
New Training Venture for Risktec

In this edition of RISKworld we are
pleased to provide an update on our
training services, which have been
significantly enhanced in recent months.
We have been working closely with
Liverpool John Moores University in the
UK to obtain validation of our modular
course in Risk & Safety Management,
which can be followed to achieve Post-
graduate Certificate, Diploma and
Masters qualifications (see page 3).

This significant development
complements our consulting services
extremely well – it underlines our
commitment to provide solutions to
industry and also our willingness to
share knowledge with our clients.
Furthermore, it comes at a time when
the challenges faced by industry are
mounting and often conflicting.

The use of new technology (for tackling
carbon emissions or extracting natural
resources in harsh environments for
example) in tandem with the
application of stringent regulation
(particularly relating to health, safety,
environment and security) are placing

an ever-growing burden on risk and
safety professionals – to provide
appropriate advice to help decision
makers see the big picture and arrive at
well considered risk-informed decisions.

While skill shortages in engineering
continue to deepen, the economic
climate doesn’t favour long-term
investment in new projects or in
attracting new people to industry. In
developing our training services we
have created a flexible, modular
approach which can be tailored to meet
each client’s specific requirements, thus
enabling a quick return on investment,
whilst supporting the long-term
development of personnel.

It is very clear that competency
requirements for risk and safety
professionals across industry are rising
sharply. However, structured development
programmes can help equip personnel
with the skills they need to face the
challenges of our modern world.

Contact: Alan Hoy (Warrington)
alan.hoy@risktec.co.uk
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In This Issue
Welcome to Issue 16 of RISKworld.
If you would like additional copies
please contact us, and feel free to
pass on RISKworld to other people
in your organisation. We would
also be pleased to hear any
suggestions you may have for
future editions.

Contact: Steve Lewis (Warrington)
steve.lewis@risktec.co.uk
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In her recent speech [Ref 1] to the
International Institute of Risk and Safety
Management in London, the Chair of the
UK Health and Safety Executive, Judith
Hackitt CBE, acknowledged the role of
Health, Safety and Environment (HSE)
professionals and talked about the need to
ensure that everyone is competent to play
their part in assessing and managing risk.

The sentiment was echoed at a recent
meeting of the UK’s Institute of Risk
Management [Ref 2], which concluded that
“whilst there is plenty of guidance and well
developed tools and techniques for
implementing good practice risk
management systems, ultimately decisions
are made by people. Consequently there is
increasing interest in how we determine
whether or not those individuals are
competent to make those decisions. In
particular we need to distinguish between
being 'competent' and being 'qualified'.
Demonstrating competence should be more
than justpointingtoacertificateonthewall”.

What is the Competence Gap?
A fully competent individual has gained
knowledge and skills through a
combination of training, qualification and
experience. In the field of riskmanagement,
the knowledge and skills need to cover the
specific industry sector as well as risk
management theory and application of
technical riskmanagementtechniques [Fig1].

So a riskmanagement professionalmay be
proficient at applying risk management
tools, but, through a lack of training or
experience, may not have a good
understanding of the industry within
which he or she works.

Alternatively, an individual may have
many years experience of working in the
offshore oil and gas production industry
for example, but, through a lack of
training, may not understand fully a
particular risk management concept.

Another example may be where an
individual has a background in engineering
design but has nowmoved into an operations
role; they may be proficient at managing
HSE risk through introducing hardware
design changes but may not be confident or
competentat reducingriskata liveoperating
facility involving procedures and people.

In all these cases, the competence gap arises
when there is a mismatch between an
individual’s knowledge and skills and the
judgements they are required to make as
part of their role.

Furthermore, increasing pressure is being
placed on individuals to make the right
decision at theright time. Increasingly complex
legal requirements, coupled with higher
companystandardsandnewtechnology,means
that demands on decision makers and risk
managershaveneverbeensostringent [Fig2].

Set all of this against the backdropof a global
skills shortage across the whole HSE
profession inall hazardous industries, and it is
clear there is a need to bridge the
competence gap.

Bridging the Competence Gap
An approach to risk management learning
which delivers a competent professional
combines the positive aspects of:
• Training, with practical experience of

applying risk management techniques in
the real-world

• Formal assessment of competence and
qualification

• Understanding industry-specific technical
issues

So how can these three pillars be integrated
into a structured training programme that
meets thebusiness needsof anorganisation?
One approach is illustrated in Figure 3 and
comprises three building blocks.

1. Amodular trainingprogrammeproviding
a solid grounding in HSE risk management
principlesand techniques,withagoodmixof
lectures and practical hands-on exercises
using real-world case studies relevant to the
organisation’s industry and the individual’s
role, combined with a formal assessment of
competenceandaMasters levelqualification.

2. Structured training courses to provide a
foundation in the principles, technical issues,
legalrequirementsandregulatoryaspectsofthe
industry.

3. Targeted work experience at operational
sites to provide an opportunity to put the
training into practice, shadow experienced
professionals in similar roles and interactwith
a range of industry personnel.

Conclusions
HSE risk management is relatively new
compared to other professions and there is
no ‘fast track’ way of bringing new
professionals into the industry, unlike other
matureprofessions. Thoseorganisations that
develop programmes delivering competent
HSE riskmanagementprofessionals aremore
likely to benefit from better risk-informed
decisions than those organisations that
simply recruit new personnel and hope they
provide good advice.

An appropriate approach to bridging the
competencegap is likely tocomprisepractical
hands-on experience of risk management
techniques; case studies which are based in
the real-word; assessing competence andnot
just testing information recall; and
understanding industry- and technology-
specific issues.

Contact: Sheryl Hurst (Warrington)
sheryl.hurst@risktec.co.uk
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Mind the Gap – Bridging the Competence Gap
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Figure 1 - Components of risk
management competence

Figure 2 - Increasing requirement
for competent decisions

Figure 3 - Building blocks of a
bespoke training programme
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Risktec offers a structured programme of
accredited risk management modules
leading to formal post-graduate
qualifications in Risk and Safety
Management. Courses are delivered in
partnership with Liverpool John Moores
University (LJMU) in the UK. The
programme aims to help bridge the
competence gap in hazardous industries.

Alternatively, single modules can be
delivered on a stand-alone basis to gain
Continuous Professional Development
(CPD) points. Modules can also be
delivered without assessment. All
modules and programmes can be
delivered at client premises.

The Programme
The post-graduate programme is designed
to meet the growing need for industry-
related courses and qualifications in risk
management, delivered by teachers with
industrial experience. The courses are
practical and aim to develop the skills and
knowledge of students.

Tomeet client requirements, we customise

the modules to create business-specific
courses. In this way, the training tackles
the important issues cost-effectively for
each client, by ensuring that all learning
relates to the client’s operations and
facilities, while still being at an accredited
post-graduate level.

The approach ensures participants attend
courses which are attractive to them as
individuals and also completely relevant to
their job role and their employer.

Risktec has a proven track record of quality
delivery and uses experienced consultants
to deliver the modules. All our teachers
have been through a comprehensive
development process in order to teach at
post-graduate level. As a result, we
provide a unique mixture of theory and
practical experience.

Key Benefits
The key benefits to the student include:
• Receipt of a formal qualification from a

recognised institution
• Demonstration of competence rather

than just attending a training course

• Specific learning, where case studies are
directly related to the place of work,
which also reduces the self-study
burden

• Pathways through modules that are
tailored to individual needs

The key benefits for the client company
include:
• More skilled resource with formal

qualification, and greater staff
retention

• Relevant learning, by embedding the
company message in material and
tailoring case studies and methods

• Up-to-date learning delivered by active
risk practitioners

• A modular approach that maximises
flexibility, with no restrictions on
timing

• Effective use of training budget
through targeted training that meets
business needs

For a copy of our training catalogue
contact: Roisin Smyth (Warrington)
roisin.smyth@risktec.co.uk

Accredited Training in Risk and Safety Management
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Lessons Learned from Lehman Brothers
Lehman Brothers' former head of compliance

recently spoke out for the first time and gave an

insider’s perspective on failures at the US

investment bank which led to its spectacular

collapse in September last year [Ref 1]. David

DeMurocitedfour reasons forwhatwentwrong

at Lehman. There are many parallels between

these issues and managing potential major

accidents in highhazard industries.

1. Mortgages available for all
DeMuro explained that there had been a great

deal of political pressure to increase theavailability

ofmortgages. In themidst of a bubble there is a

great deal of money to be made and plain old

fashioned greed means high-earning employees

are invariably reluctant tovoice their concernsover

excessive risk taking.

Majorhazardindustriesarealsoinbusinesstomake

profits. Therearemanyexampleswhereacultureof

productionbefore safetyhas contributed tomajor

accidents. Sometimes this culture is blatant, but

moreoftenmixedmessagesaregivenintheformof

incompatiblegoals,suchas“maximiseproduction”

and “safety is our number one priority”, which if

not carefully communicated can leave the

workforceunsureas towhat takesprecedence.

For example, an explosion on 25th September

1998at theLongfordgasplant inAustraliakilled2

workers, and injured 8 [Ref 2]. An operator told

theinquiry:“Ifacedadilemmaontheday,standing

20 metres from the explosion and fire, as to

whether or not I should activate ESD 1 [shutdown

theplant], because Iwas, for some strange reason,

worriedaboutthepossible impactonproduction”.

Theoperator’s dilemmawasunderstandable – the

inquiryconcludedthatthecompany'ssafetyculture

was more oriented towards preventing lost time

rather thanprotectingworkers.

2. Over-reliance on risk models
DeMuroconfirmedthattherewasahugeamount

of faith in the financial risk models. Yet most

models incorrectly assumed that risks were

uncorrelated–whenothershavearguedthatrare,

unexpectedbuthighly significant events aremuch

morecommonthanwethink [Ref3].

In thehighhazard industries, theuseof numerical

risk models is widespread. Quantitative risk

assessment (QRA) can be, and has been, misused,

typically in efforts to ‘prove’ that calculated risk

levelsmeetacceptancecriteria.

In contrast, the sensibleuseofQRA is inhelping to

make better risk-informed decisions rather than

blindly believing in a calculated value of risk. In

particular,theprobabilisticapproachofQRAcanbe

extremely useful for considering a broad range of

scenarios, especiallyextremeevents.

QRAinvolveslotsofnumbersandcanappeartobe

objectivewhen in fact therearemany judgements

throughout the analysis. It is the role of

experienced QRA practitioners to interpret results

in the context of the uncertainties inherentwithin

the analysis and to communicate these clearly to

decisionmakers. It is management’s duty to view

risk model results as one input to the overall

decision-making process. Models are not a

substitute forgood judgement.

3. It’s not the regulator’s fault
DeMuro explained that as far as regulatory

compliance was concerned Lehman had been

performing well. He was reluctant to blame the

regulators for failing to spotproblemsbefore they

hit, asmanycommentatorshavedone.

In the major hazard industries it is the operator’s

responsibility, as the ‘duty holder’, to ensure

compliancewithhealth, safety andenvironmental

legislation. Furthermore,compliancewithprescriptive

legislationistheminimumstandardrequired. Indeed,

manyregulatorsworldwidehavemovedtoa‘goal-

setting’ regime rather than a prescriptive ‘tick-box’

regime, and require operators to demonstrate

controlofmajorhazardsviaeffectivemanagement

systemsanddocumentedsafety cases.

The underlying principle is that risks must be

reduced to a level that is as low as reasonably

practicable (ALARP). Demonstrating compliance is

far from easy – it needs to take into account the

views and concerns of those stakeholders affected

by the decision, and requires the documented

consideration of improvement options, both

implementedanddiscounted.

4.Managing risk in silos
DeMuro explained that risk managers tend to

operateinsilosandreporttheirfindingsindividually

rather thancollectively. Asa result, theymaymiss the

trulydramaticproblemslurkingjustaroundthecorner.

Muchhasbeendoneinthemajorhazardindustries

tobetter integratetheriskmanagementofhealth,

safety, security, environment and social

responsibility. No doubt there is room for

improvement–forexampleattimestherecanbea

disconnection between safety and availability

(production)decisions.

Conclusion
The collapse of Lehman Brothers was considered

unthinkable, but it happened. Interestingly, the

lessons learned are relevant to high hazard

industries, where preventing major accidents

requires anequivalentapproach tounderstanding

and managing risk in engineering design,

managementcontrolsandorganisational culture.

Contact: SteveLewis (Warrington)

steve.lewis@risktec.co.uk
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2. LessonsFromLongford,Hopkins, 2000
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Swans were assumed to be always white, until the discovery of
black swans in Australia. Rare, unexpected but highly
significant events are much more common than we think.



Greenfield grief
In 2007 the UK Government agreed to an
overall European Union target of generating
20% of EU’s energy supply from renewable
sources by 2020. As industry tries to turn this
promise into power, it’s finding that one of
the most substantial obstacles to the
proliferation of wind power in the UK is
obtaining land for which planning consent is
likely to be granted to erect wind turbines.

To date, the majority of developments have
been in remote rural locations designated as
‘greenfield’ sites, chosen for their wind
characteristics and potential generating
capacity. Future developments will find this
approach increasingly difficult due to land
unavailability, planning constraints,
environmental concerns, and a growing
public dislike of rural wind farms, coupled
with a requirement for expensive supporting
infrastructureand relativelyhigh transmission
losses incurred transporting electricity over
long distances.

One solution to the problemof sourcing land
is the regeneration of ‘brownfield’ sites.

The brownfield advantage
Brownfield sites can meet the same basic
requirements for wind farm development,
but bring a number of advantages over
traditional greenfield locations. The
availability of brownfield land in the UK is
estimated at over 70,000 hectares spread
throughout both rural and urban locations
[Refs 1 to 3].

In addition to wide availability, brownfield
sites incur preferential planning status

– within Wales,
for example,

developments up to 25MW on a brownfield
site are actively encouraged [Ref 4]. In other
areas of the UK the advice to local planning
authorities is toconsiderbrownfieldsitesprior
to any greenfield locations. By considering
brownfield sites the reduced restrictions on
site location afforded to developers is a
substantial boon given the national trend
towards limitingdevelopment topre-defined
strategic areas.

Brownfield sites can also deliver a multitude
of other advantages over remote greenfield
sites, most notably a saving on development
costs relating to supporting infrastructure.
Brownfield sites typically already offer good
road access facilitating site preparation,
delivery of materials and components during
construction, and subsequent operation and
maintenance during the life of the
installation.

Connectivity to theNational Gridmay also be
good, especially if the brownfield site was
formerlyused forheavy industryor is situated
near to other large facilities. Moreover,
transmission lossescanbealmosteliminated if
the generated capacity can be utilised by
incumbent land owners or adjacent site
occupants.

Finally, for sites with existing industrial
skylines, objections on the grounds of visual
impactare considerablyweaker than for rural
greenfield sites.

The hidden challenge
One challenge facing the development of
brownfield sites over greenfield locations is
the potential risk a wind farm could pose to
existing adjacent facilities. Where a wind
farm is situated close to hazardous industries,
care must be taken to design the installation
so that the risks posed are as low as is
reasonably practicable. While the risk

management process should clearly
identify and assess relevant

hazards, including

their mitigation and the resulting risk to
adjacent assets, people and the environment,
oneof the complications is that the approach
taken needs to produce results in a form that
is easily comparable to any existing site safety
cases.

Typically, the major operational hazard to
adjacent sites is thatof turbine tower collapse
and blade throw. Whilst the frequency of
these hazards is very low, involvement of
interested stakeholders in the design of the
site layout and the analysis andmitigation of
potential risk to adjacent facilities is
paramount to obtaining the support of
adjacent site operators, local planning
authorities and the local community.

Brown is the new green
The availability of brownfield land and its
preferred planning status make it an
attractive alternative to greenfield sites for
the wind power industry. The advantages
are manifest, but there are pitfalls
for the inexperienced developer. Clear
understanding of the site conditions,
adjacent industry hazards and management
of the attendant risk are key to successful
development.

Given the growing disadvantages of
greenfield development, not least the rising
public dissent concerning rural wind farms,
theBrownfieldRevolutionmightbe justwhat
the wind power industry is looking for. And
who knows, the UK might just meet its 2020
renewables target after all.

Contact: CallumDouglas (Glasgow)
callum.douglas@risktec.co.uk
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Good practice calls for a periodic review
of major hazard safety cases to ensure
that the ‘case for safety’ remains valid.
Indeed, many regulatory regimes and
corporate standards have a requirement
for ‘periodic’ or ‘thorough’ review, and
provide guidance on the frequency and
content of the review. At first sight, the
potentially wide ranging nature of
periodic reviews can appear daunting and
onerous, with the potential to place a
heavy burden on resources. But a well-
managed periodic review provides a great
opportunity to strengthen the connection
between the safety case and the real
world.

Review scope
In undertaking a periodic review, it is
important to go beyond a desktop study
of the safety case documentation and
recognise that the case for safety is based
on real plant, processes and, arguably
most importantly, people.

Typically, the review will need to focus on
changes to standards, plant, operations
and organisation, as illustrated in Figure 1.

Box 1 - Practical tips

• Approach periodic reviewwith an open
mind – as an opportunity not a chore

• Plan the reviewwell in advance of the due
date, and build in enough flexibility to deal
with emergent issues

• Secure seniormanagement support for the
review and seek assurance that adequate
resources will be available

• Engagewith other internal and external
stakeholdersat thestartof thereviewprocess

• Ensure the scope of the review
encompasses all aspects of the safety case

• Structure the review undermajor headings
which cover all significant safety-related
aspects

• Specify the extent of the review required
for each topic according to the extent of
change and its affect on safety

• Direct resources at areas where changes
have occurred thatmay have a significant
impact on safety

• Consider experience inwider industry
(could it happen here?)

• Monitor progress and findings and address
emergent issues as they arise

Periodic Review: Opportunity or Chore?

It is important to recognise that periodic
review is not intended to be a rewrite of
the safety case or a comprehensive
update of the safety management system,
although its conclusions may affect both.

Practical implementation
The key to success is to plan the review
well in advance to ensure that adequate
time is available for a systematic approach
and to limit a more probing assessment to
the major issues which may arise.

There are a number of practical tips that
come from experience [see Box 1]. Of
these, perhaps the most important is the
early engagement of stakeholders to
obtain buy-in and establish the full scope
of the review before starting, together
with the targeted use of resources for
addressing significant changes.

Stakeholder involvement
It may be tempting to conduct periodic
reviews using a specialist safety team
alone. However, to do so would be to pass
up an excellent opportunity to engage
with personnel across the organisation.

This is particularly true of operational
personnel, whose detailed knowledge of
the safety case may be limited, but who

will have an excellent first-hand perspective
of its practical implementation and direct
experience of incidents.

Involvement of operators andmaintainers
can help confirm that the controls claimed
in the written safety documentation are
indeed operated and maintained
accordingly. Moreover, this process can
improve understanding on both sides,
resulting in a safety case that better
reflects operations and vice versa.

Involvement of regulatory personnel early
in the process can often help to optimise
the review. Insights and expectations can
be identified and discussed and the
review plan adjusted accordingly.

Conclusion
Periodic reviews are an important part of
safely operating a major hazard facility.
Approached positively they can present
an excellent opportunity to take a fresh
look at key aspects of the safety case
using real experience and demonstrate to
all stakeholders that the facility remains
safe to operate for the foreseeable
future.

Contact: Michael Cromarty (London)
michael.cromarty@risktec.co.uk
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Figure 1 – Periodic Review Topics


