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LIKELIHOOD AND CONSEQUENCE DESCRIPTORS FOR RISK ASSESSMENTS

Almost certain 5 There is almost ne chance it won't happen. Will certainly |80% to 100% or once a year or more
happen this fiscal year or during the three year period of {frequantly
the Service Plan.
Likely 4 We expsct it fo happen. It would be surprising if this did [61% to 79% or once every 3 yrs
not happen.
Possible 3 Just as likely to happen as not. We don't expectii to 40% to 80% or once every 5 yrs
happen, but there is a chance.
Unlikely 2 Not anticipated. We won't worry about it happening. 11% tc 39% or once every 15 years
Almost certain not to happen 1 It would be surprising if this happened. There would 0 te 10% or once every 25 yrs
have ic be a combination of unlikely evenis for it to
happen.

~ Major problem from which there is ne recovery.
Catastrophic 5 - Significant damage to ministry credibility or integrity.
- Complete loss of ability to deliver a critical program.

- Event that requires a major realignment of how
service is defivered.
Major 4 - Significant event which has a long recovery period.
- Failure to deliver a major politicai commitment.

- Recovery from the event requires cooperation across
Moderate 3 departments.

- May generate media altiention.

- Can be dealt with at a department level but requires
Executive notification.

- Delay in funding or change in funding criteria.

- Stakeholder or client would take note.

- Can be dealf with internzlly at the branch lsvel.

- Na escalation of the issue required.

Insignificant 1 - No media attention.

- No or manageable stakeholder or client interest.

Minor 2

LxC

Score O -5 = Low
Score 6 -10 = Medium
Score 12 - 16 = High
Score 20-25 = Exireme

LIKELIHOOD

CONSEQUENCE
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CONTEXT TEMPLATE

1. State the subject of the risk analysis {e.g., strategic plan; business case; project agreement) and its scope
with respect to organisations involved, intended audience and time frame.

Text text text.

2. :Sa‘até goals and objectives of the program or pian in question.

Text text fexi.

3. State the mission, visfon operating principles and any other value criteria.

Text text text.

4. ldentify stakeholders; determine their infiuence on the process; methods of consultation and
communciation, as appropriate.

Text fext text.

5. 8et put assumptions and constraints (deadlines, time-frames, environmental factors, executive or political
directives).

Text text text.

Page 4
CTZ-2012-00159




RISK MANAGEMENT PROCESS: OVERVIEW

¥

ESTABLISH THE CONTEXT
]

IDENTIFY RISKS

ANAL ¥SE RISKS

EVALLATE RISKS

TREAT RISKS
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