign-offs. We also 

expect risk-based decision making to be integrated in the first 

phase where the thoroughness of an investigation/root cause 

analysis/identification/evaluation is stated. Arguments of not act 

negligent towards this kind of analysis are highlighted by 

MacGillivray and Pollard (2008). 

We are looking for evidence that shows that risk-based decision 

making is integrated and used to decide how significant and to 

what magnitude investigation/root cause analysis/identification/ 

evaluation criteria should be done. 
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BM – Question 3.8 

Do you use any processes or tools that integrate risk-based decision making in 
the investigation/root cause analysis/identification/evaluation criteria? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There are some useful processes and tools that integrate risk-
based decision making in the investigation/root cause 
analysis/identification/evaluation of criteria. 

 2. The organisation operates by standards and key people support 
and promote the use of appropriate tools and processes to integrate 
risk-based decision making in investigation/root cause 
analysis/identification/evaluation of criteria. 

 3. The management have implemented risk-based decision making 
within investigation/root cause analysis/identification/evaluation of 
criteria throughout the organisation. 

 4. Implementation of risk-based decision making within 
investigation/root cause analysis/identification/evaluation of criteria 
has been implemented in the value and culture of the organisation. 
The management are supportive and are also monitoring 
weaknesses in the systems. 

 5. Implementation of risk-based decision making within 
investigation/root cause analysis/identification/evaluation of criteria 
has been implemented in the value and culture of the organisation 
which results in an organisation where the factors drive excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

4.1 To what extent is the statement of risk 

policy/strategy/framework relevant? 

We expect that a ‘mature’ organisation that has risk assessment 

and risk-based decision making as a fundamental view in the 

operation should also have this clearly stated in its strategy, 

policies and framework. 

We would like to see the awareness of (from the approached 

employees’ view) the agency’s risk policy/strategy/framework and 

how it affects the daily operation of staff. We would like to see 

procedures and processes with links back to the strategy, policy 

and framework of risk. 
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BM – Question 4.1 

Do you exercise any procedures and processes that clearly link back to the 

method of operating risk, stated in the strategy, policy and framework? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. The need for a risk strategy and risk-related policies has been 
indentified and accepted. The risk management system may be 
undocumented. Most of the applicable systems I use are linked to 
the organisation’s risk policy/strategy/framework. 

 2. Risk management strategy and policies are drawn up, 
communicated and are being acted upon. Roles and responsibilities 
are established and key stakeholders are engaged. My daily 
operations have contributions from risk-based decision making and 
risk assessment and clear links to the organisation’s risk 
policy/strategy/framework. 

 3. Risk management principles are reflected in the organisation’s 
strategies and policies. The risk framework is reviewed, developed, 
refined and communicated. The management have stated clear 
support and are promoting the integration. 

 4. Handling risk is an inherent feature of policy and strategy making 
processes. The risk management system is benchmarked, best 
practice has been identified and shared across the organisation. The 
values and the culture champion the integration. 

 5. Risk management capability in policy and strategy making helps 
to drive organisational excellence.  

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

4.2 To what extent are the availability and communication (quality) 

of risk policy/strategy/framework relevant? 

We expect that a ‘mature’ organisation that has risk 

policy/strategy/framework interacting in its operation will have this 

information available for all kinds of stakeholders. The risk 

policy/strategy/framework should be communicated in an 

appropriate way and should always be available for staff in a form 

that is easy to interpret to their own daily operation. 

We would like to see evidence of how well the organisation has 

managed availability and communication of the risk 

policy/strategy/framework. 
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BM – Question 4.2 

Can you provide information that contributes to the view of well the organisation 
has succeeded to make the risk policy/strategy/framework available to staff and 
how well it is communicated? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. The need of availability and communication of risk strategy and 
risk-related policies has been indentified and accepted. The 
availability and the communication of risk policy/strategy/framework 
could be improved to give a better contribution to daily work. 

 2. Risk management strategy and policies have been drawn up, 
communicated and acted upon. Roles and responsibility are 
established and key stakeholders are engaged. The management 
have integrated the availability and the communication through the 
most important areas. 

 3. The management have stated clear support and they are 
promoting the integration to a full extent. The organisation’s values 
and its culture contribute to a daily use of its risk 
policy/strategy/framework. 

 4. The management champions the integration of risk 
policy/strategy/framework and has made a big effort to make them 
available in such a way that they are applicable to and 
understandable by every employee. 

 5. The implementation of an available and useable risk 
policy/strategy/framework drives organisational excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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  Internal context: 

4.3 How important are the development and improvement of risk 

strategy/policy/frameworks? 

It is expected that risk strategy/policy/framework is working as 

guidance on how to reach the organisation’s objectives. A ‘mature’ 

organisation is expected to develop and improve their risk 

strategy/policy/framework, so they can maintain and continue to 

incorporate best practice. 

We would like to see evidence such as principles or procedures 

that establish continuously development and improvement (or 

even more often if it is needed) of the risk 

strategy/policy/framework. Is it possible for the non-management 

team to raise the need for revision? 
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BM – Question 4.3 

Can you influence the development of an improved risk strategy, policy and 

framework? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. The development and improvement of risk 
policy/strategy/framework is a closed process where only key people 
can contribute with their knowledge and inputs. 

 2. The development and improvement process of risk 
policy/strategy/framework are integrated within key areas. Specific 
roles with specific responsibilities established are allowed to 
contribute and some key stakeholders are engaged. 

 3. The process is integrated throughout the organisation and inputs 
and contribution are given from a variety of directions.  

 4. The management promote and support the integration of the 
process throughout the organisation and encourage suggestions for 
improvements from employees. 

 5. Each individual’s contributions give the management an excellent 
foundation to improve the risk strategy/policy/framework. The risk 
strategy/policy/framework that staff have commonly contributed to 
drives the organisation’s excellence within risk-based decision 
making and risk assessment. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

4.4 To what degree does the implementation of risk management 

framework and strategy make a difference to the organisation? 

It is expected that ‘mature’ organisations implement a risk 

management framework and strategy in such a way that it 

facilitates the implementation and understanding throughout the 

whole organisation and sets out risk management as a part of the 

organisation’s overall approach to practice and governance. 

We would like to see evidence such as processes, procedures and 

frameworks showing to what extent the implementation has 

succeeded and how individuals can contribute and enhance the 

end result. 
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BM – Question 4.4 

Are there any tools that ensure quality in your daily operations? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There are some tools that are applicable to my daily operating of 
regulating operations. 

 2. Key people are actively contributing with forums for how to 
develop more tools that can cover a wider range of areas and 
activities leading to easier regulating operations. 

 3. The management are aware of the difficulties of integrating a risk 
management framework and strategy to facilitate and enhance daily 
operations. Therefore, they are supporting and promoting different 
processes to find the best way to improve the system. 

 4. Managers’ contributions are a value-based approach where they 
are aware of how integration of risk management framework and 
strategy can facilitate, enhance the quality and effectiveness of the 
daily operations. 

 5. The organisation clearly shows evidence of how integration of risk 
management framework and strategy facilitates and enhance daily 
operations which drives the organisation’s excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

4.5 How important is the flexibility within the risk 

strategy/policy/framework? 

We expect that risk strategy/policy/framework will never be able to 

cover every situation that might occur. A ‘mature’ organisation 

must then have risk strategies/policies/frameworks that are 

sufficiently flexible to give the individual support in hers/his risk-

based decision making even if the specific circumstance has never 

previously occurred. 

We would like to see evidence of how individual employees 

interpret the risk strategy/policy/framework in circumstances that 

are not classified within the standard framework. Does the 

individual employee see the risk strategy/policy/framework as 

flexible? 
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BM – Question 4.5 

Is it possible for you to interpret the risk strategy/policy/framework in a flexible 

way that makes it useful in most situations? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There is no flexibility in the risk strategy/policy/framework which 
makes it difficult to apply in varied circumstances. 

 2. There is no flexibility in the risk strategy/policy/framework which 
makes it difficult to apply in varied circumstances but the closest 
manager is supporting and promoting flexibility in the daily 
operations. 

 3. Key people provide procedures and tools that make it possible for 
employees to interpret the risk strategy/policy/framework in varied 
circumstances. 

 4. The management promote, develop and implement a risk 
strategy/policy/framework and adherent tools which facilitate 
interpretation in varied circumstances. The awareness of activities to 
reach the organisation’s objectives is high. 

 5. The risk strategy/policy/framework is flexible which makes it 
possible to apply in varied circumstances and this drives the 
organisation’s excellence. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

5.1 To what extent are evidential links relevant for the evaluation 

of effective risk management? 

Since we expect that a mature’ organisation succeeded in its risk 

management and its contribution has extremely high impact on 

organisations outcomes and deliverables. A visible and clear 

connection between risk management and overall success would 

prove how best practice is recognised. This could be applicable 

both on the organisations overall outcome and to specific 

outcomes. If risk management has been developed, implemented 

and structured in an effective and well reasoned way, connections 

between risk management and organisational outcomes should be 

visible. 

We are looking for evidence that shows the connection between 

well-managed risk management and outcomes and deliverables. 

These connections could be stated in individual risk-based 

decision making-tools or as clear evidence in processes and 

procedures. 
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BM – Question 5.1 

Do your deliverables demonstrate any links to effective risk management? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There is limited or no clear evidence of links between an effective 
risk management and my deliverables. 

 2. There is limited evidence showing how risk management is 
effective in my most relevant outcomes and deliverables. 

 3. There is clear evidence of links that prove how risk management 
supports my deliverables and key outcomes in all relevant areas. 

 4. There is clear evidence of significantly improved delivery of 
relevant outcomes and sustained improvement within my daily 
operation of regulating operators. 

 5. All my deliverables and outcomes have significant links to 
effective risk management. This drives both the excellence of the 
organisation and me as a contributing part. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

5.2 How well is risk management contribute to an overall 

outcome? 

Since we expect that a ‘mature’ organisation succeeded in its risk 

management and its contribution has extremely high impact on 

organisation’s outcomes and deliverables. A viewable and clear 

connection between risk management and overall success would 

prove how best practice is recognised. This could be applicable 

both to the organisation’s overall outcome and to specific 

outcomes. If the risk management has been developed, 

implemented and structured in an effective and well-reasoned 

way, connections between risk management and organisational 

outcomes should be visible. 

We are looking for evidence that shows the connection between 

well-managed risk management and outcomes and deliverables. 

These connections could be stated in individual risk-based 

decision making-tools or as clear evidence in processes and 

procedures. 
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BM – Question 5.2 

How does your performance influence the overall results of the organisation? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. There is limited or no clear evidence of how individual 
deliverables of effective risk management may influence the 
organisation’s outcomes. 

 2. Key people raise the importance for an effective organisation to 
be able to prove how individual deliverables contribute to the 
organisation’s outcomes (which uses risk management to a great 
extent). Existence of limited evidence is found. 

 3. There are clear evidence and links that prove how individual risk 
management deliverables support the delivery of organisational key 
outcomes in all relevant areas. 

 4. The management champions the individual deliverables of risk 
assessment throughout the organisation and both promote and 
support my further contributions. 

 5. All deliverables and outcomes of mine have significant links to an 
effective risk management. This drives both the excellence of the 
organisation and me as a contributing part. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

5.3 To what extent has risk management contributed to the overall 

outcome? 

Since we expect that a ‘mature’ organisation succeeded in its risk 

management and its contribution has extremely high impact on 

organisation’s outcomes and deliverables. A viewable and clear 

connection between risk management and overall success would 

prove how best practice is recognised. This could be applicable 

both to the organisation’s overall outcome and to specific 

outcomes. If the risk management has been developed, 

implemented and structured in an effective and well-reasoned 

way, connections between risk management and organisational 

outcomes should be visible. 

We are looking for evidence that shows the connection between 

well-managed risk management and outcomes and deliverables. 

These connections could be stated in individual risk-based 

decision making-tools or as clear evidence in processes and 

procedures. 
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BM – Question 5.3 

How does your deliverables influence the overall output of the organisation? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. There is limited or no clear evidence that shows how my individual 
deliverables of effective risk management contribute to my overall 
outcome. 

 2. Key people raise the importance for an effective organisation to 
be able to prove how individual deliverables are linked to their 
overall objectives and outcomes of risk management. Existence of 
limited evidence is found. 

 3. There are clear evidence and links that prove how individual risk 
management deliverables support the individual objectives and 
overall outcome. 

 4. The management champions the individual deliverables of risk 
assessment throughout the organisation and both promote and 
support further contribution of my deliverables to enhance my overall 
outcome of risk-based decision making and risk assessment. 

 5. All deliveries and outcomes of mine have significant links to an 
effective risk management. This drives both the excellence of the 
organisation and me as a contributing part. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 



 

143 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Internal context: 

5.4 To what extent does risk management contribute to a specific 

outcome such as the unit’s goals? 

Since we expect that a ‘mature’ organisation succeeded in its risk 

management and its contribution has extremely high impact on 

organisation’s outcomes and deliverables. A viewable and clear 

connection between risk management and overall success would 

prove how best practice is recognised. This could be applicable 

both to the organisation’s overall outcome and to specific 

outcomes. If the risk management has been developed, 

implemented and structured in an effective and well-reasoned 

way, connections between risk management and organisational 

outcomes should be visible. 

We are looking for evidence that shows the connection between 

well-managed risk management and outcomes and deliverables. 

These connections could be stated in individual risk-based 

decision making-tools or as clear evidence in processes and 

procedures. 
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BM – Question 5.4 

How are your outcomes linked to specific outcomes of the institution? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. There is limited or no clear evidence of how individual 
deliverables of effective risk management contribute to specific 
organisational outcomes. 

 2. Key people raise the importance for an effective organisation to 
be able to prove how individual deliverables contribute to specific 
organisational outcomes (which uses risk management to a great 
extent). Existence of limited evidence is found. 

 3. There are clear evidence and links that prove how individual risk 
management deliverables support specific deliverables of key 
organisational outcomes in all relevant areas. 

 4. The management champions the individual deliverables of risk 
assessment throughout the organisation and both promote and 
support my further contributions. 

 5. All deliverables and outcomes of mine have significant links to 
effective risk management and to specific organisational outcomes. 
This drives both the excellence of the organisation and me as a 
contributing part. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

5.5 To what level does risk management contribute to a specific 

outcome? 

Since we expect that a ‘mature’ organisation succeeded in its risk 

management and its contribution has extremely high impact on 

organisation’s outcomes and deliverables. A viewable and clear 

connection between risk management and overall success would 

prove how best practice is recognised. This could be applicable 

both to the organisation’s overall outcome and to specific 

outcomes. If the risk management has been developed, 

implemented and structured in an effective and well-reasoned 

way, connections between risk management and organisational 

outcomes should be visible. 

We are looking for evidence that shows the connection between 

well-managed risk management and outcomes and deliverables. 

These connections could be stated in individual risk-based 

decision making-tools or as clear evidence in processes and 

procedures. 
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BM – Question 5.5 

Can you provide your view to what extent your deliveries are linked to specific 

outcomes of your operating objectives? 

 

Scale 

 

 

Low 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

High 

 1. There is limited or no clear evidence of how my individual 
deliverables of effective risk management contribute to a specific 
outcome of mine. 

 2. Key people raise the importance for an effective organisation to 
be able to prove how individual deliverables are linked to their 
specific objectives and outcomes of risk management. 

 3. There are clear evidence and links that prove how individual risk 
management deliverables support specific individual objectives and 
the overall outcome. 

 4. The management champions the individual deliverables of risk 
assessment throughout the organisation and both promote and 
support further contribution of my deliverables to enhance my 
specific outcomes of risk-based decision making and risk 
assessment. 

 5. All deliverables and outcomes of mine have significant links to  
effective risk management. This drives both the excellence of the 
organisation and me as a contributing part. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Internal context: 

5.6 To what extent does risk management contribute to other 

goals and objectives such as financial? 

We expect that a ‘mature’ organisation succeeded in its risk 

management and its contribution has extremely high impact on 

the organisation’s outcomes and deliverables. An organisation 

that wants to reach a high level of trustworthiness and 

effectiveness and that also promotes risk management and risk-

based decision making needs to implement it as embedded 

values and culture. 

We are looking for tools/procedures/processes that show how risk 

management is implemented as a basic value within the 

organisation in every unit, e.g. HR, R&D and financial units. This 

culture of risk management should then be so implemented that 

staff are aware of it even though they do not work within the 

specific unit. 
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BM – Question 5.6 

Can you provide your view of how well risk management is implemented in 

other units? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

 

High 

 1. My awareness of how well-managed risk management is 
implemented in units other than my own is limited. 

 2. The contribution of key people promoting and supporting the 
integration of risk management as a main thread throughout the 
organisation raises the awareness of the contribution of risk 
management within other units. 

 3. The management implementation and awareness of to what 
extent risk management can enhance the outcomes of the 
organisation, enhance the knowledge about risk management in 
other units. 

 4. Well-managed risk management permeates the organisation and 
management champions the contribution it has made to 
organisational outcomes. The culture and value of the organisation 
is implemented in every unit which results in an organisation where 
staff are well aware and have thorough knowledge of risk 
assessment in the operation. 

 5. Risk management arrangements are a driver for change and are 
linked to plans and planning cycles which results in a high level of 
awareness and knowledge of how units operates with risk 
management. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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BM – Question 5.7 

- 

 

Scale 

Low 

 

↓ 

 

High 

  

  

  

  

  

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

Internal context: 

5.7 To what degree is the stakeholder perspective relevant when it 

comes to how risk management is linked to the organisation’s 

outcomes and deliverables? 

We expect that a “mature” organisation implements a values-based 

risk management as an approach to enhance the quality, 

effectiveness and efficiency of the organisation and its deliverables 

and outcomes not as a result of a desire to enhance stakeholders’ 

views of the organisation and how it operates. 
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Internal context: 

5.8 In the context of risk management, to what extent is the analysis 

of less good outcomes and deliverables relevant? 

It is logical to expect that a ‘mature’ organisation evaluates less 

good outcomes and deliverables in different ways. A less good 

outcome and deliverable could have roots in several different areas. 

A clear and objective mind is needed to evaluate where the result 

stems from. 

We would like to see management plans to evaluate the 

deliverables and outcomes from different perspectives, where risk 

management is neither is unfairly blamed nor given credits. 
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BM – Question 5.8 

Do you use any tools to objectively evaluate the roots of outcomes and 

deliverables? 

 

Scale 

 

Low 

 

 

 

↓ 

 

 

 

High 

 1. There is a lack of tools to help me on a daily basis to evaluate the 
outcomes, deliverables and result of my work. 

 2. Key areas/units provide tools and processes that enable an 
objective evaluation of risk-based decision making and risk 
assessments within my daily operation. 

 3. The management support and promote development, 
improvement and implementation of a wider toolbox applicable in the 
objective evaluation of risk assessment and risk-based decision 
making. 

 4. A clearly stated culture, where values throughout the organisation 
highlight the importance of objective analysis of outcomes, requires 
a well-grounded foundation on which to base improvements. The 
use of the result is the enabler to reach a higher effective and quality 
level for the organisation. 

 5. The management of outcomes and deliverables drives the 
excellence of the organisation. 

Please write additional comments below: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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