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The BarnOwl Risk Maturity Survey 2017

The BarnOwl Risk Maturity 2017 survey was conducted over the period of September to October 
2017.  The aim of the survey was to gain insight into risk maturity levels across a broad range of 
organisations in Southern Africa, and to obtain an indication of the maturity levels per industry sector. 
Additionally, the aim was to compare the results of the 2017 survey to the 2016 and 2015 surveys to 
analyse whether the maturity levels have improved over the past year or remained the same.  The 
survey was sent out to thousands of prospective respondents representing hundreds of organisations. 
Consultants were also given the option to complete the survey on behalf of one of their key clients. 

The number of respondents increased significantly to 553 (2017) from 402 (2016) and 274 (2015). This 
is an increase of 37.6% when compared to 2016, and over 100% increase when compared to 2015. The 
number of unique organisations increased to 441 (2017), compared to 311 (2016) and 223 (2015).  This 
is an increase of 42% compared with 2016 and 98% compared with 2015.  The increase in the number 
of organisations responding to the survey may be an indication of increased risk maturity, however an 
interesting finding is that the average risk maturity rating across 2017, 2016 and 2015 remains pretty 
constant. 

“The number of respondents increased significantly to 553 
(2017) from 402 (2016) and 274 (2015). This is an increase 

of 37.6% when compared to 2016, and over 100% increase 
when compared to 2015. The number of unique organisations 

increased to 441 (2017), compared to 311 (2016) and 223 
(2015).  This is an increase of 42% compared with 2016 and 

98% compared with 2015.”  
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Section 1: Respondent and Organisation Breakdown
Figure 1.1.1 compares the number of respondents for 2015, 2016 and 2017 
Figure 1.1.2 compares the number or respondents by Private and Public sectors for 2015, 2016 and 2017
Figure 1.2.1 compares the number of unique organisations for 2015, 2016 and 2017
Figure 1.2.2 compares the number of unique organisations by Private and Public sectors for 2016 and 
2017. 
Figure 1.3.1 shows the breakdown of respondents by Public / Private / Municipal / Consultant sectors for 
2017
Figure 1.3.2 shows the unique organisations by Private / Public / Municipal / Consultant sectors for 2017
Figure 1.4.1 shows the breakdown of respondents by industry sector for 2017
Figure 1.4.2 shows the unique organisations by industry sector for 2017
Figure 1.5 shows the respondents by region

Section 2: Risk Maturity questions comparison between 2015, 2016 and 2017
We asked 11 risk maturity related questions. One new question (Q1) was introduced in 2017. 
  
Figure 2.1 Q1. On what level do you interact with your organisation’s risk management?
Figure 2.2 Q2. Do you have a detailed risk management policy and procedure that includes and responds 
to all forms of risk?
Figure 2.3 Q3. How do you rate the buy-in to risk management at the highest level of the organisation?
Figure 2.4 Q4. Do you have a current (up to date) inventory of risks for the organisation?
Figure 2.5 Q5. Do managers have specific risk management responsibilities in their key performance 
indicators?
Figure 2.6 Q6. Do you routinely capture, analyse and report on incidents, close calls and loss-producing 
events to senior management or directors?
Figure 2.7 Q7. Do you regularly report to the executive on key risks?
Figure 2.8 Q8. Can you provide assurance and objectively prove to the executive that the management of 
your key risks is better this year than last year?
Figure 2.9 Q9. Do you have a head of risk and a risk management committee?
Figure 2.10 Q10. Do you have risk management software?
Figure 2.11 Q11. Why would you not consider using risk management software (if you don’t already have 
risk management software)?

Section 3: Conclusion 
40% of our respondents rated their risk maturity as very high and a further 26% rated their risk maturity 
as high. In conclusion, a total of 66% of our respondents rated their risk maturity as high OR very high. 
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Figure 1.1.1

Number of Respondents Comparison between 2015, 2016 and 2017

Figure 1.1.2

Number or Respondents Comparison between Private and Public for 2015, 2016 and 2017

The number of respondents increased significantly to 553 (2017) from 402 (2016) and 274 (2015). This is 
an increase of 37.6% when compared to 2016, and over 100% increase when compared to 2015.

Section 1:
Respondent and Organisation Breakdown
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The number of private organisation respondents of 427 in 2017 makes up 77% of the total 553 
respondents. The public sector only makes up 23%, which is surprising given that the public sector 
generally has dedicated risk management functions.

The number of private sector respondents increased significantly to 427 in 2017 from 248 respondents in 
2016. This is an increase of 151 (77%).

The number of public sector respondents decreased to 126 (2017) from 154 respondents in 2016, which 
is a decrease of 28 (18% decrease), however is still an increase compared to 2015.

The number of unique organisations increased to 441 in 2017 when compared to the 311 in 2016 and 
223 in 2015. This is an increase of 42% compared with 2016 and 98% compared with 2015.  

Figure 1.2.1

Number of Unique Organisations by year
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Figure 1.2.2

Number of Unique Organisations by Private and Public Sector

Figure 1.3.1

Number of Respondents by Private / Public / Municipal / Consultant for 2017

The number of unique private organisations of 344 in 2017 makes up 78% of the total 441 unique 
organisations. The unique public sector organisations of 97 only makes ups 22%.

The number of private sector unique organisations increased significantly to 344 in 2017 from 195 in 
2016. This is an increase of 149 private sector organisations (76% increase). There are no figures for 2015.

The number of public sector unique organisations decreased to 97 (2017) from 116 (2016). This is a 
decrease of 19 public sector respondents (16% decrease). There are no figures for 2015.
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The chart above shows the number of respondents by type of respondent: private, public, municipal 
and consultant. Out of a total of 553 respondents, respondents from private organisations make up 71% 
(390), followed by public sector organisations making up 15% (85), municipal making up 7% (41) and 
consulting companies making up 7% (37) of the respondents.

Figure 1.3.2

Number of Unique Organisations by Private / Public / Municipal / Consultant for 2017

The chart above shows the number of unique organisations (total 441) by private, public, municipal and 
consultant. Unique private organisations make up 70% (308), followed by public sector organisations 
making up 15% (66), municipal making up 7% (31) and consulting companies making up 8% (36) of the 
respondents.
There has been a significant increase in the number of unique private organisations (308) that completed 
the survey compared with 144 in 2016. 
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Figure 1.4.1

Number of Respondents by Industry Sector for 2017:
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2017: There was a good spread of respondents across all industry sectors. The top respondents by 
industry sector are: Financial and Insurance make up 26% (146), National Government make up 8% (46), 
Municipality make up 7% (41), Information Technology and Communication make up 5% (30) and ‘Other’ 
make up 5% (28) which includes consultants. These sectors make up 53% of the total number of 553 
respondents.

2016: The top respondents by sector in 2016 were: Financial and Insurance (26%), Consultants (10%), 
Local Government (7%), Information Technology and Communication (6%), National Government (5%) 
making up 54% of the total number of the 402 respondents.

Essentially there is very little change from 2016 to 2017 and it is no surprise that the Financial and 
Insurance sector is the largest sector.  
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Figure 1.4.2

Number of Unique Organisations by Industry Sector for 2017

The top participating organisations by sector were: Financial and Insurance (22%), National Government 
(8%), Municipal (7%), Information Technology and Communication (7%), ‘Other’ (6%) which includes 
Consultants, Wholesale & Retail (5%), Education (4%), Health (4%), making up 62% of the total number of 
organisations.
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The top responding regions were: Gauteng (62%), Western Cape (14%), KwaZulu Natal (7%) and 
Zimbabwe (3%) which makes up 82% of the total number of 553 respondents. This was closely followed 
by Limpopo and the Eastern Cape.

Figure 1.5

Number of Respondents by Region for 2017
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This was a new question asked in 2017 to get an indication of the extent of interaction of the 
respondents with the risk management process. It’s encouraging to see that 48% of respondents 
interact with risk management every day and that the total number of respondents interacting with 
risk management at least once a week is 66%. This means that our respondents are integral users of risk 
management and are well qualified to complete this survey objectively.  

Figure 2.1

Q1. On what level do you interact with your organisation’s risk management?

Section2:
Risk Maturity questions comparison between 2015, 2016 
and 2017

“It’s encouraging to see that 48% of respondents interact with 
risk management every day and that the total number of 

respondents interacting with risk management at least once a 
week is 66%.” 
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Figure 2.2 

Q2. On what level do you interact with your organisation’s risk management?

The level of maturity for answer one in 2017 is 41.6%, which is essentially the same as 2016 (40.9%). 
When we combine the answers of one and two which are high levels of maturity we get an average 
percentage of 75% for 2017 and 76% for 2016.  

“41.6% of respondents say that their risk management policy 
is comprehensive and well-communicated across the 

organisation.” 
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Figure 2.3

Q3. How do you rate the buy-in to risk management at the highest level of the organisation?

The level of maturity for answer one in 2017 is 36.9%, which is higher than 2016 (32.7%) but lower than 
2015 (42.1%). However, when we combine the answers of one and two which are high levels of maturity 
we get an average percentage of 80% for 2017, compared with 79% for 2016 and 79% for 2015. The level 
of maturity is essentially the same over 2015, 2016 and 2017.

“80% of respondents say there is buy-in to risk management 
at the highest level of the organisation.” 
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Figure 2.4 

Q4. Do you have a current (up to date) inventory of risks for the organisation?

The level of maturity for answer one in 2017 (33.6%), is higher than 2016 (28.8%) but lower than 2015 
(49%). When we combine the answers of one and two which are high levels of maturity we get an 
average percentage of 52% for 2017 versus 47% for 2016. 

Only 33.6% of organisations update their risk registers continuously which means that 66.4% of organ-
isations could be basing their risk assumptions / decisions on outdated data. Considering question one 
where 66% of respondents say that they interact with the risk management process at least once a week, 
it means that many respondents are working with outdated data (i.e. risk registers that are only being 
updated quarterly or less). Alternatively the risks do not change that often and perhaps the respondents 
(66%) are working on action plans at least once a week and not necessarily adding or re-rating their risks.

“Only 33.6% of organisations update their risk registers 
continuously which means that 66.4% of organisations could be 

basing their risk assumptions / decisions on outdated data.” 
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Whilst some risks such as strategic risks may not change all that often, operational risks are changing 
all the time and should be monitored across the organisation at the lowest level. Risk management is 
essentially a strategic management initiative which goes hand in hand with performance management.  
When we track KPIs (Key Performance Indicators against our objectives), KRIs (Key Risk Indicators) and 
KCIs (Key Control Indicators), we see that risk ratings are ‘living’ and are changing all the time. 

In addition, a mature risk management process involves the linking of related risks across business units 
and processes ensuring an integrated approach rather than a siloed approach to risk management. 
When we add the continuous monitoring of controls to the equation, we see that risk ratings are far 
from static. 66% of respondents above however do not update their risks on a continuous basis. When 
implemented effectively, risk management provides an early warning system capable of mitigating nasty 
surprises in your organisation and allowing you to take pro-active action in the pursuit of opportunity 
whilst managing the risk. Risk management helps you manage what you have today whilst giving insight 
into the future. 

“When we track KPIs (Key Performance Indicators against our 
objectives), KRIs (Key Risk Indicators) and KCIs (Key Control 

Indicators), we see that risk ratings are ‘living’ and are 
changing all the time.” 

“When implemented effectively, risk management provides 
an early warning system capable of mitigating nasty surprises 

in your organisation and allowing you to take pro-active 
action in the pursuit of opportunity whilst managing the risk.”
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Figure 2.5

Q5. Do managers have specific risk management responsibilities in their key performance indicators? 

For this question we don’t have ratings for 2015 however the 2016 and 2017 ratings are very similar 
across the board. If we combine answers one and two, we can see that just over 50% of our respondents 
say that risk management is included in their key performance indicators. A ‘living’ up-to-date risk 
management system is hugely advantageous for any manager who has specific risk management 
responsibilities as part of his/her KPI’s, especially where there are consequences or come-backs for poor 
risk management. 50% of respondents said that the management of risk is not included in their KPI’s, 
which in itself is a risk to the organisation, since without ownership and consequences for poor risk 
management, the risk management process is fundamentally flawed. 

“50% of respondents said that the management of risk 
is not included in their KPI’s, which in itself is a risk to the 

organisation, since without ownership and consequences 
for poor risk management, the risk management process is 

fundamentally flawed.”
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Figure 2.6

Q6. Do you routinely capture, analyse and report on incidents, close calls and loss-producing events to 
senior management or directors?

The level of maturity for answer one in 2017 (32.8%) is slightly higher than 2016 (31.3%) but both are 
still lower than 2015 (38%). When we combine the answers of one and two which are high levels of 
maturity we get an average percentage of 57% for 2017 and for 2016. The results show that 43% of the 
organisations don’t proactively analyse their incidents, loss events, close calls etc. and therefore probably 
miss out on identifying root causes and mitigation plans to prevent / reduce similar incidents from 
happening again. 

“43% of the organisations don’t proactively analyse their 
incidents, loss events, close calls etc. and therefore probably 
miss out on identifying root causes and mitigation plans to 
prevent / reduce similar incidents from happening again.”
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Figure 2.7

Q7. Do you regularly report to the executive on key risks?

The level of maturity for answer one for 2017 (54.7%) is almost the same as it is for 2016 (55.2%). When 
we combine the answers of one and two which are high levels of maturity, we get an average percentage 
of 81% for 2017 and 80% for 2016. This suggests that the level of maturity for 2017 and 2016 is essentially 
the same.
 
Only 55% of the organisations report on risks at all levels of the organisation, which means that 45% of 
the organisations may miss key risks that occur at lower levels of the organisation. On top of this, given 
that 48% of respondents say that their risk registers are not up to date (at least monthly) (see Figure 2.4), 
it is very possible that executive may be making decisions on incomplete and outdated risk information.  

“Only 55% of the organisations report on risks at all levels of 
the organisation, which means that 45% of the organisations 

may miss key risks that occur at lower levels of the 
organisation.”
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Figure 2.8 

Q8. Can you provide assurance and objectively prove to the executive that the management of your key 
risks is better this year than last year?

The level of maturity for answer one in 2017 (28.5%), is higher than 2016 (23.6%) and also higher than 
2015 (26.4%). When we combine the answers of one and two which are high levels of maturity, we get 
an average percentage of 60% for 2017 and 61% for 2016 and 2015. We see that the level of maturity for 
2017 is consistent across 2016 and 2015.
 
Whilst trends aren’t everything as ‘things’ can change overnight, they do provide insight / foresight 
into the future. When operating in tough economic and competitive markets, having foresight is highly 
advantageous. Not keeping a finger on the pulse at all levels of the organisation is perilous as it could 
threaten your organisation’s existence.

By implementing an integrated approach to risk management which takes into account KRIs (actuals), 
real-time monitoring of controls, linked risks, near misses, loss events and root causes, risk management 
becomes far more objective and an invaluable aid in making informed business decisions.  

“Whilst trends aren’t everything as ‘things’ can change 
overnight, they do provide insight / foresight into the future.” 
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Figure 2.9 

Q9. Do you have a head of risk and a risk management committee? 

The level of maturity for answer one in 2017 (49.4%) is slightly higher than 2016 (46.7%). It is good to see 
that 50% of the organisations have independent risk committees, as opposed to combined risk and audit 
committees. Often with combined risk and audit committees, risk is managed by audit which is not ideal. 
The positive news is that 79% (answer one, two and three) of the organisations have someone heading 
up risk management. However, to be effective the head of risk / risk committee needs quality, up-to-date 
risk information which in general is not the case given the fact that 48% of the respondents don’t main-
tain up to date (at least monthly) risk registers (see Figure 2.4).

“The positive news is that 79% (answer one, two and three) of 
the organisations have someone heading up 

risk management.” 



21

Figure 2.10

Q10. Do you have risk management software?

We see that 47% of respondents in 2017 have risk management software compared with 42.1% in 2016. 
This means that the number of organisations adopting software is still pretty low and the percentage 
has remained constant over 2015, 2016 and 2017. Out of 53% of respondents who don’t have risk 
management software, 38% (answers 2 and 3) indicate that they would like software whilst 15% say they 
are happy with Excel or don’t perform risk management.   

“Out of 53% of respondents who don’t have risk management 
software, 38% (answers 2 and 3) indicate that they would like 

software whilst 15% say they are happy with Excel or don’t 
perform risk management.”   
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Out of the 53% of our respondents who don’t have software (see Figure 2.10), the three main reasons 
for not acquiring software remain constant over the years: 1. Cost of the software (37.4%), 2. Low risk 
maturity (33.3%), and 3. Managing with Excel (29.2%).

Figure 2.11

Q11. Why would you not consider using risk management software (if you don’t already have risk 
management software)?
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Section 3:
Conclusion

The following chart shows the percentage of respondents who have rated their risk management 
process as a ‘high level of risk maturity’. This percentage below is derived by adding the results of answers 
one and answers two for each of the ten questions.

Q1. On what level do you interact with your organisation’s risk management?
Q2. Do you have a detailed risk management policy and procedure that includes and responds to 

all forms of risk?
Q3. How do you rate the buy-in to risk management at the highest level of the organisation?
Q4. Do you have a current (up to date) inventory of risks for the organisation?
Q5. Do managers have specific risk management responsibilities in their key performance indicators?
Q6. Do you routinely capture, analyse and report on incidents, close calls and loss-producing events 

to senior management or directors?
Q7. Do you regularly report to the executive on key risks?
Q8. Can you provide assurance and objectively prove to the executive that the management of your 

key risks is better this year than last year?

Figure 3.1  

High level of risk maturity across each of the ten questions
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Q9. Do you have a head of risk and a risk management committee?
Q10. Do you have risk management software?

The most mature risk ratings are for questions:
Q7. Do you regularly report to the executive on key risks? (81.1%),
Q3. How do you rate the buy-in to risk management at the highest level of the organisation? (79.6%)

The least mature risk ratings are for questions:
Q4. Do you have a current (up to date) inventory of risks for the organisation? (51.8%)
Q5. Do managers have specific risk management responsibilities in their key performance indicators?        
        (52.8%)

Whilst there is buy-in for risk management at the highest level of the organisation (81.1%), only 51.8% 
of the organisations maintain up-to-date risk registers. The danger here is that risk management and 
business decisions are made on outdated / inaccurate information.

The very high level of risk maturity is calculated by taking the average of answer one (very high level of 
maturity) for all ten questions. The high and very high level of risk maturity is calculated by taking the 
average of answers one and two for all ten questions.
Approximately 35% of the organisations surveyed indicate a very high level of risk maturity, whereby 
there is a very high degree of buy-in from executive (Q3) and where risks are updated and maintained at 
all levels of the organisations, and kept up to date continuously (Q4). 
47% of organisations use risk management software (Q10) which correlates closely with the 40% highly 
risk -mature organisations, however having said this, risk management software has to be implemented 
correctly to be effective.

Figure 3.2:   

High level of risk maturity for all ten questions
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On average, 63% of the organisations surveyed are not embedding risk management at the lower 
levels (Q3) and 48% do not maintain up to date (at least monthly) risk registers (Q4). This means that 
we as risk practitioners, need to do more to embed a ‘living’ risk management system across all levels 
of the organisation to ensure that we add value and that risk management can be used as an effective 
business-decision making tool. Please click here for an eBook on ‘Selling Risk Management to the Board 
and Exco’.
  
We would like to thank those who responded to the BarnOwl 2017 survey and hope that you find 
the results insightful. We would encourage you to participate again next year and we look forward to 
increasing the number of respondents year-on-year and building more extensive risk maturity trends 
over the next few years.

“40% of our respondents rated their risk maturity as very high 
and a further 26% rated their risk maturity as high. 

In conclusion, a total of 66% of our respondents rated their 
risk maturity as high OR very high.”

“This means that we as risk practitioners, need to do more 
to embed a ‘living’ risk management system across all levels 
of the organisation to ensure that we add value and that risk 
management can be used as an effective business-decision 

making tool.”

http://www.barnowl.co.za/selling-enterprise-risk-management-erm-to-the-board-and-the-executive/
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About BarnOwl:

BarnOwl is a fully integrated governance, risk management, compliance and audit software solution 
used by over 200 organisations in Africa, Europe and the UK. BarnOwl supports best practice risk 
management, compliance and audit frameworks (e.g. COSO, ISO31000, Compliance Institute’s Handbook, 
International Professional Practice Framework), whilst offering a highly flexible and configurable 
parameter-driven system allowing you to configure BarnOwl to meet your specific requirements.
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www.barnowl.co.za


