
Most organisations manage risk.
Few see it change what happens next.

Why risk management often doesn’t translate into execution
and what changes when it does
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Development of
Closing Procedures

Risk management was already in place.

Structured.

Reported.

Visible.
And, depending on who you spoke to, working.

 

But what happened next was unclear.

 

Patterns like these are not unique to one organisation.
They appear consistently in complex delivery environments.

This reflection comes from working in a highly structured, complex environment where the core 

focus of day-to-day roles is planning, delivery, and execution.

Programs and projects were globally large.

Teams were highly qualified.

Governance and reporting were well established.

Nothing about the environment lacked discipline.

Which made this harder to understand.
 

Participation, however, was uneven.

A relatively small proportion of the organisation was directly involved.

The majority were not.

Not because they didn’t care.
Because they were not actively involved.

 

From a leadership perspective, risks were visible.

They were escalated.

Summarised.
Reported.

But they weren’t moving.

Context
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Development of
Closing Procedures

On the surface, everything was in place.

Risk registers were populated.

Dashboards reflected status.

Updates were shared regularly.

The language was consistent.
The structure was clear.

The system worked.

And yet, the outcome did not change.

The same risks were discussed.

The same updates were given.

On the ground, the experience was different.

Risk management was completed.

Updated.

Reported.

But it did not consistently lead to action.

For many, it felt administrative rather than enabling.

Something that had to be done.

Not something that made delivery easier.

Everything you would expect to make it work was already in place.

And still, progress was uneven.

Risk started to move only when something changed.

The Gap
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Development of
Closing Procedures

In an early conversation, a newly onboarded Senior Project Leader made an observation.

“In my career to date, I’ve never seen risk management work properly anywhere.”

Later, when prompted, he explained why.

“It’s not that it doesn’t work.

It’s that leadership often doesn’t act on it.”

That insight carried further than expected.

If nothing happens when something is raised,

why invest time raising it?

If leadership doesn’t act,

why would anyone engage?

At the same time, risk management had been shaped in a particular way.

Effort had been concentrated.

Teams closest to delivery were largely shielded from it.

Not to exclude them.

But to protect their time.

The result was subtle but important.

Risk was structured carefully.

But it was neither widely owned
nor consistently acted on.

Risk had visibility.

But it didn’t move.

The Underlying Pattern
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Development of
Closing Procedures

What changed was not the visibility of risk.
It was what happened after it was raised.

Until that point, raising a risk carried limited expectation.

It would be logged.

Discussed.
Reported.

But rarely led to action.

Which raised a simple question: "Why invest time raising something
if nothing happens because of it?"

The change came from reframing what could be raised.

Not just risks. But also:
• issues happening now

• situations that sat between the two

Things already blocking progress. Or likely to.

What mattered was not the category.

What mattered was this:

If something was raised,
it would be seen.

And it would be acted on.

Every time.

That changed the dynamic.

It became less about reporting risk.

And more about removing blockers.

People began to engage.

Not because the process improved.

But because something started to happen when they raised it.

The Shift
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Development of
Closing Procedures

Execution improved when risk was connected directly to action.

In practice, that meant:

• every risk linked to specific actions 

• every action had a clear owner 
• progress was visible 

• status reflected movement, not opinion 

Leadership engagement shifted too.

Not just reviewing risk.

But:

• clarifying ownership 
• making decisions 

• removing blockers 

The rhythm changed.

From periodic reporting

to continuous follow-through.

Resolution no longer depended on meetings.

It happened between them.

Driven by visibility, ownership, and action.

Risk was no longer discussed.

It moved.

What Made the Difference
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Development of
Closing Procedures

Looking back, nothing fundamental had been missing.

Risk management had been in place.

Structured.

Governed.

Visible.
 

What made the difference was simpler.

Ownership.

Follow-through.
And the connection to decisions.

 

Once those were in place, the response to risk became consistent.

 

People didn’t engage because risk improved.
They engaged because something happened when they raised it.

Every time.

 

Structure follows strategy.

Execution follows ownership and action.

What changes is not the system.

It is the consistency of response.

Most organisations manage risk.

Fewer see it change what happens next.

 

That is the difference.

That is where execution begins.

Closing
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